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Executive Summary

The USAID/El Salvador Water Strategy, expressed in its Strategic Objective 4, Increased Access by Rural Households to Clean Water, was approved by Washington in October 1997. Subsequently, the Mission approved its Results Package Document (IRs) in February of 1998 and the New activity Document (NAD) for the AGUA Activity (Access, Management, and Rational Use of Water) on September 24, 1998 at a funding level of $15.6 million with an activity period of four years. A three-year Strategic Objective Grant Agreement (SOAG) for the AGUA Activity was signed with the Government of El Salvador (GOES) in September 1998. An increase in funding the Activity to a level of $17.2 million was authorized on May 22, 2000, and on July 18 of 2001, the Activity Completion Date (ACD) was extended to September 30, 2003. The purpose of AGUA is to increase access to clean water for rural Salvadorans in an environmentally sustainable way. 

Implementation of the AGUA Activity began in earnest in mid-1999 with the initiation of a cooperative agreement with the CARE-El Salvador Consortium of three local NGOs: SalvaNatura, FUNDAMUNI, and SACDEL to carry out project activities in 18 municipalities located within El Salvador’s three major watersheds in the departments of Ahuachapán, Usulután and Morazán. Within the following year, five smaller cooperative agreements with other organizations and a buy-in to a USAID global project were signed to implement additional activities in these same regions in order to expand into complementary technical areas of solid waste and wastewater management and increase outputs toward meeting the USAID/El Salvador’s SO4 under the responsibility of Mission’s Water and Environment Office (WE).
 

Principal Findings and Conclusions of the Evaluation

Among the of various activities promoted by its Implementers, AGUA is making important contributions to the rational use of water resources in outreach areas, and has all the elements necessary to establish replicable models for local-level integrated management of water resources throughout El Salvador, and should be actively supported by USAID. Based on an analysis of the performance indicators related to the IRs included in the NAD, nearly all originally established performance indicators are being met or exceeded by Project Implementers, or will be by the end of the no-cost extension period of October 1 to December 31, 2002. Indicators for two IRs—4.4.1, Water-related ordinances passed, and 4.4.2, Resources invested in water-related projects—are lagging, as execution of activities related to these results depend directly on actions and/or counterpart funding by municipal governments which can not be effectively controlled under a donor project. Potentially, these targets could have been more fully met earlier if USAID had not restricted funding (USAID/WE notified CARE in September 2001 that they would have to curtail spending by about 25% due to USAID’s funding shortage).

In terms of participation and “customer satisfaction,” the more than 40 groups interviewed by the Evaluation Team appeared very enthusiastic and dedicated to the objectives for which they were organized, with many expressing their gratitude to the Project Implementers and USAID. This also reflects on the level of satisfaction achieved, not only for those services and goods received (potable water, plant materials, waste management infrastructures, etc.) but also for the sense of participation in a truly democratic process within their communities. This “sense of belonging” to the development process expressed in essence by all the groups and individuals interviewed during the project site visits is one of the aspects that especially impressed the Evaluation Team. While no appropriate indicators to gauge participation are being tracked under AGUA, the Evaluation Team concludes that, since attrition does not seem to be a severe problem among the 200+ groups assisted under the AGUA Activity, there is currently a high level of satisfaction. This should be tempered, however, with the fact that many activities—especially those related to such demonstration subprojects of agricultural diversification and marketing, solid waste disposal, and wastewater collection and treatment—are early in their implementation stages and it remains to be seen if the end result will prove acceptable to their respective participants. 

USAID has been quite successful in leveraging its grant funds working with GOES agencies and local NGOs. While agreements with GOES agencies and participating NGOs were to provide approximately $5,711,142 in cost-sharing and counterpart funds, the total projected outlays will accumulate to more than $7,012,000 by the end of December 2002 (the no-cost extension period of USAID’s original strategy period for SO4)—more than $1,300,000 or 23% over and above the amounts original indicated in the amended SOAG with GOES and NGO Implementers’ respective cooperative agreements. This is considered exceptional and demonstrates the commitment of both GOES and participating NGOs to AGUA objectives and full development of project activities.

Activities related to Decentralization and Development of Local Management Capacity, including strengthening of existing groups (municipalities, and local development committees) and establishment of new organizations active in water resources protection (esp. watershed committees), are among the most advanced in Central America and are contributing greatly to the national decentralization and democracy initiatives. The principal development concept being promoted under the Project—local and municipality-based integrated water resources planning by watersheds—is deemed to be the most appropriate for rural areas in El Salvador. However, while Implementers have made important strides in particular geographical areas in linking the sustainability of potable water and irrigation systems to the integrated management of their tributary watersheds, the results of the evaluation indicate that activities in many areas are still being implemented without embracing this guiding principle. Agroforestry, soil and water conservation practices promoted under the Project are, in their majority, appropriate and are contributing greatly to water resource conservation at the direct sites of intervention and to lesser degree downstream. Environmental education and awareness training at all levels have brought about a discernable change in the attitude and priorities of those people in communities served by the Project and at the national level among GOES ministries and legislators. Topics of environmental protection and relating potable water systems to the conditions of upland watersheds have taken on a higher priority in local development committees, municipal governments and water administration boards. 

AGUA is financing a series of demonstration wastewater treatment and solid waste management projects that, depending on their outcome, may be used as models for replication for communities with similar characteristics in El Salvador. AGUA is also having positive impact at the local and municipal levels in the development of ordinances that promote integrated water resources management and environmental health. Efforts at the national level in concert with the Water and Sanitary Network of El Salvador, have served to educate a broad cross-section of Salvadoran society in the need for cohesive and equitable water resource laws and a draft executive decree to establish a national watershed management commission and facilitate legalization of local watershed committees to manage their resources held in common. The inclusion of a line item in water fees charged to customers of small communal and municipal water systems, although incipient, is a groundbreaking and fundamental step in incorporating the environmental costs into projects that consume renewable natural resources and guaranteeing the sustainability of both water systems and the watersheds that serve them. 

Still there are a number of issues that need addressing in order to perfect several strategic, technical and operational deficiencies identified during the evaluation, as well as complete and determine the applicability of the demonstration projects which are applying technologies relatively new to El Salvador. The current grouping of the activities (and indicators of execution) under AGUA components is confusing and complicates their administration as well as efforts to monitor the impacts of Project activities. Project Implementers have not used sufficient strategic criteria for selecting priority intervention areas and technologies, resulting in some undue dispersion in the Project’s geographic outreach and missed opportunities for integration and synergy. AGUA has experienced some “project drift” as some activities are seen to be only marginally connected to the original objectives and focus of the Project. The original project design did not include the indicators necessary to appropriately and quantitatively determine the social, economic and/or environmental impacts of Project interventions and progress in achieving of Project objectives (IRs).

Unless they move with caution, Project Implementers’ success in local organizational development and strengthening could lead to a plethora of local and micro-regional entities and/or concentrate the decision-making power into the hands of very few people. Implementers’ strategies of organizational development and the use of incentives are not always clear, especially in terms of an “exit strategy” and when technical and financial support should be reduced and groups graduated from Project assistance.

Some interventions are being promoted without understanding their potential social, economic and/or environmental impact (including inconsistent environmental analysis that does not meet USAID’s IEE guidance). Also, USAID has required inconsistent standards of quality and process for activities financed under varying sources of financing within the mission, even where these may be implemented by the same Implementers in the same general outreach areas. There is insufficient coordination among CTOs and their respective projects in the application of standards, and supervision of quality control among the differing sources of financing. While AGUA execution has been coordinated with PROSAGUAS in several instances (both are CARE managed), projects financed by USAID under other SOs are not being coordinated at the field level to interchange complementary technical services, thus requiring that every project be self-sufficient in all technical areas. This is very inefficient and appears to be the result of a lack of strategic vision at the Mission level to design and execute projects in coordination with other USAID offices to attain a broader level of impacts and sustainability. Also, due to the demonstrative nature of wastewater treatment and solid waste management subprojects, a number of engineering and construction quality control problems have been detected which should be remedied in order to ensure that these subprojects perform according to their intended objectives. 

Principal Recommendations of the Evaluation 

As this evaluation is treated as formative, it is incumbent on the Evaluation Team to provide sufficient guidance to USAID and AGUA Implementers to consolidate successes achieved to date and make the necessary corrections in those issues that are limiting the Project’s fulfillment of USAID’s Water and Environment objectives. The evaluation should also provide USAID with elements of strategic guidance in its efforts to obtain financing to advance the objectives of integrated sustainable water resources management in the next three to ten years. Consequently, the Evaluation Team has formulated the following recommendations based on the findings and conclusions of the evaluation. 

1. The principal recommendation of the evaluation is: USAID should extend existing cooperative agreements and provide those funds necessary beyond the actual AGUA ACD and until the end of the extended strategy period (until September of 2004) so that current Implementers consolidate project activities in selected sub- and microwatersheds in order to establish integrated models of decentralized management and sustainable use of water resources. These models should include all elements currently being promoted in different parts of the project area by implementing organizations, including:

· A participatory water resources/sub- or microwatershed management plan supported by all relevant groups;

· Municipal ordinances regulating environmental protection and water resources conservation;

· One or more water systems (for potable and/or irrigation uses) served by the respective microwatersheds;

· Environmental and public health education and awareness programs, with civic groups active in water resources advocacy;

· Water tariff structures that include the costs of environmental services provided by tributary sub- and microwatersheds; and

· A more science-based monitoring and evaluation system centering on indicators of impact as well as those of performance.

2.
There is an enormous environmental health need to deal with wastewater and solid waste problems in a cost-effective manner for smaller communities in El Salvador. More time and technical assistance is required to prove the operability of the wastewater and solid waste management systems still under development with AGUA financing.

3.
Topics of environmental protection and relating potable water systems to the conditions of upland watersheds have taken on a higher priority in local development committees, municipal governments and water administration boards, but project activities still need to be better consolidated into a logical framework and better integrated with overall objectives and Project actions in watersheds.

4.
The inclusion of the costs of environmental services in the tariffs charged to potable water consumers and irrigators needs to be applied uniformly throughout the Project outreach area by all Implementers. A minimum of 10% of water fees charged should be directed to conserving and improving conditions in the upland watersheds. This same policy should be adopted Mission-wide by all projects in USAID’s portfolio that involve consumption or use of water resources.

5.
The next step in applying and enforcing municipal ordinances needs to be articulated and promoted under the Project by engaging Municipal Environmental Units, using precedents in other municipalities as these may be available in El Salvador and/or neighboring countries.

6.
CARE should continue its efforts with the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MARN) to see through efforts to establish the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission, but increase emphasis on the establishment and strengthening of subwatershed and microwatershed committees. It is suggested, however, that any other activities concerning the General Water Law be ceded to the Water and Sanitation Network to carry on as advocate in this area (most of AGUA’s active participation in this activity was concluded in early 2001).

7.
Current project activities under the responsibility of each and all Implementers should be concentrated in a selected number of sub- and microwatersheds in order to maximize the positive impacts of the integrated water resources management model advanced under AGUA/WE. The selection of sub- and microwatersheds should be based on a series of technical and operational criteria that will consolidate the linkage of potable water and irrigation systems to their tributary watersheds. In those area selected, efforts should be made to complement any missing elements of the integrated model (see No. 1 above). Implementers that have may limitations in the technical or operational capabilities necessary to implement all of the elements of the integrated model should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA/WE for such assistance.

8.
While commercial agricultural diversification and marketing activities were not considered part of the original thrust of the Project, they are seen as potentially relevant in ensuring that intensified agricultural production with irrigation succeeds economically, and should be continued but under different arrangements. While it would be advantageous to incorporate the IICA/CAMAGRO activities in the integral model approach proposed for the Project, financing for these activities should be provided under a different project (and/or different SO) and accessed as required in specific areas in the AGUA outreach area. CRS and PCI activities should be expanded to fully embrace watershed management objectives in the microwatersheds producing water to irrigation systems financed by the Project and/or be coordinated under a different SO.

9.
Implementers should review progress to date for local organizational development and analyze tendencies of proliferation and effectiveness of these organizations, as well as the potential for overconcentrating decision making in the hands of a few, and the impacts to local community leaders in terms of their time and personal livelihood.

10.
Each Implementer should examine their strategies for community development and reassert the elements of their project cycle to determine the amount of time necessary to bring about desired change and permit the gradual reduction and withdrawal of technical and financial assistance from the Project (exit strategy).

11.
Demonstration projects in agricultural diversification and irrigation, commercialization, solid waste management and wastewater treatment and disposal should be accompanied by higher-quality diagnostic analyses in order to project potential social, economic and environmental impacts and incorporate necessary design changes and mitigation.

12.
USAID should review its internal oversight for quality control and technical standards on differing activities financed by WE in relation to AGUA. For instance, standards for what connotes an integrated water system under SIA financing differs from the CARE Consortium’s standards (e.g., several SIA-financed water projects do not have as a condition that absorption pits or latrines be constructed before commissioning the water system). Also, environmental impact management standards, as applied understanding IEEs are not always reviewed by USAID’s Environmental Officer, nor have necessary guidelines and training been provided to ensure compliance.

13.
USAID should mandate coordination among projects regardless of which SO or office where these are assigned. Such coordination should be mandated during both design and execution of project activities, including working in the same geographic areas where feasible. USAID should consider the advantages of geographic overlap to achieve “value-added” and greater development impact among projects, and the possibility of the provision of specialty services from one project’s executing agencies to those of other projects where such capability may not exist.

14.
USAID should require that a quality control committee be established made up of selected staff of Implementers and either a qualified USAID staff person and/or consultant to review designs for water, wastewater and solid waste management subprojects or potentially contract such services with CARE-DASAGUAS. Implementers are advised to provide sufficient on-site oversight to ensure quality control during construction so design standards are met.

15.
In order to better facilitate administration and monitoring of AGUA activities, USAID and Implementers should analyze and propose a reordering of activities under the existing components, and review the utility and validity of current performance indicators to consider reducing their number and improving the instruments used to track the indicators of those found most useful.

16.
As part of the recommended exercise to reorder activities and indicators under each Project component, it is suggested that definitions for these indicators be refined to reflect “hard numbers” limited to an established set of qualifiers. Where certain activities yield products that do not fit exactly into the aforementioned indicators, then any anomalies should be clarified with a technical footnote.

17.
For the period encompassing the AGUA ACD and throughout the Mission’s extended strategy period, USAID should encourage the establishment of a minimum number of impact indicators with direct relevance to the AGUA Activity IRs (some examples are provided in this report). Also, a baseline should be established for each indicator selected and monitored throughout this period.

1.0
Background and Project Environment

El Salvador is the smallest and most densely populated country in the Western Hemisphere with a population of over 6.3 million in an area of approximately 21,000 square kilometers, roughly the size of Rhode Island. The population is evenly split between urban and rural dwellers and the country is urbanizing. El Salvador showed positive economic growth in the post war period between 1988 and 1997. Growth has slowed in recent years and the GDP per capita is one of the lowest in Latin America at around $1,300 per year. Balancing this somewhat are remissions from Salvadorans working overseas which may approach one-third of the GDP or $2.5 billion per year. It is estimated that over one third of El Salvadoran families receive remittances adding an average of $6,000 per year to these families’ incomes. There is great inequality in income in both urban and rural areas and in the provision of basic human services, especially in terms of access to clean water. El Salvador is also one of the most disaster-prone areas on earth. Earthquakes, hurricanes, drought, and volcanic eruptions wreak havoc on people forced by population to live in high-risk areas where their land use practices contribute to landslides, flooding and exacerbation of drought. 

1.2
Overview of the Water Resource Sector in El Salvador and Problems with Access, Management and Rational Use of Water

El Salvador has distinct seasons of wet and dry. Winter (the rainy season) runs from roughly May to October and is when the majority of rainfall is deposited (averaging about 2000 mm/yr in AGUA Project areas according to Project documents). Because of large-scale deforestation (only 15% remaining cover) most rainfall runs off rapidly, reducing water retention in upper watersheds, failing to recharge aquifers, increasing soil erosion into surface waters, and causing siltation in waterways and reservoirs. Flooding is common in low-lying areas during the wet season and water sources dry up during the dry season. 

Recent studies supported by USAID/El Salvador indicate that 90% of the country’s rivers and streams are contaminated by anthropogenic sources and are not potable unless treated. Only 2% of all municipal and industrial discharges receive any kind of treatment prior to entering into surface waters. No agricultural runoff is treated. In rural areas contamination of both surface sources and shallow wells is common because of inadequate household sanitation systems. Solid waste disposal is another cause of water contamination. People commonly dispose of garbage in nearby waterways and those communities with collection services typically dispose of garbage in open dumps exposed to rainfall and runoff. 

Estimates of access to clean water in El Salvador are wide-ranging and depend on the definition of terms, data sources and their reliability, and the date of the reports relative to recent natural disasters. A joint WHO/UNICEF report “Access to Improved Drinking Water: El Salvador” from September 2001 puts rural access to clean water at 60% and urban access at 90%. However, AGUA/WE Activity documents state that for 1999, only 35% of the rural population had access to clean water, while in the AGUA/WE outreach areas, the percentage served drops to 29%. In any case, rural areas are underserved. Women and children can spend several hours a day collecting water of dubious quality from streams, seeps, springs and artisanal wells. Other rural and urban families purchase water from those having wells, municipal tapstands, or from tanker trucks at a cost that exceeds the amount paid by those households that have access to water service from a system. The lack of access to clean water caused by limited supplies and contamination of sources is directly impacting the health of the population with gastrointestinal diseases being the leading cause of death of children under five years of age. 

This plethora of problems related to water resource management are a product of weak regulatory efforts on the part of a host of national entities (20 different entities with 19 separate decrees) who manage the Water sector with overlapping mandates and differing political agendas. There is also a growing and unregulated private and local-government water sector. There has been over 15 years of work in El Salvador to reform the water resources sector that has produced dozens of different versions of a National Water Law – all unsuccessful. Although the current administration has been seen as sympathetic to the cause of water resource management there has been no substantive progress on a National Water Law to date. Champions of water resource and watershed management are, however, hopeful that a presidential decree supporting local watershed management will soon be made. This decree would support work currently being done to formalize and legalize local and subregional watershed management committees being promoted under AGUA/WE.

Water resource management is also constrained because Salvadorans do not have a strong concept of the economic value of water—that is, the relationship between economic development and sustainable water resource management. Salvadorans are only recently engaging in local planning and management of water resources brought about through a program of government decentralization. There are opportunities to work with local citizens and municipal and community leaders to increase their awareness and support their efforts to manage and sustain their water resources.

1.2
USAID/El Salvador Strategic Objective 4 and Intermediate Results Package

The USAID/El Salvador Water Strategy, expressed in its Strategic Objective 4, Increased Access by Rural Households to Clean Water, was approved by Washington in October 1997. Subsequently, the Mission approved its Results Package Document (IRs) in February of 1998 and the New activity Document (NAD) for the AGUA Activity (Access, Management, and Rational Use of Water) on September 24, 1998 at a funding level of $15.6 million with an activity period of four years. A three-year Strategic Objective Grant Agreement (SOAG) for the AGUA Activity was signed with the Government of El Salvador (GOES) in September 1998. An increase in funding the Activity to a level of $17.2 million was authorized on May 22, 2000, and on July 18 of 2001, the Activity Completion Date (ACD) was extended to September 30, 2003. USAID/Washington extended the Mission’s SO4 strategy period until September 30, 2004. The purpose of AGUA is to increase access to clean water for rural Salvadorans in an environmentally sustainable way. The NAD has three components: Institutional Coordination and Policy; Integrated Water Management in Municipalities; and Citizen Awareness, Participation and Action. The four Intermediate Results of this Strategic Objective are presented below, together with their respective sets of lower-level indicators.

Activity implementation began in June 1999 with the signing of a $12.6 million Cooperative Agreement with CARE-El Salvador, whose technical proposal and activity objectives mirrored the NAD and targeted activities in 18 municipalities located within El Salvador’s three major watersheds in the departments of Ahuachapán, Usulután and Morazán. CARE implements the AGUA Activity through a consortium of three local NGOs: SalvaNatura, FUNDAMUNI, and SACDEL. In September 1999, USAID approved an unsolicited proposal submitted by World Vision to carry out AGUA-related activities and, within the following year, four additional cooperative agreements were signed with Catholic Relief Services (CRS), Project Concern International (PCI), a partnership between the Inter-American Institute for Agricultural Cooperation and the Salvadoran Chamber of Agriculture, Livestock and Agroindustry (IICA/CAMAGRO), Border Development Services (to provide technical services to the CARE Consortium on a community wastewater project). Also, USAID executed a buy-in with USAID’s global Environmental Health Project to provide AGUA-related technical services. These additional activities complemented the various components of the AGUA program and included environmentally sound agricultural practices, solid and liquid waste management, and water policy initiatives. On June 20, 2002, the Mission Director approved a no-cost, three-month extension of the five principal cooperative agreements (CARE, PCI, World Vision, CRS and IICA/CAMAGRO) until December 31, 2002. 

1.2.1
IR 4.1: Improved Quality of Water Sources

Activities associated with this Intermediate Result are designed to reduce contamination of surface and ground waters and to improve water management. Activities are focused in these areas:

· The use of improved soil and water conservation practices to reduce runoff and erosion, increase infiltration and productivity on treated farm parcels, and improve water quality and quantity downstream to actual and potential water supply systems;

· Promotion of agricultural diversification with home gardens and demonstration horticultural subprojects, some with marketing components, to link economic gains in agriculture to watershed management and the sustainable use of water resources;

· Improved solid waste and wastewater management, to reduce contamination to surface and subsurface water supplies; and

· Improved industrial processes to reduce contamination of water resources.

The CARE Consortium is working towards achieving this result in all three departments. Other Implementers working toward this Intermediate Result are: World Vision, which carries out its activities in 5 microwatersheds in Ahuachapán Sur; PCI in Usulután; CRS in Corinto, Morazán; and ICCA/CAMAGRO in the upper Lempa watershed above the Cerrón Grande hydroelectric facility and in two communities of Ahuachapán Sur.

Also, it should be pointed out that the drilling of wells and wastewater treatment initiatives were not originally contemplated in the AGUA design. When it was determined that wells make up more than 90% of the water sources used in the project outreach areas (personal communication, CARE, August 2002), AGUA amended the menu of activities eligible for financing to include wells as integral elements of new and/or rehabilitated potable water systems. WE also financed a $150,000 add-on to USAID/Economic Growth and Education Office’s (EGE) rural poverty survey to include testing of sample households’ water sources for chlorine residual, bacteriological and physical/chemical parameters. Based on the results of this study (FUSADES, 2000), it was found that over 60% of those households tented consumed fecal-contaminated water. Hence, it was concluded that actions should be taken with AGUA financing to mount demonstration projects for the adequate collection and treatment of wastewater and gauge their replicability in the country. The Project is financing construction of two medium-scale wastewater treatment plants in Suchitoto (with PCI) and Cara Sucia/Puente Arce (CARE Consortium), and one small-bore community biofiltration collection and treatment subproject in San Rafael as a subcomponent of the Cara Sucia project (CARE Consortium with Border Development Services). 

1.2.2
IR 4.2: Improved Performance of Water Delivery Systems

This IR addresses improvement of existing drinking water supply through the rehabilitation and expansion of existing systems and the construction of new systems. This is done through two principle activity areas: improving existing physical infrastructure; and forming new and strengthening existing water system management organizations to competently provide operation and maintenance (O&M), administrative, financial and management services.

The CARE Consortium is heavily involved in infrastructure work that improves water system service and has leveraged support from a number of GOES entities including ANDA, FISDL, and municipal governments. USAID/El Salvador’s Small Infrastructure Activity (SIA) grants are also being used by CARE Consortium members to build, improve and expand infrastructure, mostly by FUNDAMUNI in communities of the Usulután Department. World Vision has worked in water supply in small communities in Ahuachapán Sur and PCI in Usulután, but with financing under other another USAID SO initiative. SIA has also financed development of three rainwater catchment and storage systems for potable water in areas around Berlin, Usulután where groundwater levels have dropped to a depth of below 150 meters making wells cost-prohibitive. 

1.2.3
IR 4.3: More Effective Citizen Actions to Address Water Issues

The activities associated with this Intermediate Result are focused on environmental protection and environmental health education, and strengthening of local environmental organizations in three general activity areas:

· Environmental and environmental health education targeting local residents to raise their awareness on the causes of unclean water and solutions to them;

· Building and/or strengthening community and regional organizations that focus on integrated approaches to water resources management and solutions to improper waste disposal problems; and

· Citizen actions aimed at improving the management of water resources and the environment around them. 

The CARE Consortium is the principle Implementer of activities toward the achievement of this IR but World Vision in its project in Ahuachapán Sur also has a component contributing to the IR.

1.2.4
IR 4.4: Greater Municipal Participation in Water Resources Management

Activities toward the achievement of this intermediate result are directed toward increasing and improving municipal participation in water resource management in two activity areas:

· Working with municipalities and local development committees to address water resource management through the development of integrated water resources management plans and increasing investments in the sector through these plans;

· Drafting and promulgation of municipal ordinances that deal with issues of water resources management, environmental health and watershed management issues; and 

· Working to create and advocate for the approval of national policies and legislation that support decentralized control of water resources to the municipal level and the establishment of national and local watershed organizations to integrally manage subwatersheds throughout the country.

The CARE Consortium executes most of the activities in coordination with national and municipal government agencies but has received technical assistance from the Environmental Health Project (EHP) in policy and legislative activities related to watershed management and has worked with the Water and Sanitation Network of El Salvador (RASES), which is coordinated by PCI, in aspects related to water law.

	It is important to note that local organizational development is a key crosscutting activity among all Implementers and especially the CARE Consortium. Local community organizations and municipal governments have been strengthened and/or formed for decentralized management of potable water supply systems, local and regional development and watershed planning and management, soil and water conservation, agricultural diversification and marketing activities, and in the provision of solid waste management and wastewater management services. Subwatershed and microwatershed management committees are in the process of formation that will link many of these organizations with municipal governments to sustain the planning and implementation of project activities when AGUA funding is ceased. Linking the activities of these different institutions and organizations is fundamental in achieving the USAID’s Strategic Objective 4.


2.0 
Evaluation Objectives, Scope of Work, and Methodology

The results presented in this report reflect those of a formative evaluation. The AGUA Activity has, in reality, only been implementing for three years. USAID/Washington extended the Mission’s SO4 strategy period for two years until September 30, 2004 and USAID/El Salvador has extended the AGUA Activity Completion Date (ACD) for one year until September 30, 2003. Consequently, the Evaluation Team has made a concerted effort to provide numerous observations and recommendations to guide USAID and AGUA Implementers in the improvement of strategic, management, technical and operational aspects of project implementation applicable to the period remaining in the AGUA ACD and into the extended strategy period. This report emphasizes the positive and promising aspects of the AGUA Activity to date, as well as identifying those areas that merit more attention and/or improvement. The report also provides USAID/El Salvador with several strategic avenues to pursue in the Mission’s next phase of planning for future activities the Water and Environment Sector over the next three to ten years. 

2.1
Evaluation Objectives

The USAID/El Salvador Mission Strategy that encompasses the AGUA Activity was originally programmed for the period of FY 1998 to FY 2002. As indicated above, the strategy period was extended by USAID/Washington for two additional years until September 30, 2004. During the process to amend the AGUA NAD to cover this additional two year period, the Mission decided to first evaluate the current AGUA strategy by examining performance against the established results framework as well as individual implementation activities in order to plan for future interventions. The principle objectives of the AGUA Activity evaluation are to:

· Appraise progress in implementation across the subsector of activities as managed by Implementers.

· Assess the likelihood of achieving the planned Activity Results.

· Identify those elements deemed most promising and those constraining the successful execution of the Activity Results.

· Report the lessons learned to date.

The AGUA Activity evaluation examined strategies, management systems, outreach approaches, activities, monitoring and evaluation systems, and expenditures for the following implementing entities:

1. 
CARE-AGUA (Consortium comprised of CARE, SalvaNatura, FUNDAMUNI and SACDEL)

2. 
World Vision (WV)

3. 
Catholic Relief Services (CRS)

4. 
Project Concern International (PCI)

5. 
Inter-American Institute for Agricultural Cooperation/Salvadoran Chamber of Agriculture, Livestock and Agroindustry (IICA/CAMAGRO)

6. 
Border Development Services (BDS)

7. 
Environmental Health Project (EHP)

8. 
USAID/Small Infrastructure Activity (SIA)

2.2
Scope of Work and Limitations of the Evaluation

The evaluation is comprised primarily of the analysis of planned and unplanned activities and their results, along with related indicators, targets and means of measurement, from the date of approval of SO4 and NAD to the present. The USAID Scope of Work (SOW) for the evaluation is presented in Annex 1. The evaluation analyzes the following aspects of project implementation: 

· Program planning, design, implementation and management performance by Implementers; 

· Implementation arrangements between USAID and Implementers and between Implementers and their targeted and/or beneficiary communities; 
· Participation and satisfaction of beneficiaries/participants at all levels; 
· The development impact and the sustainability of project interventions; and 
· The operational vision for the next 2 years until the end of the period of the current mission strategy, and the strategic vision of the AGUA Activity for the following 3-10 years. 
Progress and strategic success of individual activities/cooperative agreements under the responsibility of the USAID/Water and Environment (WE) Office are evaluated against planned outcomes, as well as the cumulative impact of all activities under the AGUA Activity. Compliance with Code of Federal Regulations 22, Part 216 (environmental assessment) is also evaluated.

It is noted that this evaluation is not intended as a scientifically rigorous analysis of the AGUA Activity. There is neither the time nor the resources for USAID/El Salvador to mount a data gathering and analysis effort with sample sizes that permit conclusions to be drawn that are statistically significant. The evaluation team has collected, reviewed and analyzed as much information as possible to be able to draw rational conclusions based on their professional experience and judgment, identifying important trends, strengths and weaknesses of the Activity. It must also be stressed that this is a formative rather than a final evaluation. With two years remaining in AGUA Activity implementation, the Team has focused on providing USAID/El Salvador with guidance on strategic directions that solidify and sustain strengths and rectify areas that lack of strategic focus or exhibit inefficiencies.

2.3
Evaluation Methodology and Makeup of the Evaluation Team

More details concerning the methodology of the evaluation are presented in the Evaluation Team’s Revised Final Work Plan (Annex 2). The team used the following methods for collecting and assessing Activity-related information:

1. Interviews with USAID/El Salvador staff of the Water and Environment, Health, and Economic Growth Offices and the Strategic Objective Teams.

2. Interviews of key personnel located in central and field offices of all Implementers (see Annex 5).

3. Interviews with key representatives in GOES agencies, including MARN, ANDA, MAG/CENTA and FIAES, and the Inter-American Development Bank (see Annex 5). 

4. Review of Project and subprojects documents (see Annex 7).

5. Field trips over eight days to the three regional Project outreach areas (see Annex 4), visiting sites attended to by all Implementers using interview and field analysis guides, and including:

· inspections/observations of project activities for all components, including community infrastructure such as potable water systems, tanks, wells, wastewater treatment plants, solid waste landfills, demonstration farms, microenterprises, environmental education centers, schools, rural households, farms and farm production infrastructure;

· interviews with nearly 350 members of more than 60 local organizations, including municipalities; and

· interviews with beneficiaries/participants of more than some 40 different subprojects of all types.

6. Staging of a one-day workshop attended by over 50 participants including members of the implementing organizations and USAID/WE staff to review and provide feedback on the preliminary findings of the evaluation team and generate recommendations as guidance to the Evaluation Team (see Annex 6).

The Evaluation Team is composed of an interdisciplinary three-person group of professional who represent a wide range of integrated water resources management experience in Latin America and El Salvador in particular (see Annex 3). The team has experience and expertise in watershed management, natural resource and water resources management, environment assessment, soil conservation and agricultural production, water and sanitation infrastructure, institutional development and strengthening, policy and legislation, community development, and monitoring and evaluation. The Team was ably assisted by an administrative specialist. 
2.4
Structural Conditions Affecting Execution of Activities under Strategic Objective 4

This evaluation should be read with an understanding of several important structural situations that affected the evolution of Project implementation over the course of the last fours years. AGUA Project activities were initiated in mid-1999, approximately eight months after Hurricane Mitch’s disastrous trip through Central America—essentially while El Salvador was still in reconstruction mode responding to the damage caused by the hurricane. The year 2000 and 2001 agricultural years were beset by extended drought conditions which thwarted many attempts by the CARE Consortium to establish demonstration farms and promote plantings of green barriers of vetiver, fruit trees and reforestation efforts (many succumbed to the drought). Then on January 13, 2001 and again exactly one month later on February 13, two very large earthquakes hit the project areas hard, especially in Usulután, requiring the reorientation of Project efforts and resources to that of rescue and reconstruction. About US$1,000,000 of AGUA funds was reprogrammed to earthquake reconstruction.

Considering the frequency and magnitude of these disasters, it is really quite astonishing that so much has been accomplished under AGUA/WE Activity effort. While these events certainly presented obstacles to the timely implementation of project activities, they also presented some unique opportunities for Implementers to coordinate the relief and reconstruction resources that emerged after the earthquake and, in some cases, were able to intensify the rhythm of execution. The earthquake also facilitated the consolidation of the relationship between Implementers and local organizations in their respective project outreach areas, resulting in a higher level of trust and mutual appreciation. USAID/El Salvador’s and Implementing organizations’ staffs certainly deserve an acknowledgment of merit in levels of success achieved under the Project to date. 

3.0
Evaluation Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

This section presents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. The first subsection presents the general findings and conclusions for all activities carried out under AGUA Activity, as represented by all Implementers. These are followed by five separate subsections that present the findings and conclusions of the Evaluation Team’s analyses for each respective group of activities, along with recommendations developed for each. A final subsection presents the general recommendations reflecting the most salient aspects of the overall evaluation. Also, evaluation profiles for each of the principal five Implementers are presented in Annex 9 (CARE Consortium), Annex 10 (PCI), Annex 11 (WV), Annex 12 (CRS) and Annex 13 (IICA/CAMAGRO).

3.1
General Findings and Conclusions

The general findings and conclusions of the evaluation are presented in Table 3.1. The principal conclusion of the evaluation is:

The AGUA Project, among the amalgam of activities promoted by its Implementers, is making important contributions to the rational use of water resources in outreach areas, and has all the elements necessary to establish replicable models for local-level integrated management of water resources throughout El Salvador, and should be actively supported by USAID.

Project Implementers are making important contributions in the water resources sector in aspects of local organizational development, participatory planning, environmental health and biodiversity protection, expanding access to and decentralized operation and management of potable water systems, integrated watershed management, and the incorporation of the costs of environmental services in water fees—all necessary for the sustainability of water production systems and improving access to clean water by rural populations. The Project is also advancing practical knowledge in the establishment and operation of appropriate wastewater and solid waste management, through the development of demonstration subprojects in the rural setting. 

3.1.1
Appropriateness and Effectiveness of the AGUA Strategy

AGUA has facilitated development of a series of approaches and technologies that are contributing to the establishment of models of integrated water resources management. The strategy of connecting community water systems infrastructure with the optimal management of their tributary watersheds is socioeconomically and environmentally sound, and is perhaps the only practical approach to ensuring access to water of the quality and quantity to meet the needs of rural populations in the medium and long term. As indicated in the diagnostic studies of nearly all municipalities and subwatersheds carried out by Project Implementers, access to clean water for use in the household continues to be the most important problem perceived by the rural population. However, while Implementers have made important strides in particular geographical areas in linking the sustainability of potable water and irrigation systems to the integrated management of their tributary watersheds, the results of the evaluation indicate that activities in many areas are still being implemented without embracing this guiding principle.

Perhaps the most impressive accomplishment of the Project to date is found in the progress made through activities of local organizational development. Project Implementers, especially those working together in the CARE Consortium, have catalyzed broad participation of diverse stakeholders in AGUA outreach areas. More than 200 organizations—from particular community groups (schools, microenterprises, etc.), local development associations (ADESCO) and water boards at the cantonal level, local development committees (CDL) and local governments at the municipality level, micro- and subwatershed committees and water board networks at the regional level, to members of the Water and Sanitation Network (Red de Agua y Saneamiento/RASES) at the national level—are participating in several aspects of integrated water resources management facilitated by the Project. The Project is actively promoting the decentralization and democratic reform goals and objectives of GOES, which are reaffirmed under USAID/El Salvador’s Mission Statement. Many of these groups have begun managing their own participatory development planning, and are active in local initiatives to resolve many of the basic human needs and environmental health problems related to water resources in their communities. 

Although still early in implementation, AGUA is making impressive inroads in the technical areas of sustainable water system management and watershed management. Many of the organizations responsible for the 87 potable water systems are managing the operation and maintenance, including collection of water fees, with ever-decreasing dependence on Project Implementers. Also, improved soil and water conservation practices, especially in aspects of no-burn/minimum tillage and agroforestry, are now in varying stages of adoption on some 6,800 farm units comprising more than 16,400 hectares.

AGUA has financed several complementary agricultural diversification and commercialization demonstration projects under separate cooperative agreements (CRS, PCI, IICA/CAMAGRO). The need for increasing on-farm income is seen as an important driver in the adoption of water resource/watershed management practices when these principles are incorporated with diversification. Also, various demonstration subprojects in wastewater treatment and solid waste management are still in early stages of construction and operation. It is hoped that at least some of these subprojects will prove appropriate and cost-effective for the rural and semi-urban settings in the country, as the need for these types of technologies is ubiquitous and increasing. 

3.1.2
Progress in Meeting Intermediate Results Performance Indicators for Strategic Objective 4

In its short three years of implementation, Implementers promoting project activities have met and/or far surpassed the performance indicators linked to the IRs (see Performance Data Tables in Annex 8, representing accomplishments through December 31, 2001). While some of these indicators were vastly underestimated in the project design and others were found to be impractical
, credit should be given to the efforts of all participating Implementers for their efforts, especially in view of the difficulties posed by Hurricane Mitch, the extended drought of 2000/2001 and the January 13 and February 13, 2001 earthquakes. As accomplishments in meeting performance indicators presented in the annex does not include the results of activities from January 1-August 1 of 2002 (when the evaluation was begun), these numbers have increased and most of the targets have certainly been met at the time of this evaluation. 

As indicated in the preceding section, AGUA Implementers are working with more than 200 local government and community organizations, both formal and non-formal. This represents 400% of the original target established in the project design. Two other performance indicators are related to local development. The preparation of integrated water resources management plans at the municipal level has, in reality, been exceeded in that 17 of the 18 target municipalities have plans. But to this must be added a series of micro- and subwatershed management plans, as well as those informal community-level project plans that include all the elements of water resource management plans (water system and watershed management activities) promoted by the CARE Consortium partners (at least five of which were reviewed during the evaluation period) and World Vision (5 microwatershed management plans). Also, only 18 of the initially targeted municipal ordinances dealing with management of water resources and environmental protection have been promulgated, although several of these ordinances cover multiple aspects of environmental protection, solid waste management, wastewater treatment, control of deforestation and water system management. Thus, under the different materials covered under these ordinances, the target may be assumed to be met. However, what is important is that all 18 of the municipalities included in the AGUA target areas should have at least one ordinance dealing with some aspect of water resource or environmental management. 

In terms access to of potable, AGUA Implementers have contributed to the rehabilitation (20) or expansion of existing potable water systems and facilitated construction of new water systems (49), representing about 96% of the end-of-project target. Targets for meeting water quality standards at the household level are already met and should actually improve before the end of the no-cost extension period in December of 2002. Similarly, potable water system flow standards are nearly met, although the qualifier for these targets should be reoriented to reflect the seasonal nature of water resources in the country (during the 6-month dry season when the flow of many water sources, especially those dependent on surface water, are drastically reduced). Another indicator that is considered impractical is that of “households that pay the full costs of clean water services.” Only 18 systems, or 22% of the established target of 80 systems, are meeting this criterion. It would be more instructive to be tracking the percentage of operations and maintenance costs being met in these systems, as this would show progress (or the lack thereof) in efforts to achieve financial sustainability of the systems. 

Targets for the number of farm units and hectares of land covered by soil and water conservation practices have been fulfilled by 400%, as these targets were vastly understated. Implementers were able to begin working with groups with which they had already been promoting from earlier projects; and this facilitated rapid promotion and spread in the adoption of these practices. It should also be pointed out that approximately 42% (7,000 hectares) of these achievements are calculated in terms of the surface area treated in and around three protected areas within the Project’s geographic outreach: El Imposible National Park, the Barra de Santiago Mangrove Protected Area and Los Lagartos. This is seen in positive light as the AGUA Activity is also supporting protected areas management objectives in stabilizing land use, encouraging conservationist agroforestry practices in buffer zones, and reducing pressure on resources within these protected areas.

Finally, targets intended as proxies for the success of environmental education efforts, as least as have been interpreted for this indicator, have been surpassed by an additional 37%. It should be pointed out, however, that these figures represent some double counting of achievements under other activities, as the qualifiers are quite broad and ambiguous. For instance, some improvements in water systems (rehabilitation, pipe replacement, installation of a chlorinator) are treated as a “water-related change resulting from citizen-group action” (Performance Indicator 4.3.1) but are also counted under Indicator 4.2.1.1, “Cumulative number of rehabilitated, expanded or new water delivery systems.”
 Still, there has been a noticeable transformation in the attitude of community members and municipal governments in the AGUA outreach areas that can be attributed to the environmental education messages and trainings given to both the staff members of Implementers and community-level participants in AGUA’s outreach areas. 

AGUA Activity Evaluation

Table 3-1: General Findings and Conclusions and Recommendations

	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	A. Accomplishments

	1. Based on the IRs included in the NAD, nearly all performance indicators are being met or exceeded by Project Implementers.
	a. Implementers have been especially successful in recruiting participants/beneficiaries in local development groups and in sustainable hillside soil conservation practices

	2. Activities related to Decentralization and Development of Local Management Capacity, including strengthening of existing groups (ADESCOs, Municipalities, and CDLs) and establishment of new organizations active in water resources protection (esp. watershed committees), are among the most advanced in Central America and are contributing greatly to the national decentralization and democracy objectives.
	a. Local civic and municipal government leaders are taking an ever-increasing role in determining their own priorities and learning participatory planning techniques 

b. The development of watershed committees related to water boards, ADESCOs and CDLs is giving new impetus to natural resources and environmental protection 

	3. The concept being promoted under the Project—local and municipal integrated water resources planning by subwatershed (and especially by microwatershed)—is the most appropriate for rural areas in El Salvador. Access to clean water at the community and household level continues to be the highest priority for the rural population. 
	a. Participants in local development groups, agricultural families, and resource users, schools and health centers find common ground in the need to plan activities that protect their water resources and improve environmental health conditions

b. AGUA/WE Implementers should maintain rehabilitation and expansion of existing potable water systems and construction of new systems as a high priority and expand coverage. 

	4. Agroforestry, soil and water conservation practices promoted under the Project are, in their majority, appropriate and are contributing greatly to water resource conservation at the direct sites of intervention and to lesser degree downstream.
	a. No-burn, agricultural slash management, minimum tillage and vegetative barriers are the most popular and effective in reducing erosion and runoff, improving structure, increasing water infiltration, and increasing productivity.

	5. AGUA is financing a series of demonstration wastewater treatment and solid waste management demonstration projects that, depending on their outcome may be used as models for replication for communities with similar characteristics in El Salvador.
	a. There is an enormous need to deal with these environmental health problems in a cost-effective manner for smaller communities

b. More time and technical assistance is required to prove the operability of these systems in El Salvador 

	6. Environmental education and awareness training at all levels have brought about a discernable change in the attitude and priorities of people in communities served by the Project. The Project has facilitated dissemination of environmental protection and water resource conservation messages through mass media, including financing for establishment of radio stations and radio programming. Community-level outreach has focused in great measure on solid waste management and recycling.
	a. Topics of environmental protection and relating potable water systems to the conditions of upland watersheds have taken on a higher priority in local development committees, municipal governments and water administration boards.

b. Activities need to be consolidated into a logical framework and better integrated with overall objectives and Project actions in watersheds 

	7. The inclusion of the costs of environmental services as a line item in water fees charged to customers of small communal and municipal water systems, although incipient, is a groundbreaking and fundamental step in guaranteeing the sustainability of both water systems and the watersheds that serve them. 


	a. The inclusion of such charges needs to be promoted uniformly throughout the Project outreach area by all Implementers.

b. A minimum of 10% of water fees charged should be directed to conserving and improving conditions in the upland watersheds, and these charges should be formally incorporated into tariff structures vis-à-vis statutes of each water board’s bylaws and municipal ordinances.

	8. AGUA is having positive impact at the local and municipal level in the development of environmental health ordinances. Efforts at the national level, especially with the National Water and Sanitary Network, have served to educate a broad cross-section of Salvadoran society in the need for cohesive and equitable water resource laws and a draft executive decree to establish a national watershed management commission and facilitate legalization of local watershed committees. 
	a. The next step in applying and enforcing municipal ordinances needs to be articulated and promoted under the Project, using precedents in other municipalities as these may be available in El Salvador or neighboring countries

b. CARE should continue its efforts with MARN to see through efforts to establish the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission, but increase emphasis on the establishment and strengthening of subwatershed and microwatershed committees

c. It is suggested that all activities of the Project concerning the General Water Law be concluded and the Water and Sanitation Network (RASES) act as advocate 

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. The current grouping of the activities (and indicators of execution) under AGUA components is confusing and complicates their administration as well as efforts to monitor the impacts of Project activities. For example, soil/water conservation and agroforestry activities are budgeted under the same component with wastewater treatment and solid waste management. 
	a. To better facilitate administration and monitoring of AGUA activities, USAID and Implementers should analyze and propose a reordering of activities under the existing components.

b. USAID and Implementers should also review the utility and validity of current performance indicators and consider reducing their number and improving the instruments used to track the indicators of those found most useful

	2. Project Implementers have not used sufficient strategic criteria for selecting priority intervention areas and technologies, resulting in some undo dispersion in the Project’s geographic outreach and missed opportunities for integration and synergy.
	a. As part of the effort to consolidate Project activities in a selected number of sub- and microwatersheds, Implementers should develop a series of criteria on which to base this selection of geographic areas and activities to be promoted leading to the linkage of potable water and irrigation systems to their watersheds. Efforts should be made to complement any missing elements of the integrated model indicated in this report.

b. According to the menu of activities selected, Implementers should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA to complement any deficiencies in their own staffing capabilities. 

	3. AGUA is experiencing some “project drift” as some activities are seen to be only marginally connected to the original objectives and focus of the Project. The agricultural diversification, marketing and commercialization activities carried out by IICA/CAMAGRO (SAGEM) and CRS have been concentrated outside of AGUA’s primary outreach area and have not been integrally linked to AGUA’s guiding principles of sustainable water resources use and conservation. 
	a. While such activities were not considered part of the original thrust of the Project, they are seen as potentially relevant in ensuring that intensified agricultural production with irrigation succeeds economically, and should be continued but under different arrangements.

b. While it would be advantageous to incorporate SAGEM activities in the integral model approach proposed for the Project, financing activities should be provided under a different project (and/or different SO) and accessed as required in specific areas in the AGUA outreach area.

c. CRS activities should be expanded to fully embrace watershed management objectives in the microwatersheds producing water to irrigation systems financed by the Project, probably in collaboration with FUNDAMUNI.

	4. Unless they move with caution, Project Implementers’ success in local organizational development and strengthening could lead to a plethora of local and micro-regional entities and/or concentrate the decision-making power into the hands of very few people.
	a. Implementers should review progress to date and analyze tendencies of proliferation and effectiveness of local organizations, over-concentration of decision making and the impacts of time and personal income on community leaders of local groups.

	5. Implementers’ strategies of organizational development and the use of incentives are not always clear, especially in terms of an “exit strategy” and when technical and financial support should be reduced and groups graduated from Project assistance.
	a. Each Implementer should examine their strategies for community development and reassert the elements of their project cycle to determine the amount of time necessary to bring about desired change and permit the gradual reduction and withdrawal of technical and financial assistance from the Project.


3.1.3
Beneficiary Participation and Satisfaction

Beneficiary participation can best be measured by monitoring the dynamics of membership in the 200-plus organizations assisted under the Project. This indicator, however, has not been used at the SO or IR level. It was noted during the evaluation that membership numbers rise and ebb, as is normal with any organizational effort. The performance indicators for the number of organizations participating would indicate a high level of participation, although the attrition numbers were not available. The more than 40 groups interviewed by the Evaluation Team appeared very enthusiastic and dedicated to the objectives for which they were organized, with many expressing their gratitude to the Project Implementers and USAID. This also reflects on the level of satisfaction achieved, not only for those services and goods received (potable water, plant materials, waste management infrastructures, etc.) but also for the sense of participation in a truly democratic process within their communities. This “sense of belonging” to the development process expressed in essence by all the groups and individuals interviewed during the project site visits is one of the aspects that especially impressed the Evaluation Team. Hence, it can be concluded that participation in project activities is very high and stable. 

Similar to the lack of a true participation indicator, no specific indicator was established to gauge beneficiaries’/participants’ satisfaction with the goods and services provided under the project. While CARE included questions concerning beneficiary satisfaction under its PROSAGUAS monitoring and evaluation survey instrument, such questions were not included for the survey instrument used for the AGUA outreach areas. This is unfortunate as such data would have provided the Evaluation Team with a base on which to quantify satisfaction. Similar to its conclusions concerning participation, the Evaluation Team must conclude that, since attrition does not seem to be a severe problem among the 200+ groups assisted under the AGUA Activity, there is currently a high level of satisfaction. This should be tempered with the fact that many activities, especially those related to such demonstration subprojects of agricultural diversification and marketing, solid waste disposal, and wastewater collection and treatment, are early in their implementation stages and it remains to be seen if the end result will prove acceptable to their respective participants. 

3.1.4
Implementation Arrangements and Expenditures of USAID, GOES Counterpart and NGO Cost-Sharing Funds

Implementation arrangements are managed in two major groups of Implementers. Administratively, the activities being managed by all Implementers appear to be executing well, with very few problems. Relationships with USAID are good, as all of the organizations are supported by their home offices in the U.S. and are advancing funds for implementation of activities through letters of credit which are then reimbursed by USAID. USAID is sometimes slow to approve work plans, although Implementers proceed with a verbal approval while plans are still scrutinized. USAID has had some negative influence on the rhythm of project execution. Upon signature of its cooperative agreement in 1999, the CARE Consortium was advanced funding to begin AGUA activities. As mobilization took place, CARE and its partners were gradually ramping up to full implementation and using less than the year-one funding level projected by USAID; hence funds were accumulating unspent. By the second year, the Mission wanted to reduce the resulting increased pipeline of funds, so WE instructed CARE to immediately promote construction of additional infrastructure (four additional water systems) to absorb funding. Due to the pressure to get funds expended, the CARE Consortium’s normal promotion strategy was not followed and these projects leveraged very little counterpart and/or cost-sharing from participating municipalities and communities. Problems with funding availability from USAID have also constrained project development. USAID had approved funding under SO4 at level of $17.2 million for the original 1998-2002 execution period. However, only $15.85 million was made available for use during this period. On top of this situation were requirements that USAID’s WE Office contribute $1.75 million to earthquake emergency response and reconstruction. In September 2001, USAID/WE notified CARE that they would have to limit their monthly expenditures to $300,000 due to this funding shortage (the CARE Consortium was averaging over $400,000 at that time). Consequently, both the rhythm of execution and levels of counterpart/cost-share funding were negatively influenced by USAID funding idiosyncrasies. 

Administration and reporting has been hampered, however, by the sometimes confusing grouping of activities under the four AGUA/WE components. Most are grouped under the first component which responds IR4.1, Improved Quality of Water Sources, which includes such activities as soil and water conservation, reforestation, agricultural diversification and marketing, water harvesting and reservoir storage, irrigation infrastructure, solid waste management, wastewater treatment infrastructure, and control of industrial pollution. Potable water infrastructure is handled under Component 2, environmental education and elements of solid waste management under Component 3, and municipal and national level policy initiatives for water resources under Component 4, including those dealing, again, with wastewater treatment, solid waste management, management of water systems, control of deforestation and environmental protection. The AGUA/WE design did not include a component per se for local organizational development; the CARE Consortium, in fact, established its own Component No. “0” to account for such activities.

The Evaluation Team found the staff of the USAID/WE to very well engaged and knowledgeable about all details of project execution, and noted that they made numerous field inspection trips which are very instructive to successful supervision.
 Implementers are gratified by such visits by USAID staff and encourage them. The Evaluation Team also found headquarters and field staff of all Implementers to be fully committed to AGUA/WE activities and the success of the Project. Technical staffs of all Implementers are very capable and committed—a fact that has contributed greatly to the success of project activities to date. 

USAID has been quite successful in leveraging its grant funds working with GOES agencies and local NGOs. While agreements with GOES agencies and participating NGOs were to provide approximately $5,711,142 in counterpart and cost-sharing funds, the total projected outlays will accumulate to more than $7,012,000 by the end of December 2002 (the no-cost extension period of USAID’s original strategy period for the AGUA Activity)—more than $1,300,000 or 23% over and above the original cost-sharing agreement amount. GOES agencies have continued to participate in several activities, even as it was deemed that the Government had already met its counterpart obligation of US$475,000 by the end of 2001, through in-kind participation of the staff of several agencies (MARN, ANDA, MAG/CENTA, municipal governments, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Health) in project activities, and funds expended through government-sponsored programs, especially the Inter-American Enterprises Fund (FIAES), the Social Infrastructure for Local Development Fund (FISDL, with the Inter-American Development Bank), and ANDA.
 Under FISDL, GOES has continued to co-finance potable water, solid waste and wastewater management systems, contributing to data a total of $658,030. Similarly, ANDA has maintained participation in the co-financing of rural water systems and has contributed $143,662. Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAG) has provided irrigation infrastructure, water storage structures and training services valued at $83,584 through its General Directorate for Natural Resources (DGRN), and $55,553 in technical assistance and extension services under its National Agricultural Technology Center (CENTA). Total GOES cost sharing is currently calculated at $1,094,050, or approximately 230% of the agreed-upon counterpart of $475,000.

Finally, USAID’s cooperative agreements with six NGOs established a cost-sharing level of $5,101,392 to leverage USAID’s total grants with these organizations in the amount of $14,703,635, or a match of approximately 26%. However, most NGOs have already exceeded their agreed-upon amounts: PCI by 67%, World Vision by 39% and CRS by 12%. The CARE Consortium, based their members’ estimates, still have a total pending commitment on the part of participating municipalities, GOES agencies and community organizations of $2,504,590 to be expended by the end of the no-cost extension period (December 2002). At this level, the CARE Consortium will exceed its agreed-upon cost share by approximately $185,000 or about 5%. 

3.1.4.1
The CARE Consortium

The Consortium, made up of CARE, SalvaNatura, FUNDAMUNI and SACDEL, is responsible for approximately 80% of the overall AGUA effort (including all related SO activities among all Implementers). After a difficult first year of interrelational development, members of the Consortium have developed a good working relationship, from both the philosophical and technical standpoint and in terms of project administration. The particular strengths of each organization have served to strengthen the weakness areas of other members: FUNDAMUNI’s shared its approaches in organizational development and participatory planning which were adopted by other members in their assigned geographic outreach areas; SACDEL’s previous work with decentralization and municipal development has been used to develop such strategies with other members; SalvaNatura’s strategies for environmental education, organic coffee, protected areas management , and alternative uses of natural resources is being promoted in all outreach areas; while CARE has used it’s experience in watershed management, agroforestry, potable water infrastructure development, and the efficient administration of project resources (accounting, procurement) to strengthen its fellow Consortium members. 

Implementation by the Consortium has been going well, as evidenced in the accomplishments for nearly all performance indicators for potable water, soil and water conservation and especially components dealing with local organizational development. There are serious delays with the larger wastewater treatment plant for Cara Sucia/Puente Arce due to problems for purchase of the site for the treatment plant. The San Rafael subcomponent of the system is also experiencing some delays, especially in aspects of training and promotion, as well as bringing the small biofiltration plant on line. Also, the Consortium has been able to advance the objectives of integrated water resources management intended in the original AGUA design, as they have had a full complement of resources and the combined expertise of Consortium members at its command. Hence, many of the activities among the four project components are being intrinsically promoted and linked at the micro- and subwatershed level—which was the expressed intent of the consortium approach from the beginning. 

In terms of expenditures as indicated in Table 3.1-A, the Consortium has expended to date about 80% of the budget of USAID funds included in the CARE/USAID cooperative agreement, but only about 47% of its agreed-upon cost-share. It should be pointed out, however, that CARE still has a large number of infrastructure subprojects in execution and does not register the counterpart/cost-share amounts until the projects are completed and commissioned. Hence, the actual amount of cost-share already encumbered is probably closer to parity with the amounts reflected in USAID expenditures. This implies the difficulty in attempting to evaluate the pari-passeu among USAID and CARE Consortium funds. 

As of July 31, 2002, the Consortium had expended a total of an estimated US$12,159,953 in USAID and cost-share funds, which was distributed according to the following activity groups: 31% in activities of soil and water conservation, agroforestry, reforestation and agricultural diversification, of which 75% is oriented to soil and water conservation and the other 25% to aspects of diversification; 39% in potable water infrastructure (including a minor portion in wastewater infrastructure and soak-wells); and approximately 30% for activities in local development and participation (including aspects of water resources policy and municipal ordinances). However, once again, as many infrastructures projects still in construction have not yet been accounted for under cost-share funds, the actual distributions may differ by an important margin. According to the CARE Consortium, an additional $1,500,000 has been formally committed in cooperative agreements to water and wastewater management infrastructure projects to be finalized and accounted for by the end of 2002. This would bring expenditures for water and wastewater infrastructure up to 46% of total project outlays under AGUA.

3.1.4.2
Other Implementers under Strategic Objective 4

For the rest of the activities funded under AGUA/WE, about 20% of total AGUA investments is being managed by several international NGOs active in El Salvador for many years, each under separate cooperative agreements with USAID. In general, as best as could be determined during the evaluation, all Implementers are well on their way to achieving the targets established in their respective corporate agreements. 

As of April 2002, Project Concern, International (PCI) had achieved about 75% of the life-of-project targets in its Sustainable Agriculture and Marketing component and was making good progress in its diversification/marketing program, including drip irrigation, and water harvesting and storage subprojects involving small reservoirs. The Suchitoto Wastewater Treatment Plant began operation in the second trimester of 2002, and follow-up on operational aspects and training was still in progress at the time of the evaluation. Some construction and operational difficulties still need to be resolved at the plant. The solid waste landfill at Corinto has been operating with relative success since early 2002 and includes a composting facility for organic wastes. The landfill at San Francisco de Menendez is behind schedule and has experienced some design and construction quality control problems, but should be operational in the next two months. PCI has been especially generous in its provision of cost-sharing funds, exceeding the agreed upon match by 67%. Approximately 57% of the total expenditures under PCI activities has been made for infrastructure, while the remaining 53% has been dedicated to its agricultural technology and marketing program.

World Vision has essentially met all of its agreed upon targets and has developed several successful models for microwatershed management with small communities linked to potable water supplies. The soil and water conservation activities are augmented with good agroforestry techniques and increasingly popular home gardens. It is promoting a promising subprogram for fruit tree production, and the Project has secured a link with the Persian Lime Producers Association for the provision of technical services and marketing of future harvests. World Vision has also been generous in its cost-sharing match with USAID funds to finance the Project, exceeding its promised match by 40%. All expenditures were oriented to soil and water conservation and diversification activities. AGUA funds were also used to improve and expand coverage under existing water systems in at least two communities, including construction of public water tapstands to serve those lacking household connections.

Table 3.1-A: AGUA/WE Life of Project USAID/WE and Cost-Sharing Budget and Expenditures to Date (US$)

	Implementer
	LOP Budget
	AGUA/WE Expenditures by Principal Activity Area
	Totals

(%)

	Balance

(%)2

	
	
	Soil/Water Conser.
	Infrastructure
	Local Dev/Particip

	
	

	
	USAID
	CON
	USAID
	CON
	USAID
	CON
	USAID
	CON
	USAID
	CON
	USAID
	CON

	CARE Consort.
	12,600,000
	4,350,000
	3,039,086
	811,866
	3,748,207
	1,014,834
	3,342,995
	202,966
	10,130,288

(80%)
	2,029,665

(47%)
	2,469,712

(20%)
	2,320,334

(53%)

	PCI, Intl.
	879,427
	233,518
	277,600
	253,500
	563,614

	136,100
	
	
	841,215

(96%)
	389,600

(-167%)
	38,211

(4%)
	-156,082

(-67%)

	World Vision
	398,257
	135,714
	335,495
	170,800
	
	
	37,227
	18,978
	372,722

(94%)
	189,778

(-139%)
	25,525

(6%)
	-54,064

(-40%)

	CRS
	399,901
	202,525
	308,196
	228,106
	
	
	
	
	308,196

(77%)
	228,106

(-112%)
	91,705

(23%)
	-25,581

(-13%)

	IICA/CAMAGRO
	391,050
	159,635
	324,870
	150,303
	
	
	
	
	324,870

(83%)
	150,303

(94%)
	66,177

(17%)
	9,635

(6%)

	Border Dev. Serv
	35,000
	20,000
	
	
	35,000
	20,000
	
	
	35,000

(100%)
	20,000

(100%)
	---
	---

	Small Inf. Activity
	539,000
	134,750
	
	
	527,772
	132,000
	
	
	527,772

(98%)
	132,000

(97%)
	11,227

(2%)
	2,750

(2%)

	FIAES
	
	260,000
	
	260,000
	
	
	
	
	
	260,000

(100%)
	---
	---

	MAG/CENTA
	
	55,553
	
	55,553
	
	
	
	
	
	55,553

(100%)
	---
	---

	MARN
	
	50,000
	
	
	
	
	
	153,221
	
	153,221

(-306%)
	---
	-103,221

(-206%)

	FISDL
	
	50,000
	
	
	
	658,030
	
	
	
	658,030

(-1,016%)
	
	-608,030

(-916%)

	ANDA
	
	50,000
	
	
	
	143,662
	
	
	
	143,662

(-287%)
	
	-93,662

(-187%)

	DGRN
	
	9,447
	
	83,584
	
	
	
	
	
	83,584

(-885%)
	
	-74,137

(-785%)

	TOTALS

(% of Category)
	15,242,635
	5,711,142
	4,285,247
	2,013,712
	4,874,593
	2,104,626
	3,380,222
	375,165
	12,540,063

(82%)
	4,493,502

(65%)
	2,702,573

(18%)
	1,043,702

(18%)

	USAID & Cost-Share Totals for Category

(% of Total)
	$20,953,777

(100%)
	$6,298,959

(37%)
	$6,979,219

(41%)
	$3,755,387

(22%)
	$17,033,565

(81%)
	$3,746,275

(18%)


As of June 2002, the Catholic Relief Services (CRS) demonstration agricultural diversification and marketing program has already met most of its agreed upon performance indicators. Only a few indicators are lagging, including the total number of participants (at 61% of the target) and in its intended quota of women’s membership in the PHOC cooperative (at only 32% of the intended target). The program includes innovative drip irrigation and water diversion (mini-dams) technologies. The cooperative, with CRS assistance, has secured an apparently limitless market for their produce with a supermarket chain in San Miguel. Problems with access may pose problems for getting produce to market during the wet season. CRS has exceeded its agreed-upon cost sharing level by 13% and intends to continue supporting the project with its matching funds after USAID funds are fully expended. All USAID and cost-share funds are invested in agricultural diversification investments.

While the most recent information on performance indicators was not made available, IICA/CAMAGRO appears to be on its way to achieving its outreach targets with its program of Entrepreneurial Management Services in Marketing and Technology.
 The project has contributed, along with IICA cost-share funds, to the establishment and strengthening of the Salvadoran Chamber of Agriculture, Livestock and Agroindustry (CAMAGRO). The cooperative agreement was signed under the condition that resources be dedicated to support of the IDB-financed El Salvador Environmental Program (PAES) outreach area in the watershed of the Cerrón Grande Hydroelectric Project, which was already being attended to by the IICA/CATIE partnership. But IICA/CAMAGRO also provided training and information services to producers in Ahuachapán Sur (Guymango and San Pedro Puxtla), within the AGUA outreach area, in such aspects as the cooperative purchase of agricultural supplies, marketing of produce and seasonal data on agricultural commodity prices. As of June 2002, IICA/CAMAGRO was fully meeting its cost-share contributions, with 100% of funds expended on training and demonstrations in diversified agriculture, entrepreneurial development and marketing activities. 

Information on Border Development Services was not available, as proposed interviews with staff did not take place due problems with their travel to El Salvador. BDS is providing technical services to CARE in the design and construction of the San Rafael small-bore wastewater treatment subproject. The design agreed to in BDS’ cooperative agreement with USAID was expanded from the intended 10 household connections to include all households in San Rafael as part of the overall sanitation solution in the Cara Sucia area of Ahuachapán Sur. The project is behind schedule and has suffered some problems with the collapse and/or emergence (floating) of polyethylene septic tanks being used in for household connections in areas of the community subject to local flooding during rain events. Training of community members in septic tank maintenance, collection of sewage fees and operation of the small biofiltration plant is also behind schedule. The status of expenditures of USAID and cost-share funds was not obtained by the Evaluation Team.

Nearly all the financing made available under the Small Investment Activity has been expended for some 17 small infrastructure projects of approximately $40,000/each. FUNDAMUNI has received most of the financing for rehabilitation and/or construction of new potable water projects, while CRS has used funding to construct 6 removable in-stream mini-dams to divert water for irrigated vegetables and fruit trees. 

3.1.5
Development Impact and Sustainability of Project Interventions

It is still too early to fully gauge the development impact and potential for sustainability for most activities being promoted under the AGUA Activity by the CARE Consortium and other Implementers. As stated earlier, the Project has only been in active implementation for three years, with the year 2001 dedicated to earthquake response. Due to the deficiencies in the project design in the establishment of sufficient and appropriate impact indicators and lack of a qualifying baseline, the development impact can only be assessed qualitatively. Each Implementer established some sort of socioeconomic baseline in order to identify their potential participants and guide selection of communities and techniques to be promoted. However, few included baseline parameters that can be considered impact indicators. CARE uses a survey instrument oriented primarily to qualifying the quantity and quality of water consumed in a sample of households in communities at the municipal level to respond to the USAID’s IR 4.1. However, the density of sampling locations (households) is deemed insufficient to accurately discern the direct impacts of AGUA activities on water quality and time standards at the municipal level or quantity impacts within the discrete group of project participants—hence the indicator could be improved. Also, other impact indicators that have been successfully used in relation to other CARE projects (i.e., PROSAGUAS) concerning such aspects as sanitation, customer satisfaction, payment of fees, etc., were not included in the survey instrument used for AGUA. World Vision has attempted using a proxy indicator to gauge the level of adoption and acceptance of soil and water conservation technologies promoted under its cooperative agreement, but this effort is only in a trial stage. 

The Evaluation Team has made the following subjective observations based on members’ professional judgment that several project activities are producing tangible positive impacts toward meeting Strategic Objective 4 and some elements of the IR package. Local organizational development and environmental education efforts, primarily under the CARE Consortium, are yielding very positive results in relation to national objectives of promoting decentralization and democratic initiatives at inter-municipal, municipal and community levels. Citizens representing varied social, economic and environmental protection interests are coming together in forums that promote participatory planning and development of projects of mutual interests around water resources issues. Water—or rather the lack of it in a country that has a six-month extreme dry season—was determined to be at the top of the list of problems and priorities for resolution for nearly all communities and municipalities profiled during the Project’s diagnostic phase. Hence, by its own acronym, AGUA is a lightning rod for rallying the interests and participation of rural populations. Participation in development planning is still in its infancy in El Salvador; but USAID’s and GTZ’s long-running efforts in the strengthening of municipal governments are starting to yield results, and AGUA’s Implementers have t seized these accomplishments and expanded on them through local development of community-level organizations and the formation of micro- and subwatershed committees. While no hard data is available to accurately calculate the level of impact on local organizations, the Evaluation Team finds that the elements of decentralized and democratic institutional sustainability are being established in the AGUA outreach areas. How these efforts will pay off in terms of the other IRs and overall development impact is still to be determined, when communities are weaned from project assistance and whether organizations, then on their own, will successfully manage their water systems and continue the participatory local development planning and execution of projects of community interest and need. What is clear is that three years is not sufficient time to instill the capability and experience necessary to ensure this sustainability. 

Another aspect that can be positively assessed is the results of efforts in soil and water conservation. The most popular technical package in terms of adoption by farmers in upland watersheds is one that combines practices of no-burn, slash (crop residue) management and minimum tillage on hillside farms. These techniques are spreading on their own and are proving successful in reducing erosion, promoting infiltration and increasing yields for all crop types grown on treated lands. Where these practices are combined with green barriers of vetiver or other plant materials or agroforestry techniques they take on even more added value and soil protection. While no direct measurements are being taken in the AGUA outreach areas, similar technical packages applied under the USAID-financed LUPE program in Honduras showed decreases in runoff and erosion in excess of 60% in normal rain events and increases in crop yields of 40-60% when compared to untreated fields under the same agroecological setting.
 Such impacts also translate to improved quality and quantity in downstream water sources in terms of reduced sediment load, increase flow of streams and springs during dry season. Again, while these impacts are not being systematically measured in the AGUA/WE outreach areas, the LUPE results can be assumed to be applicable in here as well.

Other activities promoted under AGUA/WE activities are still seen in early stages of demonstration. The development impacts of agricultural diversification—including horticultural crops under irrigation, commercial marketing, water diversion structures and storage reservoirs, cooperative purchase of agricultural inputs and marketing of crops—and solid waste landfills and wastewater treatment plants, are still to be determined once the full subproject cycles have run their course among the Implementers. At present most of these subprojects are still under near or full control of the Implementers and/or have not yet been employed for a full year. While most of these techniques and approaches have been proven in other countries in the region and several appear promising in the AGUA/WE outreach areas, the Evaluation Team is not able to say with certainty that they will be successful or have the intended development impact. At the same time however, the Evaluation Team feels strongly that these activities should continue to receive assistance from USAID throughout the Mission’s extended strategy period and extended AGUA ACD or at which time control and operation of the subprojects have been turned over to community and municipal counterparts. 

3.2
Decentralization and Local Management Capacity Development

Approximately 22% of total AGUA/WE funding is dedicated to activities under this category (see Table 3.1-A). All Implementers are working in varying aspects of developing local management capacity. PCI, CRS and IICA/CAMAGRO are working with community groups and several incipient farmer cooperatives to develop their capabilities to manage agricultural diversification and marketing schemes. World Vision is working with individual community groups in water system administration, and with producer farmer groups in soil and water conservation, and agricultural diversification. The CARE Consortium however, is working on multiple levels with a specific strategy of local organizational development that goes beyond simple task groups, although these too form part of its outreach approach. The Consortium has even established its own fifth component under AGUA: Component “0”, Local Development. The CARE Consortium is breaking new ground in forming micro- and subwatershed committees dedicated to the integrated planning for water resources management. The objective is to link other local development groups, including ADESCOs, CDLs, water committees, municipalities and special interest groups, into a broader regional participatory development planning and management framework. Progress to date is impressive and continued support from AGUA should lead to several replicable models. The findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluations are presented in more detail in Table 3.2.

3.2.1
Findings and Conclusions

The AGUA Project has improved coordination and mutual support between the members of the CARE Consortium as evidenced by the interchange of skills and institutional capacity between the Consortium members. This was the first Consortium experience for the local members and it is noted that each of them has since entered into other consortia agreements for the implementation of other projects. 

As a whole, the Project has helped local organizations to increase enthusiasm and motivation, to take on greater challenges, and to translate local expectations and needs into clear agendas and cohesive action plans. The Project has facilitated action on the part of these local organizations that has led to better identification and use of resources and improved management systems that may have not been functional in the past. This has, in turn, generated more confidence in these organizations on the part of local populations as evidenced by the level of knowledge about and participation in the activities of the organizations. A direct impact of the AGUA Project is increased leverage of resources from national and regional entities by groups of municipal or community organizations that have united for a common cause. The AGUA Project has facilitated this process for communities that have united on regional water supply projects, leveraging large amounts of funds from national and international sources. Still, the sustainability of local institutions is at risk because of a very limited pool of local leaders and a lack of effective rotation of leadership. Up until now these charismatic natural leaders have facilitated the promotion and the organization of new entities with new mandates. However, in the future, without a corps of trained and experienced local leaders who form and manage the myriad of local and regional organizations that the Project is supporting, the defection or loss of just a few key people could present serious problems to the operation of the organizations. This is particularly important given that organizations that focus on issues like watershed management must be stable over the long term.

The stronger organizations have gained local experience in conflict resolution related to access and supply of water an in the capture and management of resources for local community projects. The concept of focusing on the watershed as a form of local water resource management has been strongly promoted. Also, local water committees have initiated an interinstitutional dialogue to help them find solutions for their respective issues. The Regional Network of Water Committees that is being formed and strengthened in the western region of El Salvador is the result of this type of dialogue. This Network, supported by the AGUA Project, is itself strengthening local water committees and supporting an inter-municipal information exchange that deals with common water system management and administrative problems. 

The use of incentives by the CARE Consortium is focused on short term actions on the part of local participants. Seeds, fertilizers and other materials and equipment are supporting agricultural activities that are not being strongly linked to future monetary returns. World Vision is providing similar incentives for fruit tree cultivation while at the same time helping communities find a long-term market for their fruit. Management activities implemented in parallel with large construction projects and complicated organizational aspects have promoted and supported the legalization of organizations as specialized local service providers (water supply, vegetable producers from PHOC, and others). At the same time the Project has strengthened those completely participatory organizations such as the CDLs and watershed committees. The AGUA Project has also effectively supported the legitimization of the role of these strengthened organizations and increasing the membership of beneficiaries or users, of those organizations participating in the larger infrastructure projects. The Project has also been effective in elaborating participatory municipal ordinances on environmental and basic sanitation that support better resource use and conservation of the environment, but are not receiving support to actually put them into local practice. 

AGUA Activity Evaluation

Table 3.2: Decentralization and Local Management Capacity Development

	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	A. Accomplishments

	1. 
Through participation in the CARE-AGUA consortia, consortia members have succeeded in strengthening one another, passing their capacity in a particular area to their partners and receiving the same in return.
	a. 
The Consortium relationship has evolved into a process of sharing expertise and know-how. The other AGUA implementers should be brought into this CARE-AGUA process.

	2. 
CARE-AGUA has improved the ability of all manner of organizations to identify and solve problems and has initiated a process of regional integration of organizations – e.g., the network of water system management committees
	a. Local leadership that understands the limits of their particular organizations has been formed. 

b. Networks of organizations with similar interests and objectives have been formed that have served to support their members’ agendas. Continued support to this process should be provided.

	3. 
AGUA has succeeded in catalyzing local organizational processes which has included inter-municipal collaboration in addressing common problems. 
	a. 
This intermunicipal collaboration is awakening municipalities to the possibilities of collaboration to take on regional and policy problems – particularly in the environmental sector. Support to these activities should be continued.

	4. 
AGUA has increased the leverage of local resources and improved local management capacity. 
	a. 
Organizations are better able to access local investment and manage that investment. 

	5. 
Local AGUA participants identify with the project and its staff.

	a. 
This acceptance of Project values, processes and culture is significant and indicates that the participants are ready to continue in future Project endeavors.

	6. 
AGUA has been particularly successful in helping to form local specialized service provision organizations that operate using entrepreneurial management models (Water Committees, Ag. Production coops). AGUA has supported purely voluntary organizations as well as watershed committees.
	a. The large water system committees (communities with over 500 households) are the strongest of these organizations.

b. Administrative systems created through AGUA are good workable models that should be packaged and continued throughout AGUA’s outreach areas.

	7. 
AGUA has supported and strengthened cooperative business and marketing, especially in the PAES outreach area, but to a minor degree in Ahuachapán Sur
	a. 
This process has been successful and can receive continued support. 

	8. 
AGUA has helped to legitimize the role of Service provision organizations and increased the base of users and participants. 
	a. 
The leadership role of these organizations is recognized by users and participants and payment for services is taking place. 

	9. 
Decentralization of water management through local water system committees has allowed local populations to participate in the provision of water supply services.
	a. 
These organizations must be challenged to accept responsibilities for management of their watersheds. 

	10. Water committees have successfully dealt with local conflicts over water system management and water use and have been able to generate resources for other community development activities. 
	a. 
Experience in conflict resolution should lead these committees to further address issues of equity in water supply and management.

	11. AGUA has succeeded in planting the idea of watershed management at local, regional and national levels along with operational systems to allow it to be practiced. 
	a. 
Successes in applying and institutionalizing these processes should be documented and replicated as they form the basis for sustainable watershed development. 

	12. AGUA has developed successful training programs for all of its local organizations, both entrepreneurial and voluntary. 
	a. 
These should be strengthened and expanded. 

	13. AGUA has developed a complete model for legitimizing the roles of the municipal-level Local Development Committees (CDLs) and community level committees (ADESCOs). 
	a. 
These organizations, through collaboration and consensus are handling short-term planning and development issues. 

	14. AGUA has directly influenced the establishment of a legal basis (ordinances) for environmental management at the municipal level. 
	a. 
These ordinances focus on resource conservation and improved local environmental health. Efforts should be made to engage and train UAMs of municipalities in outreach areas to act as application agents of ordinances. 

	15. AGUA has been a pioneer in the preparation of watershed management plans by local organizations. 
	a. 
Although new, these are powerful approaches to decentralized, local natural resource management.

	16. AGUA has formed nascent watershed management committees supported by the water and sanitation subsector. 
	a. 
These organizations are field-testing processes that when solidified shall form the basis for the formation of working watershed management planning. 

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. 
The local organizations (outside of the service provision organizations) have a limited management capacity and doubtful long-term sustainability.
	a. 
Establish policy of institutional and organizational strengthening at Project level that not only builds management systems but addresses need to generate and direct resources to new resource-strapped voluntary organizations. 

	2. 
Local service provision organizations tend to focus on short-term opportunities with less attention on strategizing and planning for the medium and long term. 
	a. 
Build capacity in strategic planning that builds on short-term successes to address long-term objectives.

	3. 
The sustainability of local institutions is at risk because of a small pool of local leaders and policies that are not allowing effective rotation of leadership. 
	a. 
Support processes that form a cadre of young leaders (participation in the organization, training) for the local organizations, while helping establish rules and norms that address reelection of leaders and incorporation of new leaders. 

	4. 
There are no formal mechanisms or norms guiding AGUA’s work in motivating local organizations that use natural resources to address watershed protection and environmental conservation issues. 
	a. 
Establish formal guides on the application of watershed management focus as operational norms of these organizations, and facilitate to the extent possible the legalization of these organizations. 

	5. 
Local organizations without access to financial resources are markedly less effective than those with access to finances. 
	a. 
Support municipal code reform that permits municipal resources to move to participatory/voluntary organizations. 

b. 
Support processes that allow local resource capture for these same activities. 

	6. 
Rural Development Action plans focus on local immediate physical needs and lack strategic focus on watershed and environmental management and protection. 
	a. 
AGUA should make environmental and watershed planning part of all planning processes.

b. 
Environmental support should be promoted as a local organizational prerogative and included as mandatory in ordinances, norms, and regulations.

	7. 
Baseline studies have not been done in AGUA’s work in institutional development and drawing conclusions on the impacts of AGUA’s efforts is difficult.
	a. 
AGUA must start gathering baseline data on organizational capacity in areas where it will implement institutional strengthening activities. 

	8. 
There is not a strategic plan for the use of incentives that promotes the development of systems for payment for environmental services or environmental reserves within watersheds. 
	a. 
Incentive use needs to be part of an overall strategic plan that moves farmers and other Project participants (through the creation of demand for environmental services) to be willing to pay for those services locally. 

	9. AGUA does not have a strategy for organizational handholding, follow-up, and exit for all of the organizations it has helped to build and strengthen, that promotes continued local work in watershed and environmental protection. 
	a. 
AGUA needs to define this strategy and implement it if organizations are to continue to function and be viable protectors of watersheds and water resources.


3.2.2
Recommendations

AGUA should intensify its training of small organizations, such as ADESCOs, for their formation and/or linkage with microwatershed committees, as well as those organizations in recent formation (where projects are in execution) that possess a limited management capacity and limited possibilities for sustainability as local groups. At the same time, even the small organizations considered stronger need to be shifted away from their focus on short-term issues and oriented in the preparation of integrated development/microwatershed plans and/or activities that can financially sustain them for the medium and long term. The Project needs to engage these local organizations in activities that transfer strategic planning processes that contain aspects (so successfully promoted in water committee formation) of entrepreneurial management techniques, leadership, social interaction and general management, and establish formal guides on the application of watershed management concepts as operational norms of these organizations. If and when the executive decree is issued that creates the figure of “watershed organizations”, then the CARE Consortium should immediately begin facilitating their legalization. 
AGUA should begin strategically training and grooming young community leaders in aspects of participatory planning, organization concepts, and management for eventually coordinating local organizations. At the same time, the Consortium should facilitate the establishment of rules and norms that address reelection of leaders and the incorporation of new leaders to further the democratic process of sharing decision-making responsibilities. The participatory mechanisms promoted and organizations supported by the Project (CDLs and watershed committees) also need to foster financial mechanisms that permit them to function over the medium and long term. The reconstruction and development plans developed by these groups need to be shifted away from their focus on just physical infrastructure and reoriented to a strategic focus on watersheds and ecosystems that support them. 

Incentives are currently used in the short term to draw their participation and achieve stated soil and water conservation and diversification objectives. In the case of World Vision, PCI and CRS, incentives are used as in-kind seed monies (although credit is also used) to jump-start commercial enterprises and produce income for their project participants. However, AGUA Implementers need to develop procedures and forms of reinvestment and payback schemes that will facilitate the inevitable cutting off of project assistance (if these ventures can be sustainable). Furthermore, AGUA Implementers should begin reorienting the use of incentive to be part of an overall strategic plan to create a demand for environmental services that engenders farmers’, municipalities’, water consumers’ and other Project participants’ willingness to pay for those services locally.
CARE Consortium needs to assist municipalities with strategies and mechanisms to put recently-passed ordinances into practice. The Municipal Environmental Units (UAM) should be included in this activity as an instrument for sustainability and focus their efforts on the municipal, microregions and sub-watersheds. These Units should be oriented and trained in applying local environmental norms, seeking self-sustaining financing for developing control and follow-up support mechanisms. AGUA should work with councils of municipalities (mancomunidades) as a mechanism to promote the integrated work of the UAMs in watershed that span more than one municipality and the larger subwatersheds.

3.3
Watershed Management, Water Source Protection, Sustainable Agroforestry and Agricultural Diversification

About 37% of total AGUA/WE financing to date has been oriented to support activities under this category (see Table 3.1-A). The term watershed management refers to all those soil and water conservation activities currently being promoted by USAID/WE and implemented through AGUA/WE. Water source protection comprises those activities related to measures to protect or improve the sites where water is being collected (springs, spring boxes, streams, wellheads). Sustainable agroforestry involves the incorporation of trees into the farm unit and/or reforestation of strategic parcels of land. Agricultural diversification is being promoted by all of the Implementers, but with more intensity by PCI, CRS and IICA/CAMAGRO. Findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation of these activities are presented in Table 3.3.

3.3.1
Findings and Conclusions

The promotion approach of working with demonstration farmers, both men and women, is facilitating the spread of appropriate techniques. The use of the farm plan by most of the members of those farmer groups participating in project activities is working well, although a simpler plan would facilitate its wider dissemination and sustained use. As indicated in earlier sections of the report, the Evaluation Team found a remarkable level of technology uptake and spread for soil and water conservation practices including no-burn and minimum tillage, even on rented lands, and their adoption by farmers not formally participating in AGUA/WE-sponsored training. This obviously is an indicator of the success of such practices.
What is especially positive about this phenomenon is that the technological package is also the most cost-effective of all practices being promoted and contributes the maximum amount of conservation impact. At the farm level (and there are some 6,800 farm units and nearly 10,000 hectares thus affected), the package has the following positive impacts as observed and corroborated by farmers: i) reduced runoff and erosion; ii) increase in organic material from crop residue that improves soil structure, increases nutrients and promotes a higher level of cation exchange (nutrient availability); iii) increased infiltration of rainwater that makes additional moisture available to crops and recharges subsoil and aquifers; iv) reduced drought risk as the growing season is extended and short dry spells are ameliorated by additional field moisture; and v) increased yields primarily for traditional hillside crops of maize, sorghum and beans, but also for fruit trees and vegetable crops planted on treated lands. These practices are augmented on many farms with hillside green barriers of vetiver or other plant materials or agroforestry techniques wherein they take on even more added value and soil protection. As application of these techniques is expanded to surrounding farms and reach a critical mass, they will contribute to a marked reduction in downstream flood risks. Such positive impacts of watershed management have been documented throughout the world, including the USAID-financed LUPE project in Honduras.
 Also, techniques of improved polycultural home gardens and the planting of fruit trees is also gaining widespread acceptance for their potential to improve the diet of rural families, diversify the crop mix and generate some additional on-farm income.

Agricultural diversification and marketing activities are considered demonstration projects and are still in their developmental stages. The success and spread of these techniques will depend on the results of these demonstration subprojects, for which Implementers will need to monitor after reducing project assistance. The Evaluation Team worries that some of the farms being promoted for commercial-scale vegetable production may be subject to access problems potentially affecting their economic viability. Several quality control problems were also detected during the evaluation, such as planting trees in the shadow of other trees and promotion of improper techniques under certain land-use settings (e.g., infiltration ditches in active pastures), but these should be corrected with time. 

Water source protection, usually involving small investments to improve access and the quality of surface water sources such as springs and seeps, are very effective and should be more intensely promoted. The AGUA Activity had envisioned working with area industries to reduce contamination of water resources, but these are seen as outside the scope and capability of Implementers. Hence, there has been little promotion of such techniques and Consortium partners have collaborated at the margins primarily in promoting the use of soak pits for disposal of coffee processing wastes. 

3.3.2
Recommendations 

The selection of techniques and priority locations for promotion of watershed management (including soil and water conservation, agroforestry and reforestation) could be improved with better use of strategic planning techniques to ensure that those areas treated are contributing to water resources improvements related to the improvement and sustainability of existing or new potable water and/or irrigation sources (tributary microwatersheds). Implementers should strive to organize more women’s groups to promote soil and water conservation as part of the diversification strategies for home gardens. 

Implementers should seek out collaborations with other municipal, national government and/or NGO programs to facilitate additional watershed management activities not currently in the mix promoted by the Project. These include: improved road drainage emulating natural contours and drainage ways; reforestation/protection of stream corridors (greenbelts), steep hillsides and ravines, and critical aquifer recharge zones; and the promotion of improved pasture and cattle management in the form of silvipasture, live fencing and cut-and-carry fodder. Activities for the control of industrial contamination should be removed from the WE portfolio, as these actions are included under several MARN programs financed by IDB and other agencies.
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Table 3-3: Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations for Watershed Management, Water Source Protection and Agroforestry
	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	A. Accomplishments

	1. The use of demonstration farmers (both men and women) and model/demonstration farms and gardens is a proven promotional and training approach with widespread success throughout the Project outreach areas. The “learn by doing” extension approach is very effective with both men and women groups.
	a. This extension process should be fully promoted and consolidated as a replicable model for future activities financed by USAID throughout El Salvador.

	2. On areas treated, soil and water conservation practices promoted by the project are having a very positive impact en terms of reducing runoff and erosion, increasing organic material, improving soil structure and cation exchange capacity, increasing infiltration of rainwater and aquifer recharge—all contributing to maintenance and/or improvement of watershed conditions. 
	a. Practices showing the greatest level of uptake by farmers are: i) no-burn; ii) slash/stubble (rastrojo) management; iii) green barriers of vetiver (with brizantha grass becoming more popular); live fence posts, especially of Gliricidia sepium; iv) home gardens; v) fruit trees on individual terraces; and vi) vegetable production under supplemental irrigation.

b. There is a need to continue promoting and determining the level of acceptance of other practices and innovations, including: i) rainwater catchment and reservoirs; ii) polyethylene water tanks; iii) portable mini-dams; iv) sprinkler and drip irrigation; and v) commercial level vegetable production ventures. 

c. All AGUA Activity implementing organizations should meet periodically (annually?) to systematically compare experiences in promoting differing soil and water conservation and diversification approaches and techniques, document lessons learned and visit each other’s outreach areas. RASES could serve as the forum for such meetings. 

	3. Two of the Project Implementers are promoting several designs of small on-farm reservoirs, some with rainwater catchment, for storing water for agricultural and household water in areas of chronic water shortages during the dry season. 
	

	4. Several Project Implementers are promoting polycultural home gardens and diversification into vegetables and fruit crops using alternative irrigation technologies in order to increase on-farm income. 
	

	5. Several Implementers have promoted the development of community-based nurseries as small enterprises among community groups and to supply plant material for extension and outreach activities. 
	a. While it may be more economical to purchase plant materials from large commercial nurseries outside of the project area, financing the establishment of communal nurseries, especially with women’s or mixed-gender groups is seen as an activity that can help meet at least part of the local and regional demand for plant materials (forestry and fruit tree species), train people in alternative vocations and generate income for those participating.

	6. For those examples observed, the small subprojects of water source improvement and protection are very positively impacting those rural communities served. 
	a. Even small low-cost improvements such as concrete spring boxes and public water taps can make a huge impact on the access of small communities to cleaner water and should be widely promoted for traditional watering holes.

	7. The use of small farm management plans is fairly well disseminated, although with differing methods of use and success among Project Implementers.
	a. A simpler, lower-cost plan could be more widely disseminated and used by the undereducated (for instance on newsprint similar to newspaper).

b. Such plans should also incorporate home gardens and those activities managed by women in the household (not only those activities managed by the men).




	8. AGUA is financing two cooperative agreements to exclusively promote and train farmer groups in cooperative purchase of agricultural inputs at reduced costs and in cooperative marketing of produce. The agricultural diversification, marketing and commercialization activities carried out by IICA/CAMAGRO (SAGEM) have been concentrated outside of AGUA’s primary outreach area and have not necessarily been integrally linked to AGUA’s guiding principles of sustainable and integrated water resources use and conservation. This activity primarily added value to agricultural enhancement and diversification activities in the middle Rio Lempa watershed and only incipiently in the Ahuachapán Sur area served by other AGUA Implementers. Some CRS-supported irrigation schemes are not strategically linked to protecting the microwatersheds that produce water for these schemes. 
	a. While such activities were not considered part of the original thrust of the Project, they are seen as potentially relevant in ensuring that intensified agricultural production with irrigation succeeds economically, thus adding value to the water resources used to irrigate non-traditional crops.

b. While it would be advantageous to incorporate SAGEM activities in the integral model approach proposed for the Project, financing for these activities should be provided under a different project (and/or different SO) & accessed as required in specific areas in the AGUA outreach area.

a. CRS activities should be expanded to fully embrace watershed management objectives in the microwatersheds producing water to irrigation systems financed by the Project, probably through more strategic microwatershed management planning with FUNDAMUNI.

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. Promotion of soil and water conservation activities and diversification does not consistently adhere to strategic planning related to the overall objectives of the Project, especially in terms of selecting priority intervention areas and techniques according to watershed management needs. 
	a. Project Implementers should consolidate Project activities in a selected number of sub- and microwatersheds, and develop a series of criteria on which to base this selection of geographic areas and activities to be promoted leading to the linkage of potable water and irrigation systems to their watersheds. Efforts should be made to complement any missing elements of the integrated model indicated in this report.

b. According to the menu of activities selected, Implementers should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA to complement any deficiencies in their own staffing capabilities. 

	2. Participant groups were observed that were not relating their activities to the need to rehabilitate and/or manage watersheds. For some subprojects promoting diversification and irrigated commercial horticultural production, Implementers were not attending to farmers located in the upper watersheds of the water sources being tapped for irrigation where deforestation and improper hillside agriculture was being practiced. 
	

	3. Most of the groups organized and promoted under the Project are men-only, with some women’s groups organized to promote home gardening, improved stove making, confection of artisanry and to market horticultural crops. Farm management plans only rarely included activities for women, thus serving to further divide the family farm concept by gender. 
	a. More emphasis should be placed of the organization and/or consolidation of women’s groups for demonstration of polycultural home gardens, cash crop diversification (including marketing arrangements) and community commercial nursery development for production of plant materials normally purchased by Project Implementers.

b. Farm plans should incorporate home gardens & activities managed by women in the household (not only those activities managed by the men).

	4. Several more appropriate conservationist land and watershed management practices are not being promoted in critical watershed areas. Without treating these aspects, on-farm improvements in runoff and erosion control may be offset by continuing or increasing runoff and sedimentation from roads, stream banks and gullies. 
	a. Project activities should be expanded and/or linkages made with other municipal and/or national government programs and other development organizations to facilitate: i) improved road drainage emulating natural contours and drainage ways; ii) reforestation/protection of stream corridors (greenbelts), steep hillsides and ravines, and critical aquifer recharge zones; and iii) promote improved pasture management, silvipasture/live fencing, cut-and-carry fodder. 



	5. Various instances of deficient quality control and selection and promotion of improperly selected practices were observed, including some that were promoted under pay for work schemes instituted after the earthquake. 
	a. Implementers should monitor and exert better quality control to reduce problems such as: planting trees under standing trees, construction of absorption ditches in pastures, fruit trees as live barriers, and vegetable production within restricted areas along stream corridors (farmers should maintain a minimum 5-10 m greenbelt between their field and streams)

b. Implementers should monitor and take real data on the viability of high-cost vegetable production subprojects in areas of restricted or poor access.

c. Extension packages should include the reduction in the use of highly-toxic (Category I and II) biocides and change to Category IV products and organics. 

	6. One activity area included in the original project design, control of industrial contamination, has received little or no attention in project outreach areas (it should also be pointed out that there are very few industrial activities in these areas.
	a. Activities for the control of industrial contamination should be removed from the AGUA portfolio, as these actions are included under several MARN programs financed by IDB and other agencies.


3.4
Potable Water Systems, Wastewater and Solid Waste Management Infrastructure

At the date of the evaluation, financing of infrastructure represented about 41% of total AGUA/WE expenditures (see Table 3.1-A). However, when including CARE Consortium’s cost-share funding is projected to the end of 2002, total infrastructure expenditures should exceed $8,500,000, or 46% of all of AGUA/WE financing. Of this total, potable water systems represent the great majority, about 88% of infrastructure financing, while wastewater management systems (excluding latrines and absorption pits) represents 7% and the two solid waste management subprojects had about 5% of total infrastructure funding. The three principle infrastructure activities are potable water supply, wastewater treatment (some collection), and solid waste management (sanitary landfill construction). These projects are implemented through the CARE Consortium, PCI, World Vision, Border Development Services, and the SIA fund. 

Infrastructure projects under AGUA/WE have components that handle technical studies, design, construction and construction management, training of local managers, creation and strengthening of local management organizations and billing systems, formation of local operators, formation of legal ordinances to govern system operation and water use, linking water systems to health improvement and watershed protection, and project follow-up support. The detailed findings, conclusions and recommendations for all of these activities are found in Table 3.4. The key overarching findings, conclusions and recommendations for the larger activities are discussed below.

3.4.1
Findings and Conclusions

The AGUA IRs and performance indicators that define the implementation of the Activity use a confusing and time-consuming method to track increased coverage brought about by system construction or rehabilitation that does not help project managers track their true progress in meeting development objectives of the activities. There are no indicators that can be measured to directly track activity impacts, although there are two that can, with some modification, be used to measure the establishment of potable water supply infrastructure operating in a sustainable fashion. There are no results or indicators that link local health improvements to the provision of potable water supply systems. Findings and conclusions as they relate to the different infrastructure activities follow.

3.4.1.1
CARE Consortium

In terms of potable water infrastructure, both the physical and institutional aspects are deemed of the highest quality. Management and quality control for project design, construction oversight, institutional formation and strengthening, operation, maintenance, and administration training, and organizational follow-up support are particularly strong. CARE Consortium Water supply infrastructure has served as a nexus for other local development activities and the Project has been successful in getting water committees to support watershed management activities and to link water committees with their counterparts in regional networks.
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Table 3.4 Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations for Infrastructure Interventions
	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	USAID/El Salvador SO Level and CARE-AGUA Results and Indicators

	A. Accomplishments
	

	1. 
Result 4.2, Indicator 4.2.1 is a better way of tracking progress and impact than indicators 4.1, 4.2
	a. Indicator 4.2.1 provides a clearer picture at much less effort than do 4.1 and 4.2 and should serve as a model.

	2. 
Indicators 4.2.2.2, and 4.4.2.1 are close to being indicators that measure infrastructure impact
	a. These are the indicators that should receive attention from AGUA with respect to drawing conclusions on the sustainability of constructed water systems.

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. There do not appear to be actual field Activities under Result 4.1.3 Increased Use of Improved Industrial Practices
	a. There has been no real advance on the indicator to date. USAID should consider removing this result from the AGUA Activity.

	2. As it now stands there are really no described indicators that measure the sustainability of the infrastructure installed or facilitated by the Activity 
	a. Simple proxy indicators that indicate that a system is functioning in a sustainable fashion should be drafted and used.

	3. The results framework does not link water and sanitation infrastructure to health practices or benefits
	a. There should be a result and indicator, however modest that recognizes this fact on the Activity Design level.

	4. Certain results that are used to fulfill indicator requirements are subjective and whether the results satisfy the spirit of the indicator is open to interpretation 
	a. Criteria should be established for results and indicators that ensure that the intent and “spirit” of the indicator is respected.

	5. Indicator for sustainable system implementation is an output indicator not an impact indicator. (CARE-AGUA Indicator 2.1.5)
	a. Simple impact indicators for infrastructure should be adopted by the end of the Activity to measure impact of infrastructure activities.

	6. It is permissible under the accepted results framework to end with Water supply systems in the middle of construction as long as financing is assured. (Indicator 2.1.4 b)
	a. CARE-AGUA must clarify how these will be provided for these projects. (having a municipality sign a paper that says that they will assume responsibility is not sufficient)

	Water Supply and Sanitation

	A. Accomplishments

	1. The level of service provided by the CARE-AGUA water systems is uniformly high – a tremendous achievement given the size and technical complexity of the systems, the panorama of institutional collaborators in implementation, and the challenges of building sustainable local administrative and O&M capacity
	a. CARE-AGUA should capture and prepare these criteria as part of a best-practices package.

	2. CARE-AGUA has essentially saved the investments made by other donors (Red Cross, FISDL) on large water supply projects by providing a range of services to the implementation and/or the operation of these projects, and has succeeded in leveraging considerable external support
	a. CARE/El Salvador’s highly developed systems has been proffered to several large donors who are principally focused on building infrastructure. Pursuing further alliances with donors that support construction is a recommended short and long term strategy for AGUA infrastructure.


	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	Water Supply and Sanitation

	A. Accomplishments (continued)

	3. The use of the CEFA (Economic Competence based on the Formation of Businesses) model to build administrative and management capacity in Juntas de Agua has succeeded in creating excellent management organizations. 
	a. Continue the use of CEFA and work to spread its use to other organizations and infrastructure projects.

	4. Criteria to be satisfied by a community and the future water users for system inauguration is proper and is uniformly applied for the most part.
	a. CARE-AGUA should capture and prepare these criteria as part of a best-practices package.

	5. The six-month CARE-AGUA follow-up activity identifies technical and operational difficulties, bringing them to the attention of appropriate CARE consortia staff. 
	a. CARE-AGUA should continue providing this service and capture lessons learned for a best-practices package that can be shared with other organizations

b. CARE-AGUA should provide follow-up services to work other infrastructure projects outside of CARE-AGUA (e.g., SIA)

	6. The SIA is working with large populations to repair or expand service. Bringing CARE-AGUA training and watershed activities to these large systems has leveraged considerable impact on the sustainable management of the systems.
	a. This type of collaboration should be actively pursued between the two projects.

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement (Water Supply Systems)

	1. The technical descriptions of the projects in the design folders were found in some cases to not describe sufficiently the criteria used to make particular design decisions that ended up being built in the field.
	a. DASAGUA, serving as CARE-AGUA’s technical quality control entity must ensure that technical documents are of high quality and that changes made to a system during construction are reflected and justified in the technical documentation.

	2. CARE-AGUA shall end the Project with systems are in construction. The strategy for capacity-building and follow-up on these systems is not clear.
	a. A plan that provides supervision, training, and follow-up must be developed and put into place for these projects.

	3. CARE-AGUA implements projects in a weak normative environment. National standards for water systems are not exacting and allow work of middling quality to be built. CARE-AGUA is not actively promoting its best practices to be accepted as national norms
	a. The Water and Sanitation Network of El Salvador is working toward improving and standardizing norms used in water supply and sanitation infrastructure. CARE-AGUA should support these efforts.

	4. The follow-up provided to system operators is not on the same level as that offered to the committees. Operators receive post-inauguration support from CARE-AGUA only when visible problems arise.
	a. CARE-AGUA must develop and put a plan into place that provides a structured program of follow-up support to the operators and other technicians working on CARE-AGUA infrastructure.

	5. The SIA does not have a clear strategy for community selection which causes difficulties in providing training, institutional strengthening, watershed conservation activities to the projects through the AGUA umbrella. 
	a. SIA projects can greatly increase their impacts on sustainable management of water systems and protection of watersheds if they coordinated more closely with CARE-AGUA. AGUA should formally establish this coordination.

	6. There are serious deficiencies in the quality of the SIA design documents, and criteria that must be met by SIA communities and users before a system can be inaugurated are not uniform
	a. AGUA must support a mechanism that brings to the SIA the same technical criteria used in the CARE-AGUA and other USAID-funded infrastructure projects 

	7. There is not a formal system of institutional or technical follow-up being provided to the SIA local water organizations.
	a. AGUA must see that these components are made available to communities receiving these SIA funds.

	Demonstration Technologies – Waste Water Treatment and Sanitary Landfills 

	A. Accomplishments

	AGUA is supporting important first steps in the application of sanitary landfill technology in El Salvador and is generating interest in and attention to the management and policy implications of these technologies
	a. AGUA should continue focus on building the capacity of NGOs in this field.

b. AGUA should devote extra time and resources to support “demonstration management systems” to compliment the demonstration technologies.

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. Environmental impact statements which serve as important tools to ensure good site-specific engineering design and construction practices are not being used as tools to this end and not helping support site-specific designs or “no-go” decisions.
	a. The USAID/El Salvador Environmental office should support training that raises awareness and instructs technicians on EIA implementation that meets USAID requirements.

	2. Systems are being approved first and then designed to fit whatever site they happen to be provided. Local input and the no-build option are not sufficiently considered.
	a. AGUA should establish basic entry criteria for committing to these projects 

b. AGUA should use local participatory activities to select appropriate systems for locales and not select technology and management without involving local actors.

	3. Design criteria lack clarity in some important areas 
	a. AGUA should support independent technical review of designs, construction and post-commissioning operation. 

	4. Ground is being broken on projects without clarity in how management systems will function, how tariffs will be levied to cover recurring costs 
	a. AGUA must apply a set of criteria for management that must be satisfied before construction begins, and criteria to be satisfied before commissioning.

	5. There is low incentive for the landfill and WWT plant operator to perform at a high level
	a. AGUA must formulate and then implement operator training that raises the awareness of the operators with respect to performance.

	6. A formal program of follow-up supervision to trouble-shoot problems and support the O&M and managerial systems is not in place.
	a. AGUA should support independent review of landfill and plant operation and support local training of NGO staff , operators, and managers to address shortcomings.


CARE Consortium collaboration with different international organizations, GOES agencies and local NGOs has been commendable and has helped leverage funds, materials and equipment for the Project. The Consortium has also been able to support large water supply projects implemented by other organizations that have primarily been focused on building infrastructure, to address quality control, institutional development, and water resources management issues that are key to sustainability. On the other hand, rising electricity costs might threaten the tariff structure and successful operation and management of water supply systems with wells and submersible electric pumps (the majority of the systems).

For the CARE Consortium, certain results that are used to fulfill indicator requirements are subjective in nature and whether the results satisfy the spirit of the indicator is open to interpretation. There is no impact indicator for sustainable system implementation. It is permissible under the accepted results framework for the project to end with water supply systems in the middle of construction as long as financing is assured.

3.4.1.2
Small Infrastructure Activity Water Supply Infrastructure 

SIA infrastructure activities have served as nexus for other local development activities in outreach areas served by the CARE Consortium (especially FUNDAMUNI areas). The impact of leveraged activities such as water committees and operation and maintenance training can have great impact, particularly in large water systems that are using SIA funds for repairs or expansion. In some cases the CARE Consortium is bringing its institutional strengthening, watershed protection, and other components to complement the SIA project; however, this is not done systematically. SIA projects are selected based on opportunity, not within a strategic framework that could theoretically mandate their implementation in priority watersheds or where the CARE Consortium could provide support. There are serious shortcomings with respect to design documentation and justification, as well as construction shortcomings that reflect a lack of budget, technical norms, and technical supervision.

3.4.1.3
Demonstration Technologies for Wastewater Treatment and Solid Waste Management 

Solid waste landfills and wastewater treatment plants are still in a demonstration phase in El Salvador. The technologies are proven in other countries, but are recently being introduced here. The general findings and conclusions for the both these types of infrastructure are more directed at the fact that they are demonstration technologies and, therefore, are presented together here. PCI is the lead NGO in executing these demonstration projects under AGUA/WE financing. Detailed treatment of the particular areas can be found in Table 3.4 and in Annex 10 (for PCI), and Annex 14 (Border Development Services).

Environmental impact assessments, which serve as important tools to ensure good site selection, and the selection of adequate engineering design and construction practices are not being used as tools to this end; rather they are being poorly applied under a paperwork exercise required to gain MARN approval prior to breaking ground.
 Construction is being initiated on these projects with questions about management systems, operation and maintenance, payment for service, (and landfill closeout) still unresolved. These are unfamiliar technologies providing services that have a much lower community perception in terms of importance and demand for proper operation and maintenance than that for water systems. There are currently no cohesive plans to offer formal follow-up assistance to the institutions that will manage these systems after commissioning the infrastructure.

Because of the novelty of the technologies being used in the sanitary landfills and wastewater treatment plants, there are shortcomings in design, site preparation, and construction. Strong technical oversight is required during all phases of implementation. However plans to offer formal follow-up technical assistance to the systems after they are commissioned were not included in the subproject proposals or ensuing cooperative agreements with USAID.

3.4.2
Recommendations

3.4.2.1
The CARE Consortium

CARE/El Salvador’s highly developed systems for design, construction, administration, formation of exemplary water management committees, and forming links between water supply and watershed conservation should continue to be proffered to large donors who are principally focused on building infrastructure. Pursuing further alliances with donors who are essentially construction contractors provides an invaluable service to El Salvador and an attractive short and long term strategy for AGUA infrastructure. Coordination between the CARE Consortium and SIA has been invaluable in contributing to the impact and sustainability of the SIA projects both in terms of water supply and integrated water resources (watershed) management. The CARE Consortium should continue to actively bring SIA projects under its umbrella. The Consortium should capture best-practices in infrastructure and work to share them in El Salvador and elsewhere.

The Water and Sanitation Network of El Salvador is working toward improving and standardizing norms used in water supply and sanitation infrastructure in El Salvador. PCI, as coordinator, and CARE is in a position to support these efforts and should do so. The Consortium should explore and then work to implement a sustainable long-term support network for water supply systems in El Salvador. This system could include participation from regional Networks of Water Committees (Red de Juntas de Agua), GOES-sponsored "circuit riders”, and UAM. The CARE Consortium should act now to analyze and prepare a detailed plan for how supervision and follow-up support shall be provided to those projects still under construction at the end of project.

The CARE Consortium, with USAID’s oversight, should analyze and modify indicators that describe progress toward water system user coverage, water quality, and sustainability issues of operation and maintenance, and financing (see suggestions in section 3.7.3 and Table 3.7 later in this report). The results indicators should provide a clear picture of progress toward meeting target coverage. Over the next year, Project Implementers, especially the CARE Consortium, should develop indicators that measure the sustainability of the constructed water systems. Information to inform these indicators can be collected by monitoring chlorine residual at households and cantaneras taps, reviewing tariff collection receipts, evaluating operator skills and knowledge, reviewing minutes of meetings, and related activities. There should be a result and indicator, however modest, that recognizes the fact that hygiene education and thoughtful provision of sanitation systems increase the impact of water supply on the health of the users. CARE has used these indicators in other projects (i.e., PROSAGUAS) but does not take such data in AGUA outreach areas. It is not clear that there is a plan to provide competent construction supervision or follow-up to systems that are in construction at the end of the project. CARE should clarify how these will be provided for these subprojects. 

3.4.2.1
SIA Water Supply Infrastructure

SIA financing, if used strategically within the AGUA umbrella, has the potential to leverage important impacts in priority watersheds and/or in large populations. SIA projects can greatly increase their impacts on sustainable management of water systems and protection of watersheds if they were to be coordinated more closely with AGUA or similar projects. AGUA should establish criteria for strategic use of SIA funding under the AGUA umbrella, which should include AGUA technical supervision, follow-up support, and watershed protection activities to the SIA communities.

3.4.2.3
Demonstration Technologies (Sanitary Landfills and Wastewater Treatment)

USAID/WE should continue and expand its focus on building the capacity of local NGOs (national and international) in the emerging technical fields of wastewater treatment and solid waste management. Given the state of the GOES ministries and USAID/El Salvador experience with private contractors, this is a valid approach and should be continued. Wastewater and solid waste management systems are difficult to sustain for a number of reasons, including: lack of perceived local demand, few incentives to properly operate infrastructures, cultural attitudes about garbage, and the politics of billing for services). USAID and its AGUA Implementers should devote the extra time and resources needed to support what are essentially “demonstration management systems” to complement these demonstration technologies. Participatory planning approaches that bring users and local decision-makers into technology and management process

Understanding that these are demonstration technologies for El Salvador, AGUA/WE Implementers , and PCI and CARE/Border Development Services in particular, should support independent technical review of designs before construction is initiated, supervise and exert quality control of construction before the plant is commissioned, and make periodic monitoring visits after commissioning to provide technical advise as may be required. NGO staffs need to understand that the purpose of an environmental impact assessment is to ensure competent engineering decisions are made that incorporate on-site and off-site issues into the design and construction planning. The USAID/El Salvador Environmental office should provide technical guidelines and support training that raises awareness and instructs technicians on EIA implementation that meets USAID requirements. For these demonstration projects, a follow-up program of technical assistance in operation, maintenance and management should be designed and implemented.

3.5
Environmental Education, Citizen Participation and Sustainable Use of Natural Resources

The environmental education component is the primary responsibility of the CARE Consortium, with SalvaNatura coordinating efforts among all members in their respective outreach areas. Also, World Vision dedicates approximately 5% of its efforts in its microwatershed projects in Ahuachapán Sur. Details on the findings, conclusions and recommendations for these activities are presented in Table 3.5. 
3.5.1
Findings and Conclusions

AGUA has succeeded through environmental education activities in increasing citizen knowledge of and participation in the AGUA project, and in facilitating initiatives to protect and conserve water resources and the environment. SalvaNatura has built broad capacity within all members of the Consortium in environmental education, developing a number of especially strong educators among members’ staffs. Accomplishments include development of a great number and variety of guides, innovative didactic material and educational activities both formal and non-formal learning. The Consortium has yet to provide full training to its entire staff in the elements of environmental education and component activities. Most notable is the exclusion of staffs working in promotion and extension of soil and water conservation/agricultural diversification activities.

The Environmental Learning Centers established in various communities are seen as an integral part of the communities in which they re located, but these centers have not yet realized their full potential at the micro- and subwatershed levels. Environmental Learning Centers have put AGUA in a position to: support a more operational role in educating the public; serve local organizations that require environmental information, guidance or services; and serve as advocates for the incorporation of environmental and watershed protection in local organizational action plans. Didactic and educational materials produced and used by AGUA for environmental education have been used with youths, local leaders and local agricultural producers. This has promoted consciousness-raising and local conservationist actions on water resource management such as watershed and source protection, repair of water system conduits, composting and recycling activities, and in the case of ecotourism (i.e., Charguantique) an opportunity to leverage funding from other sources. Nevertheless, many of these materials still require field validation based on local expectations and requirements vis a vis environmental learning. It is not clear that the materials being used and reproduced by AGUA have been fully validated in field trials with prospective participants before they have been mass-produced and distributed throughout the Project outreach areas by CARE Consortium partners. As socioeconomic and agroecologic conditions are somewhat different among the different outreach areas (coast vs. mountains, types of agriculture and protection systems, young vs. older beneficiaries, etc), the environmental education messages need to be customized to reach these differing groups. For example, some problems were detected in the validity of several of the publications distributed by the Consortium, such as the language and approaches used in the booklets on municipal ordinances, wherein the intended messages are not adequately perceived by their intended target population. It appears that the Consortium rushed many of the materials into publication and dissemination without systematically field testing them and making necessary revisions. Some of these problems are being addressed in the more recently produced materials. Also, there is still a pending need for environmental education to play the part of a nexus of all AGUA components. The Learning Centers also spend a lot of time discussing macro issues when there are community-based, local environmental issues that they could address and then relate them to macro-issues, like global warming).

One innovation that merits special attention is that of payment of environmental services by communities served by potable water systems that use the El Imposible National Park as their water source. Communities’ perception of the protected areas has been enhanced through the Project. Portions of water fees collected by these communities are financing the salaries of two park rangers—an excellent case study example of sustainability. Also, several ecotourism initiatives, one promoted by SACDEL in Charguantique and already operational, and the other in formative stages in the La Montaña de Santa Rita Protected Area, offer income producing alternatives for local communities to the destruction of their forest remnants.
3.5.2
Recommendations

AGUA should make environmental education training available to all staff, with an emphasis on applying elements of the component’s objectives it to their particular activities. AGUA should also consider specialized training for staff in environmental education, using mechanisms such as intra-Consortium exchanges and cross-visits to each member’s outreach areas to consolidate strategies and approaches. AGUA should, in the course of its work in this component, design and implement a process for systematically validating environmental education materials at the field level and for the varying socioeconomic and agroecologic conditions present in the AGUA outreach areas. During the extended strategy period, it is suggested that the CARE Consortium determine the applicability and utility of those materials already produced, including an analysis of the level of understanding on the part of targeted groups of the messages presented in these materials, and make any necessary changes to these materials for subsequent use in AGUA-related activities in the future. 

The Learning Centers are engaging participants in educational activities but are not engaging these participants in what would be considered to be an actual cycle of learning. The Centers must define their teaching and learning methodologies and organizations before AGUA project end and put together strategic action plans that focus their energies on issues of local environmental importance. While environmental education must touch on issues of global importance, addressing issues of local concern should be the primary activity in the Centers.

The Centers are typically not engaging in local environmental monitoring activities or thinking about charging for services of environmental monitoring as a possible income-generating activity. The Centers should see themselves not just as centers of learning but as providers of local environmental services—e.g., mobilizing or educating the community, providing environmental monitoring services, helping to develop environmental ordinances and ordinance implementation strategies—to water committees, watershed committees, municipalities, local development committees, etc. To this end, AGUA should help the Centers obtain their legal status to facilitate such actions, whether separately or as an related sub-organization of the local watershed organizations (to be legalized under the decree creating the Interinstitutional Watershed Management Commission) and focus on those income generating activities with real promise for success, using market research to drive the decisions on what activities to pursue. AGUA should also increase implementation of training of trainers activities at the Learning Centers to support sustainability of environmental education activities after AGUA’s exit.
AGUA has generated a multitude of activities around water resource use and conservation and an incipient coordination between local organizations that it is hoped will help to sustain AGUA activities after the Project’s exit. To strengthen this area, AGUA should put together for these organizations a methodology guide for the planning and development of water resource and watershed protection activities. AGUA should monitor and support these inter-organizational relationships and collaborations, promoting collaborative planning and socialization of priorities. 

The Environmental Education component tends to count as its performance indicators activities that are also being counted by other AGUA components. How this is sorted out at the time of reporting is not clear. If environmental education is indeed a nexus for all AGUA components, counting of results and outputs toward Project IRs should be integrated on the level of the other Project components and be a topic that is addressed on the planning for the integration of project activities recommended by the Evaluation Team that should take place over the period of the extended strategy period (and subsequently extended AGUA ACD).

AGUA Activity Evaluation

Table 3.5: Environmental Education, Citizen Participation and Sustainable Use of Natural Resources

	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	A. Accomplishments

	1. AGUA has built strong capacity in the consortia in environmental education, and especially strong educators among the consortia members. 
	a. 
Standardizing materials and training provided to staff members has brought about a standard approach to environmental education in the field, which has been successful in educating the target population.

	2. AGUA has developed a great number and variety of guides, innovative didactic material and educational activities both formal and non-formal. (radio programs, puppets, etc.) 

	a. 
These materials are serving the needs of a diverse group of educators – school teachers, local promoters, and AGUA staff. 

b. 
Environmental Education is a nexus of knowledge on all of the different components of the AGUA Project. 

	3. The Environmental Learning Centers are successful providers of environmental information on the local level and have successfully promoted the incorporation of youth into the AGUA project. 

	a. 
Support given to the Centers has allowed them to become operational – implementing small projects 

b. 
The Centers have worked to link activities to income generation and this should continue.

	4. AGUA has been able to reach both local organizations and the general public with environmental messages by engaging both in environmental education activities. 
	a. 
This has been accomplished by facilitating environmental educational processes with local leaders and through incentives targeting youths. 

	5. AGUA has developed or supported diagnostic activities in critical environmental initiatives around water, watershed protection system repair, composting projects, waste recycling, etc. 
	a. 
These activities have served to raise local awareness and motivate local participation in local environmental management. 



	6. AGUA has facilitated important pilot environmental projects in ecotourism and other areas that link resource use with natural resource conservation and protection. 
	a. 
AGUA has catalyzed local participation, opened doors to work with and strengthen organizations, leverage development resources, and build local capacity through pilot project implementation. 

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. Within the AGUA project itself, AGUA has not provided full training to its entire Consortium staff in the environmental education component. Most notable is the exclusion of consortia agricultural promotion/extension staff.
	a. AGUA should make environmental education training available to all staff, with an emphasis on applying it to their particular component. 

b. AGUA should consider specialized training for staff in environmental education, using techniques such as inter-consortia exchanges/visits.

	2. It is not clear that the materials being used and reproduced by AGUA have been validated in field trials. 

	a. 
AGUA should in the course of its work in this component design and implement a process of for validating AGUA environmental education materials, so that by project end any necessary changes can be made in the materials resulting in validated environmental education resources for general use 

	3. The learning Centers are engaging participants in educational activities but are not engaging these participants in what would be considered to be an actual cycle of learning. The Learning Centers also spend a lot of time discussing macro issues when there are community and local environmental issues that they could address.


	a. The Centers must define their teaching and learning methodologies and organizations before AGUA project end. 

b. Each Center should put together strategic action plans that focus their energies on issues of local environmental importance. 
c. While environmental education must touch on issues of global importance, addressing issues of local concern should be the primary activity in the Centers. 

	4. The Centers are typically not engaging in local environmental monitoring activities or thinking about environmental monitoring as a possible income generating activity.

	a. AGUA should build monitoring capacity as well as making the Centers places that can be used by local organizational leaders who require information on environmental rules/regulations, or who require help in developing environmental regulations of their own.

b. AGUA should help the Centers focus on those income generating activities with real promise for success, using market research to drive the decisions on what activities to pursue. 

c. The Centers should seen as centers of learning and providers of local environmental services – e.g., mobilizing or educating the community, providing environmental monitoring services and advice on regulations – to water committees, watershed committees, municipalities, local development committees, etc.

	5. 
AGUA uses a supply-side approach to environmental education, offering a general product to all of the Centers. 

	a. AGUA should experiment more with demand side approaches to training, performing diagnostics to either fine-tune approaches used at each center or to validate the supply-side strategy.

b. AGUA should be focusing on training of trainers activities at the centers to support sustainability of environmental education activities after AGUA’s exit. 

	6. 
AGUA has generated a multitude of activities around water resource use and conservation and an incipient coordination between local organizations that it is hoped will help to sustain AGUA activities after the Project’s exit. 

	a. To strengthen this area, AGUA should put together for these organizations a methodology guide for the planning and development of water resource and watershed protection activities. 

b. AGUA should monitor and support these inter-organizational relationships and collaborations, promoting collaborative planning and socialization of priorities. 

	7. The Environmental Education component tends to count towards its Project results activities that are also being counted by other AGUA components. How this is sorted out at the time of reporting is not clear. 
	a. 
If environmental education is indeed an nexus for all AGUA components, it counting of production towards Project results should be integrated on the level of the other Project components.

	8. The Environmental Education component does not have either indicators nor measuring tools to monitor its impact 
	a. 
AGUA should develop indicators and measuring activities that will capture the changes in behavior of beneficiaries as impact of the Environmental Education component. 


3.6
Project Strategic Planning and Policies for Sustainable Management and Use of Water Resources

This subsection summarizes the findings, conclusions and recommendations with respect to the strategic planning approaches used by Implementers, as well as several policy and regulatory initiatives undertaken primarily by the members of the CARE Consortium to promote sustainable use of water resources and watershed management. The full list of findings and conclusions, together with recommendations concerning these activities are presented in Table 3.6.

3.6.1
Findings and Conclusions

AGUA has facilitated raising the awareness of stakeholders at varying levels of Salvadoran institutions and society of the need to sustain water resources with integrated watershed management strategies, including agricultural producer groups, municipal governments, and technical professionals. Strategic planning by AGUA Implementers has been somewhat weak, as diagnostic studies did not incorporate sufficient hydrogeomorphological and agroecological parameters, leaving the selection of projects areas biased toward the existence of interested community groups. This in part may be attributed to the pressure from USAID to achieve physical targets, but also indicates some deficiencies in the strategic planning approaches used by Implementers. Acknowledging the need to increase efforts to meet these WE targets and expand the areas of project impact to water policy improvements, solid waste treatment and wastewater treatment, USAID signed additional cooperative agreements with a number of other Implementers. However, some of this financing only marginally tied to AGUA objectives, resulting in some problems of geographic and technical project drift.

The strategy and process for promoting the issuing of municipal ordinances to encourage integrated resources management and environmental health should lead to better local control of problems leading to watershed and water resources deterioration as mechanisms are put in place to apply and enforce them. The CARE Consortium’s efforts at the national level, working closely with consultants provided under USAID’s Global Environmental Health Project and MARN, will hopefully lead to the establishment of the National Watershed Management Commission and facilitate legalization of local watershed committees being organized by the Consortium in project outreach efforts. Furthermore, nearly all Implementers are advancing to some degree the innovation of incorporating the costs of environmental services in water fees charged to customers of small communal and municipal water systems—a fundamental step in guaranteeing the sustainability of both water systems and the watersheds that serve them—but as yet, the policy has not been linked to irrigation water supplies. 

On the other hand, AGUA has not adequately met its obligations under its Initial Environmental Examination (IEE) and no adequate environmental assessments were performed for higher-risk wastewater and solid waste management projects, presenting actual and potential problems with their construction and operation. According to the text of the AGUA Environmental Threshold Decision (LAC-IEE-98-29, authorized on September 7, 1998), under section II, Recommendation: “If a sub-grant is proposed for an action for which there is no approved guidelines in the Mission documentation, a site specific EA should be performed. Therefore, we recommend that the environmental recommendations made in the previous Environmental Assessments be made available to the participating secondary organizations, but that no further investigation be required.” The guidelines referred to in the Decision are those covered under the IEEs for the Public Services Improvement Project (519-0094) and the Small Infrastructure Activity (519-0094). According to Project Implementers, these guidelines were not provided by the Mission. Furthermore, the scale potential for negative environmental impacts of solid waste and wastewater management systems should have required a more stringent environmental due-diligence. While documentation was presented to MARN under its environmental assessment regulations, the content and quality of these documents did not qualify as an EA under standards normally upheld by USAID. An amended to the IEE was issued on November 16, 2000 to cover the drilling of wells. Guidelines established in this amendment, by reference to those already in use under PROSAGUAS and standards held by ANDA, have generally been followed. However, the recommendation included in the amendment stated that: “USAID and CARE will keep track of the results and effectiveness of the guidelines and will use this experience for improvement of [USAID] well drilling guidelines in the future. [USAID] will also provide suggestions to the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources on the content of a National guideline for well drilling activities.” While it cannot be stated emphatically, no evidence was found during the evaluation that these actions have been taken by the Mission. 

The grouping of the activities and respective performance indicators under the four AGUA components is confusing and causes difficulties in project administration and in monitoring the impacts of Project activities. The original project design did not include the indicators necessary to adequately assess the social, economic and/or environmental impacts of Project interventions and progress towards the Activity SO and IRs. Also, there is currently insufficient coordination among CTOs both within the WE Office and those of other USAID offices, as several procedures and standards differ among projects and are not being sufficiently coordinated at the field level, thereby necessitating that every project be self-sufficient in all technical areas. 

3.6.2
Recommendations

AGUA Implementers should integrate all activities into a selected number of sub- and microwatersheds, using strategic planning criteria on which to base the selection of appropriate geographic areas and technical activities with linkage to potable water and irrigation systems to their watersheds. Implementers should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA to complement any deficiencies in their own staffing capabilities both within and without the Consortium. Application of policies related to incorporating the costs of environmental services should be intensified and incorporated in all subprojects, and formalized in municipal ordinances and bylaws of water boards and committees. In the case of those municipal ordinances already promulgated, AGUA should assist municipalities in their adequate application and enforcement through knowledge of instruments and lessons learned in other municipalities in El Salvador and countries in the region. 

USAID needs to review its internal oversight for quality control on the AGUA IEE process through more formal procedures involving its Environmental Officer and provide Implementers with adequate guidelines, standards and training to ensure compliance with the spirit and letter of the AGUA Project IEE. MARN’s environmental assessment efforts are in their infancy and the Ministry does not have sufficient personnel with the professional skills necessary to ensure the environmental viability of subprojects promoted under AGUA. USAID’s own procedures should include requirements to consider at least 3 alternative sites for wastewater and solid waste management projects, as selection of an adequate site is the most important step in ensuring the environmental sustainability of the operation of these works. Even as land is at a premium in El Salvador, this requirement will also serve to reduce the politics surrounding the purchase of land for such projects, including problems of land/price speculation and corruption. 

USAID should also make an effort to unify technical procedures and standards, during both design and operational phases, for all projects within the mission, regardless of the geographical focus or counterpart organizations, and promote greater geographic and technical coordination among projects regardless of which SO or office where assigned. For instance, WE should coordinate the provision of technical and operational outreach in aspects of integrated water resources/watershed management with HO and Earthquake Reconstruction Program (ERP) where these offices promotes improved water and sanitation services, and with EGE where water resources are being used for diversified agriculture and agroindustry. Concomitantly, HO and EGE should coordinate delivery of services provided under projects financed out of these offices to cover needs that WE does not routinely handle under its SO. This should achieve mutual technical and impact-related “value-added” among all projects, contribute to all projects’ sustainability objectives, and reduce problems of project drift. Also, impact indicators related to IRs for WE can be improved based on the experience of HO and, depending on the adoption of some of the indicators suggested in Table 3.7 below, WE can contribute to the cross-referencing of indicators that can enrich the assessment of impacts of activities promoted under projects financed by the other offices in the Mission. 

USAID, in close consultation with its Implementers, should reorder AGUA activities under the existing components in order to facilitate more efficient administration, monitoring and evaluation of Project activities. USAID and Implementers should also review the utility and validity of current performance indicators, consider reducing their number and improving the instruments used to track the indicators of those found most useful, and include additional indicators to more accurately monitor the impact of project interventions and progress toward meeting SO4 and IRs. 
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Table 3-6: Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations for 

Strategic Planning and Policies for Sustainable Management and Use of Water Resources

	Findings and Conclusions
	Observations and Recommendations

	A. Accomplishments

	1. The innovation of promoting consortia among NGOs to carry out collaborative implementation of the AGUA Activity has worked out well, albeit after an initial year of interrelational growing pains. Individual NGOs have also carried out their duties without any major problems. 
	a. While the CARE/SalvaNatura/FUNDAMUNI/SACDEL Consortium has worked out well, USAID should continue to support activities through individual NGOs to engender competition and innovation, but encourage more collaboration among these in priority geographic areas based on their respective specialties to address integrated program needs. 

	2. The Project has facilitated raising consciousness at varying levels of El Salvadoran society about the importance of sustaining water resources with integrated watershed management strategies, including agricultural producer groups, municipal governments and technical professionals. 
	a. This accomplishments represents one of the most important advances under the Project, as such actions are fundamental to guaranteeing the sustainability of project-sponsored activities in water resources management.

	3. Project Implementers were able to consolidate groups that they previously had assisted under other projects (including PROMESA/GreenProject financed by USAID) which permitted reestablishment of demonstration sites and a quick startup of activities in AGUA outreach areas.
	a. Earlier projects were not able to achieve local development and consciousness-raising goals nor reach a critical mass of the population due to restrictions of time and resources. AGUA has capitalized on these earlier projects and has been able to fulfill many of the goals of capacity building and technology transfer.

	4. AGUA’s strategic focus on the watershed as a planning unit is gaining acceptance at local levels as citizens and local government officials are relating the quality and quantity of their water resources to the condition of local and regional watersheds. 
	a. The Project has facilitated the creation of sub- and microwatershed committees that combine representatives of civic and government organizations of one or more municipalities and numerous cantones in efforts to collectively manage water resources shared by all parties—one of the principal objectives of the proposed regulation to establish the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission and local watershed organizations.

	5. The approach of promoting the promulgation of municipal ordinances to encourage environmental protection and water resources conservation is the correct one, as long as mechanisms are put in place to apply and enforce them. 
	a. The next step in applying and enforcing municipal ordinances needs to be articulated and promoted under the Project, using precedents in other municipalities as these may be available in El Salvador or neighboring countries.

	6. Efforts at the national level through the National Water and Sanitary Network and MARN have served to educate a broad cross-section of Salvadoran society in the need for cohesive and equitable water resource laws and a draft executive decree to establish a regulation to the National Environmental Law to create a national watershed management commission and facilitate legalization of local watershed committees.


	a. CARE should continue its efforts with MARN to see through efforts to establish the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission, but increase emphasis on the establishment and strengthening of subwatershed and microwatershed committees (note that the draft regulation tends to support establishment of larger watershed organizations in deference to microwatershed committees).

b. It is suggested that all activities of the Project concerning the General Water Law be ended and any remaining activities be dealt with directly by the Water and Sanitation Network acting as advocate.

	7. The Project has been innovative in its promotion of including the costs of environmental services as a line item in water fees charged to customers of small communal and municipal water systems. While these efforts are incipient, such actions represent a fundamental step in guaranteeing the sustainability of both water systems and the watersheds that serve them.
	a. The inclusion of such charges needs to be promoted uniformly throughout the Project outreach area by all Implementers. 

b. A minimum of 10% of water fees charged should be directed to conserving and improving conditions in the upland watersheds.

c. Charges for environmental services should be formally incorporated into tariff structures vis-à-vis statutes of each water board’s bylaws and municipal ordinances.

	8. The CLARA Program represents a promising strategy and mechanism for use in monitoring of water sources and potable water systems, and as an environmental health education tool.
	a. The current CLARA program, administered by FUNDAMUNI, is restricted to a limited number of schools in Usulután but, based on the success of the program to date, should be expanded throughout all of AGUA’s outreach area.

b. CLARA work on water quality monitoring should be disseminated throughout AGUA’s outreach areas, with data systematically collected and analyzed as an impact indicator. 

	B. Aspects that Merit Greater Attention and Improvement

	1. The municipal and subwatershed diagnoses using gender as an axis, while very useful to profile socioeconomic and environmental conditions in project areas, have not included elements of strategic planning necessary to prioritize geographic areas and techniques to deal with problems in watersheds. 
	a. On a positive note, diagnoses produced profiles of problems from men and women’s perspectives, thus guiding program development.

b. AGUA Implementers (esp. CARE Consortium) should revisit guidelines for diagnostic studies & include strategic elements to facilitate prioritizing problems and solutions with both a geographic and socioeconomic context. 

	2. Deficiencies in strategic planning have resulted in the dispersion of project interventions without regard to geographical watershed management priorities as these relate to integrated water resources management. Several of the sub- and microwatershed plans place too much emphasis on socioeconomic & agroecologic descriptions/problems, followed by a long list of proposed subprojects, many of which have little relation to the AGUA objectives. On the other hand, most of these plans are being presented late in the AGUA Project cycle and may be of limited use for guiding activities.
	a. AGUA activities should be consolidated into a selected number of sub- and microwatersheds integrating all salient elements that may be currently missing, and linking potable water and irrigation systems to their tributary microwatersheds. 

b. According to the menu of activities selected, Implementers should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA to complement any deficiencies in their own staffing capabilities (within/without the Consortium).

	3. Environmental assessment of AGUA subprojects, especially those of higher environmental risk such as wastewater treatment and solid waste landfills, have been deficient. While MARN has approved these subprojects based on limited and incomplete information, these documents do not meet minimum regional standards or USAID’s requirements under the AGUA Activity IEE. Minor to moderate environmental problems have been detected in relation to most of these projects.
	a. USAID should review its internal oversight for quality control on the AGUA IEE process, provide necessary guidelines and facilitate training to ensure compliance. This should include requirements to consider at least 3 alternative sites for wastewater and solid waste management projects. 

b. Demonstration efforts in agricultural diversification and irrigation, marketing, solid waste management and wastewater treatment and disposal should be accompanied by higher-quality diagnostic analyses in order to project potential social, economic and environmental impacts and incorporate necessary design changes and mitigation.



	4. There is insufficient coordination among CTOs and their respective projects in the application of standards, and supervision of quality control among the differing sources of financing. Also, projects financed by USAID under other SOs are not being coordinated at the field level to interchange complementary technical services, thus requiring that every project be self-sufficient in all technical areas (very inefficient). 
	a. USAID should make an effort to unify technical standards for all projects within the mission, regardless of the geographical focus or counterpart organizations.

b. USAID should promote synergies among projects regardless of which SO or office where assigned. Such synergies should consider advantages of geographic overlap to achieve “value-added” among projects, and the provision of specialty services from one project’s executing agencies to others where such capability may not exist.

	5. The counting of “water-related changes” under IR 4.3, More Effective Citizen Actions to Address Water Issues, is very ambiguous and includes a large number of activities, some double counted under other IRs (such as the repair of water systems). 
	a. While it is understood that such “changes” are difficult to define, AGUA Implementers should dedicate part of the aforementioned effort to reorder activities and indicators within the components to more precise definitions of what such changes entail. These changes should be limited to the outputs/products that spring from environmental education per se, and not confused with such activities as repair of water systems, adding chlorinators to water systems and/or reforestation activities that would normally be counted under other activities. 

	6. The current grouping of the activities (and indicators of execution) under AGUA components is confusing and complicates their administration as well as efforts to monitor the impacts of Project activities. For example, soil/water conservation and agroforestry activities are budgeted under the same component with wastewater treatment and solid waste management.
	a. To better administrate and monitor AGUA activities, USAID and Implementers should analyze and propose a reordering of activities under the existing components.

b. USAID and Implementers should also review the utility and validity of current performance indicators and consider reducing their number and improving the instruments used to track the indicators of those found most useful.

	7. Some double counting of beneficiaries is occurring across several components in areas where two or more organizations are working in collaboration (primarily assumed to affect PCI and FUNDAMUNI in Usulután). Also, the interpretation of what constitutes fulfillment of an indicator and when an activity can be counted is very subjective to interpretation.
	a. As part of the recommended exercise to reorder activities and indicators under each Project component, it is suggested that definitions for these indicators be refined so as to reflect “hard numbers” limited to an established set of qualifiers.

b. Where certain activities yield products that do not fit exactly into the aforementioned indicators, then any anomalies should be clarified with a technical footnote.

	8. The original project design did not include, nor is the Project now monitoring, the indicators necessary to appropriately and quantitatively determine the social, economic and/or environmental impacts of Project interventions and progress in achieving IRs 
	a. Throughout the Mission’s extended strategy period and extended AGUA ACD, USAID should encourage the establishment of a minimum number of impact indicators with direct relevance to the AGUA IRs (see Table 3.7), establish an adequate baseline (where one has not yet exist) and monitor these throughout the period of the extended ACD (until 9/30/04).


3.7
General Recommendations to USAID regarding the AGUA/WE Activity

Recommendations which respond to the general findings and conclusions presented in section 3.1 are presented in more detail in Table 3.1. The following subsection focuses on some of the more important general recommendations of the evaluation. The principal recommendation of the evaluation, applicable to the Mission’s extended strategy period until September 30, 2004, is as follows:

USAID should extend existing cooperative agreements and provide those funds necessary beyond the actual AGUA ACD and until the end of the extended strategy period (until September of 2004) so that current Implementers consolidate project activities in selected sub- and microwatersheds in order to establish integrated models of decentralized management and sustainable use of water resources. These models should include all elements currently being promoted in different parts of the project area by implementing organizations, including:

· A participatory water resources/watershed management plan supported by all relevant groups;

· Municipal ordinances regulating environmental health and integrated water resources management;

· One or more water systems (for potable and/or irrigation uses) served by respective watersheds;

· Environmental and public health education and awareness programs, and civic groups active in water resources advocacy;

· Water use tariff structures that include a minimum 10% of fees dedicated to management of contributing watersheds; and 

· A more science-based monitoring and evaluation system based on indicators of impact as well as performance indicators.

The Evaluation Team finds that all Implementers are doing an admirable job in meeting their targets and promoting most of the elements of SO4. The CARE Consortium in particular is promoting all elements of the sub- and microwatershed management model as a basis to achieve the integrated management of water resources, albeit with some exceptions as noted in the preceding sections of this report. Implementers have made important advances in developing a decentralized integrated water resources management model linking the sustainability of potable water and irrigation systems to the integrated management of their tributary watersheds. However, due to short period of execution (three years to date) and interruptions brought about by the January and February 2001 earthquakes, activities under AGUA have not yet reached the critical point necessary to ensure their sustainability, nor have the various technical, institutional and financial instruments being promoted by Implementers been sufficiently consolidated into proven and replicable models in El Salvador. It would be counterproductive at this juncture to re-compete the cooperative agreements necessary to implement activities during the extended strategy period for the following reasons:

i) the experience in working with local community groups and under those socioeconomic and agroecologic represented in the Project’s targeted outreach areas could be lost with replacement of one or more of the implementers;

ii) a new competition would produce disruption and break in continuity of activities still in execution, especially demonstration projects, and result in lost momentum, disillusionment of project participants/beneficiaries and probable irretrievable loss of counterpart and cost-share funding;

iii) should current Implementers be changed, then this would compound the impacts of the upcoming municipal and congressional elections on AGUA efforts, as the cast of new actors on both sides—implementers and participants—will most probably produce chaos and drastically reduce the potential for reaching AGUA/WE objectives; and

iv) other similar efforts by USAID to re-compete the management of activities already in execution (for example, PROARCA) have ended up in the selection of the same implementing organizations which have had to re-mobilize project activities after a one-year break, resulting in serious cost inefficiencies applicable to USAID and the organizations involved, and necessitating the rehiring and retraining of staff resources and additional logistical expenditures related to re-mobilization. 

The decisions on how to proceed with the reassignment or suspension of cooperative agreements with those Implementers promoting activities with only marginal applicability to AGUA objectives (i.e., agricultural diversification and marketing) should be taken within the context of USAID’s Mission portfolio and overall development strategy for El Salvador (see below). 

3.7.1
Strategic Focus of Activities until FY04

As part of the effort to implement the principal recommendation of the evaluation indicated above, USAID and Implementers should Implementers should develop a series of criteria on which to base the selection of those sub- and microwatersheds for consolidation. The principal strategic element to consider is that of linking water systems (potable and/or irrigation) to their tributary watersheds.
 Efforts should be made to complement any missing elements of the integrated model indicated above. In response to the eventual selection of the sub- and microwatersheds and technical activities to be consolidated therein, where Implementers may not have sufficient expertise or experience for particular technical approaches, they should seek collaboration among other organizations working in AGUA/WE activities in order to complement any deficiencies in their own staffing and outreach capabilities (this is already happening among the Consortium partners and to a limited extent among the other implementing organizations).

While agricultural diversification and marketing activities were not considered part of the original thrust of the Project, they are relevant to ensuring that intensified agricultural production with irrigation succeeds economically, and should be continued but under different arrangements. Hence, it would be worthwhile for USAID to continue the funding of CRS and IICA/CAMAGRO activities, but they should be funded and administered under a different SO (i.e., Economic Growth) with outreach services offered, if not strategically oriented, to specific areas in the AGUA outreach area. On the other hand, agricultural diversification activities promoted under the Economic Growth SOs that deal with water supply for irrigation and/or agroindustry should embrace the principles of integrated water resources management, including soil and water conservation and upland watershed management and can access services from AGUA/WE Implementers. This strategic approach would facilitate cost-effective synergies and impacts of added value to both Strategic Objectives.

Concerning the policy initiatives, CARE Consortium members should assist municipalities in articulating equitable mechanisms to apply and enforce municipal ordinances promulgated with assistance of the Project, preferably considering similar precedents in other municipalities as these may be available in El Salvador or neighboring countries (especially Costa Rica and Mexico). CARE should continue its efforts with MARN in support of the initiative to establish the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission, but increase emphasis on the establishment and strengthening of subwatershed and microwatershed committees, as such efforts in Cara Sucia, Rio Borbollón, El Zúngaro and Rio Corinto (among others) are quite promising and should be cultivated as models for eventual replication. AGUA activities related to the General Water Law should be concluded and the Water and Sanitation Network, currently coordinated by PCI, should act as advocate. 

3.7.2
Reordering of Activities under Existing Components and IRs

USAID should convene a working group with the CARE Consortium and PCI to analyze and propose a reordering of activities under the existing components. Such a reordering should consider criteria that would facilitate administration (grouping of purchases of goods and services, and accounting categories), annual project planning and reporting (work plans and reports), and the grouping of similar and/or integrated activities. As a starting point, the following suggestions may be considered:

Component 1 and IR 4.1: Improved Quality of Water Sources through Strategic Watershed Management
This component would include such activities: as soil and water conservation, agricultural diversification and home gardens, reforestation, agroforestry, improved pasture and cattle management, stream corridor management, and protected areas management. All training and extension activities related to these elements would be budgeted under this component. Performance and impact indicators would be assigned accordingly.

Component 2 and IR 4.2: Improved Performance of Water Delivery System, Waste Management Infrastructure and Civil Works for Risk Management 
This component would include: repair or expansion of existing and construction of new water systems, water source improvement and protection (to enhance access and quality of traditional water sources of water holes and artisanal wells), construction and operation of wastewater treatment facilities (both municipal-scale and household-level sanitary solutions), solid waste management infrastructure (including municipal-scale solutions such as trash separation and composting), civil works to remediate or reduce the risks of landslides and other natural hazards, and reservoirs for provision of potable and/or multiple use water supplies (excluding simple systems dedicated to agricultural use, which would be in Component 1). All training and technical assistance activities related to these elements would be budgeted under this component. Performance and impact indicators would be assigned accordingly.

Component 3 and IR 4.3: Improved Awareness and Policies to Address Water Resources Management Issues
This component would encompass those activities relating to environmental education (formal and non-formal), community and advocacy group cleanup and recycling activities, dissemination of public information of appropriate water resources management and environmental health practices, advocacy activities with municipalities in areas of ordinances for improved water resources management, environmental protection and public health, and activities related to policy initiatives at the national and microregional or subwatershed levels (including the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission). All training and technical assistance activities related to these elements would be budgeted under this component. Performance and impact indicators would be assigned accordingly.

Component 4 and IR 4.4: Decentralized and Participatory Organizations Planning and Administering Programs of Integrated Water Resources Management 

This component would include all those activities currently considered part of the CARE Consortium’s Component “0”, including organizational development and strengthening, training of community and municipal leaders, facilitation of micro- and subwatershed committees (or organizations as they are referred to in the draft executive decree for establishing the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission), local and regional development and watershed management planning (and plans), and facilitation of advocacy and technical assistance networks among collaborating organizations at the inter-municipal, regional and/or national level. All training and technical assistance activities related to these elements would be budgeted under this component. Performance and impact indicators would be assigned accordingly.

3.7.3
Establishment and Monitoring of Impact Indicators

As indicated in preceding subsections, the AGUA/WE design and subsequent implementation have not included the establishment of adequate baseline and indicators needed to appropriately quantify and analyze the social, economic and environmental impacts of activities in execution. In order to determine real progress toward meeting Strategic Objective 4 and the associated IRs, USAID and Project Implementers should modify the current list of Performance Indicators to include a minimum number of impact indicators for each group of component activities to more efficiently and effectively monitor the social, economic and environmental impacts of project activities. CARE has developed a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system proposal which is under consideration for application to AGUA Project activities, but the proposal still focuses almost entirely on performance indicators—that is, counting outputs in relation to activity targets (i.e., annual goals). Table 3.7 presents an annotated list of impact indicators that can be considered by USAID/WE and AGUA Activity Implementers. 

Once a new (or at least additional) set of impact indicators has been selected, USAID and Implementers should modify their own M&E instruments and reporting systems. This list is intended to offer alternatives of impact indicators by the categories of activities and can be selected depending on the interest, capability and budgets available to Implementers and USAID’s needs for better feedback. Most are relatively inexpensive to monitor, several of which cab incorporated into survey instruments already in use by Project Implementers. Another potential mechanism for monitoring and evaluation could be established through collaborations with Salvadoran universities. Professors and students could take on specific impact and technology adoption/spread studies for particular activity areas, including such aspects as water quality monitoring, acceptance indices 

AGUA Activity Evaluation

Table 3-7: Impact Indicators with Potential Applicability to AGUA Intermediate Results Package

	Impact Indicator
	Instrument 
	Frequency 

	1. Repaired, Expanded and/or New Water Systems

	a. % of households (rep. sample) in project outreach area meeting both quality & time standard (data taken in outreach/control areas):

i. Hours of water service/day/week

ii. Chlorine residual

iii. Quality control of chlorine residual & Total/E. coliforms 
	- Household survey

- Household survey & CLARA Program

- 5-10% sample to lab analysis
	Twice/year

Twice/year

Once/year

	b. Number of activity sites with at least a 26% reduction in diarrhea among children under 5-years old 
	- Household survey

- Survey of health centers (crosscheck)
	Twice/year 

Twice/year

	c. No. and % of households using water conservation mechanisms
	- Number & % of households on water meters
	Annual

	2. Household Sanitation

	a. No. of households with sanitary disposal vs. water hookup
	- Household survey & inspection
	Once 

(at hookup)

	b. Incidence of overflow (seasonal & reasons)
	- Household survey & inspection
	Twice/year

	c. % doing septic tank/compost latrine maintenance (clean-out) 
	- Household survey & inspection
	Twice/year

	d. Water quality of streams in selected microwatersheds
	- Total/E. coliform sampling
	4/year

	3. Wastewater Treatment Systems 

	a. Functionality of WWT systems
	- Sample BOD5 of inflow & outflow

- Accumulation & disposal of solids

- Sample WQ of receiving stream (BOD5)
	Monthly/quarter

Monthly or more

Monthly/quarter

	b. Incidence of improper disposal of solid waste in WWT system
	- Screenings volume/type count
	1-2/year

	c. Odors
	- Household survey
	Daily/weekly

	4. Solid Waste Management

	a. % of households doing garbage separation (rep. sample) 
	- Household inspection at time of pickup
	Weekly/monthly

	b. Incidence of garbage in streets, streams, vacant lots, etc.
	- Neighborhood inspections
	Monthly

	c. Functionality of solid waste landfills

 
	- Presence of vultures, gulls, rodents, flies

- Odors

- Volume and WQ of leacheate

- Seepage of leacheate (core sampling)
	Daily/weekly

Daily/weekly

Monthly

Annual/Bian.

	5. Soil and Water Conservation, Agroforestry

	a. Area (Has.) under improved practices in active use for 2 years:

i. No-burn & slash mgmt & no-till

ii. No-burn & rock or green barriers

iii. Reforested areas (closed canopy)

iv. Live fencing (Linear mts)

v. Improved pasture (no-burn grasses, paddock division)
	- Farm records & inspections
	Dry/wet season

	b. Soil organic material content (proxy: erosion control/infiltration)
	- Laboratory analysis of field samples 
	Dry/wet season

	c. Incidence of technology uptake by practice (% adopting/2 yrs) 
	- Home/Farm survey & inspection
	Annual

	d. Water quality in streams/rivers (proxy: watershed improvement)
	- Suspended solids of treated vs. control in selected microwatersheds
	4/year 

	6. Environmental Education and Awareness

	a. Incidence of garbage in streets, streams, vacant lots, etc.
	- Neighborhood inspections
	Monthly

	b. % of municipal budget dedicated to water, watershed and environmental activities
	- Annual budgets & expenditures
	Annual

	c. Change in the land area dedicated to protected areas and biodiversity protection (including stream corridors) 
	- Aerial and ground surveys to determine protected areas (Has.) and length of stream corridor protected (mts.)
	Annual

	d. No. of municipalities systematically applying ordinances in environmental protection, no-burn, open dumping of solid waste, deforestation, etc. (Note: logs must be kept)
	- Incidence of complaints registered

- No. of complaints responded to (actions)
	Monthly

Monthly

	e. Level of participation of citizens in pro watershed/environment actions by type (water conservation; trash cleanups; chlorinating water; paying their water, sewer and/or solid waste fees; actively supporting ecotourism and protected areas projects, etc.)
	- Log of people attending WS & environ. committees meetings & events (by gender)

- Household survey to determine incidence & type of actions taken (by gender/age)
	Quarterly/

Annual

1-2/year

	7. Decentralization, Participation and Local Development 

	a. No. and % of groups/organizations with watershed management & environmental protection activities as part of operational plans 
	- Review of development/operational plans

- No. of watershed groups organized 
	Annually

Annually

	b. No. (as % of those promoted) of municipalities with integrated water resource management plans adopted with budgets disbursing
	- Review of plans and monitor of execution 
	Annually

	c. % of municipal budget dedicated to water, watershed and environmental activities
	- Annual budgets & expenditures
	Annually

	d. Level of participation of members of organization
	- Logs of participation in meeting and events
	Annually

	e. Level of competence/success of organizations in facilitating execution of development plans
	- Amounts ($) and sources (No.) of funding sources included in budgets

- No. of projects in work plan completed as a % of development plans
	Annually

Annually

	8. Institutional/Financial Sustainability for Operation & Maintenance of Water Systems & Watershed Management 

	a. No. of organizations & municipalities (as % of those promoted) formally including the payment of the costs of environmental services in water fees and transferring these to WSM activities
	- Statutes/bylaws of the organization approved and in force
	As per Bylaws

	b. % of water consumers (households) paying their monthly fees 
	- Administrative records/accounts receivable

- % of customers in arrears
	Quarterly

Quarterly

	c. No. (as % of those promoted) of municipalities with integrated water resource management plans adopted with budgets disbursing
	- Review of plans and monitor of execution 
	Annually

	d. % of budgets of Municipalities, CDLs, ADESCOs, and others dedicated to water, watershed and environmental activities
	- Annual budgets & expenditures

- % of operation/maintenance costs covered by water fees
	Annual

Annual

	e. No. of organizations actively operating and developing water resource management activities and/or water systems after end of project assistance 
	- Survey of organizations’ work plans, budgets and projects in execution 1 & 2 years after date withdrawal of assistance
	1st & 2nd years 


4.0
Lessons Learned and Development Impact of Project Activities 

Implementation to date of the AGUA Activity, and other related activities financed under USAID/El Salvador’s Strategic Objective 4, have provided a series of lessons learned. The lessons are applicable to both the remainder of the execution period though FY 2004 and to future strategies to be developed by the Mission’s Water and Environment Office. While there are many lessons learned from the last 3 years of AGUA implementation, those presented in the following sections are some of the most important.

4.1
Overall Project Strategy, Management and Monitoring

a. The overall AGUA project strategy—that of integrating the sustainability of water systems with their management by local community groups and rehabilitation and maintenance of tributary watersheds—is deemed the most appropriate way to ensure sustainability in social, economic, political and environmental contexts in El Salvador.

b. The innovation of establishing a consortium of local and international NGOs to pool their particular talents to implement project activities and administrate AGUA resources has been successful. Member organizations have each learned from the other and have all been strengthened by the process, and have even entered into other consortia to manage other development assistance projects in the country.

c. The original AGUA design grouped project activities into four components in a somewhat confusing manner. While this has not unduly affected the quality of project execution, the reordering of activities under existing components is necessary to simplify project administration and facilitate more effective monitoring of performance and impact indicators. 

d. As AGUA did not include sufficient nor appropriate indicators in the project design to adequately assess the socioeconomic and agroecological impact of project activities, it is necessary to establish a baseline and select a minimum number of such indicators to accurately quantify the progress toward meeting the overall Strategic Objective and Intermediate Results.

4.2. 
Decentralization and Local Management Capability Development

a.
The CARE Consortium’s strategy of facilitating the development of local and subregional integrated water resource management plans based on principles of watershed management is catalyzing the participation of a wide variety of stakeholders with multiple interests in seeking sustainable solutions for water supply and environmental health. These actions are contributing to national decentralization and democratic initiatives and facilitating the local governance mandates of municipal governments while strengthening numerous local organizations. 

b.
AGUA has pioneered efforts in El Salvador in the formation of watershed management committees which will be among the first to be legalized under the new executive decree for establishing a national watershed commission and related local watershed organizations. AGUA still needs to define those conditions (size, economic activity, presence of water systems, size and quality of water sources, population demographics, leadership etc.) that are optimal for the sustainability and operation of a watershed committee. 

c.
The use of incentives as an entrance strategy, while important to facilitate attracting participants to join local organizations and the testing and adoption of conservationist and/or income-producing technologies, can only be considered successful when participants begin participating and adopting without continuing such assistance. Thus, the development and application of the exit strategy is just as important as the entrance strategy. 

d.
The incorporation of costs of environmental services in tariffs charged to water system users is a fundamental step in ensuring the sustainability of both the integrated water resources/watershed management and local development strategies. 

4.3
Watershed Management, Water Source Protection and Sustainable Agroforestry

a. On areas treated, soil and water conservation practices promoted by the project are having a very positive impact en terms of reducing runoff and erosion, increasing organic material, improving soil structure and cation exchange capacity, increasing infiltration of rainwater and aquifer recharge—all contributing to maintenance and/or improvement of watershed conditions. The greatest level of acceptance on the part of the participating farm families are: i) no-burn; ii) crop residue (rastrojo) management; iii) green barriers of vetiver; iv) live fence posts; v) home gardens; and iv) fruit trees on individual terraces.

b. More time will be required to ascertain the cost effectiveness and sustainability of diversification and commercial horticultural production practices, as well as some of the techniques being promoted for diversion and storage of water for these activities.

c. Water source protection techniques provide low-cost, high-impact solutions for improving rural populations’ access to cleaner water. 

d. Promotion of soil and water conservation and crop diversification does not consistently adhere to strategic planning related to the overall objectives of the Project, especially in terms of selecting priority intervention areas and techniques according to watershed management needs.

4.4
Potable Water Systems, Wastewater and Solid Waste Management Infrastructure

a.
The CARE Consortium is applying a comprehensive model for water supply that can be replicated throughout El Salvador and other countries Latin America that is resulting in the establishment of high quality potable water infrastructure that is operated, maintained and managed in a sustainable fashion, with strong institutional support for watershed protection and local preventative health extension.

b.
NGOs can provide critical support in design and construction management, institutional development and strengthening, O&M capacity-building for potable water systems, and integrate these with local community action for watershed protection and local health extension to donors interested in building infrastructure.

c.
Even with the best intentions under the SIA, infrastructure projects implemented without technical norms, technical oversight, and strong support of water management institutions, the quality and sustainability of the infrastructure cannot be assured. 

d.
Small amounts of money for high-demand infrastructure improvement (as in the case of water supply under SIA) can leverage impressive positive impacts on large populations by complementing the small investments in infrastructure with the comprehensive CARE Consortium training and extension package.

e. Demonstration technologies for unfamiliar and novel infrastructure, such as wastewater treatment systems and solid waste landfills, requires extra attention and oversight to deal with technical issues during site assessment, design, and construction. Extra time and resources to support the establishment of sustainable management, administrative, cost recovery, and operation and maintenance systems is especially important for infrastructure that is not in high demand by users (compared to water supply infrastructure). Follow-up support after system commissioning is especially important if the systems are to be effectively operated and maintained for the long-term.

4.5.
Lesson Learned in Environmental Education, Citizen Participation and Use of Natural Resources

a.
Environmental Education activities have succeeded in involving youth in community environmental issues such as solid waste management and the need to rehabilitate and protect microwatersheds, and offered ecotourism demonstration projects as an alternative source of income that serves the dual purpose of protecting water resources and biodiversity. 

b.
The Environmental Learning Centers are succeeding in educating interested citizens, particularly youth on environmental issues, but AGUA is not implementing a strategic vision for these centers as sustainable environmental service providers. The Centers could function as local knowledge banks, community catalysts around environmental issues, sources of technical information and assistance on environmental issues, self sustaining educational operations, local environmental monitoring and ultimately as providers of environmental extension services.

c.
Environmental education can contribute to the overall objectives and enrich the integrity of water resources management when its elements are incorporated as a nexus for all Project component activities.

4.6
Project Strategic Planning and Policies for Sustainable Management and Use of Water Resources
a. The use of strategic watershed management criteria would have improved the selection of priority intervention areas and technologies, and have minimized the incidence of dispersion in the Project’s geographic outreach and missed opportunities for integration and synergy.

b. AGUA’s strategy to focus on developing municipal ordinances should yield more positive results in efforts to reduce contamination, promote environmental health and rehabilitate watersheds.

c. The inclusion of a line item in water fees charged to customers of small communal and municipal water systems, although incipient, is a groundbreaking and fundamental step in guaranteeing the sustainability of both water systems and the watersheds that serve them.

d. It is important to analyze the potential social, economic and environmental impacts of waste management and agricultural diversification infrastructure before proceeding with construction and operation in order to reduce the risks of contamination, operational failures and/or adversely impacting other resource users.

5.0
Strategic Guidance for Future AGUA Activity

Problems of access to clean water can be expected to continue at a relatively static rate in El Salvador for next 5 to 10 years. The improving trend in the development of community water infrastructure was catastrophically set back with the disasters of Hurricane Mitch and the January 13 and February 13, 2001 earthquakes. The Government, with international assistance, is just barely getting back to the level of service provided before these events. With more than 50% of citizens lacking such access, current efforts just barely manage to maintain access at that rate and on a very slow rate of increase in coverage, as many efforts are oriented to rehabilitation of preexisting systems which were malfunctioning or stopped working altogether due primarily to poor maintenance and operation.

The physical conditions of watersheds, also adversely affected by the two aforementioned disasters, are actually improving. While poverty, the crash of the coffee market and general worldwide economic turndown have contributed to a recent spike in illegal cutting and clearing of the remnant forests and areas previously abandoned to farming, remittances reaching rural areas are facilitating the reduction in pressure on land conversion and farming pressure in upland watersheds. Deforestation rates are also either stable or in gradual decline. Still, land is not being managed adequately in the majority of the country and watersheds are still not in conditions conducive to producing reliable surface and subsurface water supplies, especially during the 6-month dry season.

On the other hand, there persists great competition among residential, agricultural and industrial users. The absence of a modern and equitable water law has resulted in a state of chaos wherein water is deemed more of an open-access resource available for those with the economic means to tap the supplies and lock them up on a first-come-first-serve basis. This competition, especially in rural areas, will increase as agriculturists seek to diversify their production to year-round commercial vegetable and fruit production which requires access to water supplies throughout the year. The AGUA Activity, through its Implementers, has been directly dealing with all these realities in the outreach areas served, by the Project and associated cooperative agreements, and has made important progress in developing approaches that can contribute to, if not guarantee, sustainable access to and management of water resources in rural areas. Still however, with just 2-3 years of implementation, as the evaluation indicates, there are still improvements required to reach a critical mass of success and establish replicable models as the basis for expanding to additional areas in the country where such assistance is required to deal with similar water resource issues. 

The main body of the present report is dedicated to the findings and conclusions of the formative evaluation of project execution to date and recommendations for guiding implementation until the end of the Mission’s extended strategy period of September 30, 2004. It is also incumbent upon the Evaluation Team to provide USAID/El Salvador with strategic guidance in order to orient the Mission’s programming for the next 3-10 years. The following sections provide a series of suggestions for future programming to be considered by the Mission at the date of its next round of strategic planning, currently scheduled for early 2003. 

5.1
Integration of Actions for Sustained Production, Access and Management of Water Resources and Expansion to Additional Critical Areas using Strategic Planning Tools

The recommendations presented in this evaluation report are intended to facilitate the consolidation of all activities currently deemed successful into more integral package in precise and strategic geographic areas, specifically, in selected sub- and microwatersheds. This will require that Implementers take a close look at the distribution of activities, determine which are missing from the full menu of the integrated package, and redouble efforts to integrate the suite of technical and local development organizational actions necessary to establish model project areas.
 At the point that approximates the current AGUA ACD, or at least by the end of the Mission’s extended strategy period (September 30, 2004), it is expected that a succinct group of models/demonstration areas will have been established.

The Evaluation Team finds that the wording of the current Strategic Objective should be changed to reflect the suggested focus of activities, essentially those comprising the models. Hence, the following conceptual wording is proposed for consideration by USAID for its next Strategic Objective to be addressed primarily by the Water and Environment Office:

Integrated Management of Watersheds for Sustained Production and Management of Water Resources for Human Consumption and Maintenance of Environmental Services.

This SO has two principal objectives requiring the application of appropriate land and resource management, rehabilitation and/or improvement of watersheds: i) sustainable production of water for human consumption (primarily for residential and municipal purposes, followed by agriculture and industry if the former has been satisfied); and ii) provision of environmental services including water production, disaster mitigation and reduction of risk (preparedness) in terms of protection from floods and landslides associated with tropical storms and earthquakes, and biodiversity protection. 

In order to respond to this SO, before the current AGUA Activity is completed USAID should begin assessing progress in the consolidation of project activities into discrete models/demonstration areas in the differing outreach areas and packaging models for the next SO activity period. Once these models are established within demonstration sub- and microwatershed, USAID should consider financing the expansion into additional areas, strategically selected by means of science-based criteria rooted in the context of watershed management, disaster mitigation and biodiversity protection, such as:

· Comparing actual land use to land-use capacity to determine areas in conflict;

· Hydrogeomorphological surveys to determine critical aquifer recharge areas and areas prone to gullying, mass wasting/land slippage and flash-flooding;

· Sub-regional runoff, erosion and sedimentation surveys to determine critical microwatersheds for rehabilitation;

· Habitat mapping to assess existence, composition and condition of floral and faunal communities;

· Rural road drainage assessments to pinpoint areas needing remediation; and

· Inventories of permanent and ephemeral water supplies and their user base. 

Information from these databases would then crossed, preferably utilizing a geographic information system (GIS), with data on population distribution, poverty and health conditions, and the existence and management capacities of local government and civic groups and their respective priorities and development plans. This approach differs somewhat from the instruments used by AGUA Activity Implementers in that it promotes the use of more strategic planning geared to watershed functions in order to avoid the tendency to select areas primarily on the existence and interest of community groups. 

5.2
Collaboration with Other Development Assistance Institutions and Alternative Financing Mechanisms

The magnitude of resources required to respond to the needs of sustainable integrated water resources management in El Salvador goes way beyond the levels available to USAID and Implementers’ traditional contributors. It is therefore necessary for USAID and its implementing organizations to seek collaborators in order to expand the spread of the integrated water resources management models to be packaged over the next two-and-a-half years under the AGUA Activity. The following strategies are suggested as worthy of development within the next 1-3 years:

· Special reduction of electricity tariffs. A campaign should be mounted to solicit a reduction of electricity rates from CEL/CAESS. El Salvador’s tariff structure is regressive and sells at a lower rate to larger-scale consumers (maquiladora industry, agroindustry), but its residential rates are the highest in Central America. A special provision should be sought achieve a reduced rate for rural water systems that must use wells and electrical pumps. The NGO community should start the campaign, but enlist the lobbying of ANDA, MARN, Ministry of Health, churches and others as appropriate to bring about a minimum 50% decrease (from $0.0827/kWh to $0.0414/kWh). This would make a huge difference in providing access to pumped well water and potentially free up a larger portion of the water fees for watershed management. 

· Continue linkages with FISDL and FIAES for co-financing of subprojects. These funds have been successfully accessed during the first three years of AGUA/WE execution and Implementers should continue, if not expand the practice of presenting proposals for co-financing of rural water, wastewater, solid waste management and protected areas management. 

· Seek out co-financing under other programs financed in MARN by the Inter-American Development Bank, World Bank and the European Union. MARN is currently managing some US$58 million in projects financed by these development assistance institutions, including: Decontamination of Critical Areas (IDB/$32.8 million); Management of Zones at Risk (IDB/US$12 million); two technical cooperations in areas of environmental services and hydrological balance (IDB/US$3 million); and two projects for strengthening MARN’s role as the national environmental agency (WB and EU/US$10 million each). Several of the components under these projects are related to AGUA/WE objectives and could offer co-financing possibilities, including the establishment of a project-wide environmental monitoring program. 

· Promotion of larger-scale loan operations with the Inter-American Development Bank. The IDB has been working in the water and wastewater sector in El Salvador for more than 30 years and has been active in environmental protection and watershed management in the last decade. IDB’s traditional partner in water and wastewater has been ANDA and the larger municipalities (especially San Salvador). The Bank currently is beginning a second stage of its water loan with ANDA that includes rehabilitation and new decentralized management strategies for some 63 water systems, about half of which will be in the more rural areas encompassing smaller water systems and communities. USAID and current AGUA Implementers should research the possibilities with ANDA and the Bank of applying its methodologies of water system improvement and management by local community organizations, coupled with its integrated management of tributary watersheds. A second tier of project development should be held with ANDA and IDB concerning a new project dedicated to water systems servicing communities of 100-1,000 families, this under a new loan that would take some 2+ years to bring online.

· Salvadoran Liaison Groups in the United States. Remittances account for one-third of the gross national product of El Salvador. There are more than 2 million Salvadorans living in the USA with 16 communities of more than 30,000, with more than 800,000 in Los Angeles, 425,000 in New York, another 200,000+ in San Francisco and more 150,000 in Washington D.C. All of these communities have numerous support groups (asociaciones de salvodoreños and grupos de enlace), many already contributing funds for special projects with a number of individual communities in El Salvador. The AGUA Evaluation Team found that most communities within the AGUA outreach area have members with family in the USA and receive remittances from them and manage their property, including farms. This is a huge untapped source of cost-share funding for AGUA activities. Implementers should use their own institutional networks to develop strategies to contact and attract funding for collaborative projects. This could be done with a “sister-community” approach or even on a larger programmatic scale. USAID could facilitate such collaborations through State Department contacts with Ministry of Foreign Relations and the Salvadoran Embassy, Consuls and Commercial Attaches. 

5.3
Demonstrating, Proving and Packaging Alternative Approaches and Technologies for Sustainable Development and Management of Water Resources and Environmental Health and Protection

USAID has played an important role in many countries pioneering innovative development approaches and technologies. Under the Mission’s PROMESA/GreenCom and GreenProject programs, USAID broke new ground in environmental education, sustainable use of land and resources in upland watersheds, and contributing to the drafting of the National Environmental Law and establishment of the Ministry of Environmental and Natural Resources and environmental protection regulations. Many of these efforts were expanded under the AGUA Activity and are just now being packaged into replicable models. Some of the novel technologies and approaches being tested by AGUA Innovators include: temporary/portable mini-dams for seasonally diverting streamflow for irrigating horticultural crops, low-head and drip irrigation techniques, composting of organic garbage and refuse, artisanry with recycled materials, small-bore septic treatment systems, and rainwater catchment and storage. While several of these techniques are still in the development stages, they hold great promise and wide applicability if they are found to be viable. 

As part of the Mission’s strategy for the sector in the next 3-10 years, it would be advantageous to continue its financing of demonstration projects in a range of technologies that could respond to the challenges of sustainable water resources management. This approach fits into the strategy of using USAID assistance as an “incubator” of both technology and sustainable project models. A non-exclusive list of some of the thematic areas in which USAID could provide assistance is presented below. 

· Alternative low-tech strategies and techniques for solid waste disposal. There are several lower-cost alternative approaches for safe disposal of solid waste that would not require installation of costly geotextiles and leacheate treatment facilities. These would involve smaller facilities using solid waste separation to remove potentially toxic substances, disposal in clay-lined pits and trenches, daily covering with local soils and revegetation.

· Alternative wastewater treatment strategies. The costs of the infrastructure required to meet stringent national and international BOD standards is out of reach for most rural communities in the country. It would be better to have collection and at least secondary treatment of wastewater than to continue the unsanitary practices of open ditch sewers and cesspools. Several technologies, along the line of the small-bore septic should be field tested under differing environmental conditions in El Salvador. These include: community septic tanks, oxidation lagoons, constructed wetlands, and smaller secondary wastewater treatment facilities with higher Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) thresholds (yields of 100-200+). 

· Wind-based powered pumps. This would be a back-to-the-future strategy and involve traditional windmills for turning pumps in wells located primarily along the Pacific Coast and piedmont, and certain higher elevations with unencumbered fetch. The costs of electricity can make electrical pumps prohibitively expensive for many communities.

· Rainwater catchment and storage. This is already a topic of applied research in AGUA outreach areas, primarily with Project Concern, International. There are other catchment and storage techniques that are practiced especially on islands in the Caribbean that could have widespread applicability in El Salvador. 

· Alluvial storage reservoirs. These approach consists primarily of storing water collected in the rainy season in larger (1,000-5,000 cubic meters and larger) sand reservoirs and their tapping with shallow pumps or gravity taps during the dry season. 

In all cases, the selection and demonstration of these techniques and strategies would need to respond to certain criteria of success and viability before they could be packages for dissemination, including: 

· Appropriateness and applicability under socioeconomic and agroecologic conditions in El Salvador;

· Responsiveness to one or more environmental health and natural resource problem;

· Ease of access, adoption and operation by a representative sector of the population;

· Cost-effectiveness in terms of capitalization, operation and maintenance; and

· Viability in terms of social, economic and environmental impacts.

Also, as sustainability is also couched in economic terms, USAID should refine and promote adoption of auto-financing mechanisms to pay the costs of environmental services that are provide by watersheds and protected areas. MARN is already developing a series of strategies for payment of the costs of environmental services, much of this linked in principal to the pending executive decree to create the Interinstitutional Watershed Commission and legalize the establishment of local and regional watershed organizations. USAID should continue to insist on the incorporation of such costs for all types of development assistance activities it facilitates in the country, potentially as a component of each project, no matter what the sector, or as condition to receiving assistance.




Access, Management and Rational Use of Water (AGUA)














� 	In 2001, the Mission revised its references to SO4 to the Water and Environment Office (WE). For the purposes of the current evaluation, references made to the AGUA Activity, the AGUA Project and AGUA/WE all refer to the combination of activities carried out by the CARE Consortium and six other organizations, referred to as the Implementers. 


� 	The term “CARE-AGUA” should not be confused with the overall AGUA Activity. CARE-AGUA is used to refer to those activities carried out by the CARE Consortium, just one of the six Implementers that have signed cooperative agreements with USAID/El Salvador for execution of activities under the AGUA Activity. 


� 	Data or the indicator “rural households nationally with water that meets quality and time standards” were not taken at national level. Also the qualifier originally assigned for the indicator in AGUA target areas was “water availability of 24 hours/7 day a week” but was seen as difficult to achieve in rural El Salvador and impractical to quantify, and later changed to “available every day of the week” (some water systems rotate daily water supplies among consumers to deal with limited supplies). 


� 	The improvement of water delivery systems is brought about, in many instances, by citizens’ insistence that it be done once they have a raised awareness of the need to consume clean water. Reporting the achievement under both indicators would be more accurate if that of water-related changes was better articulated. 


� 	USAID/WE staff accompanied the Evaluation Team on most of the field visits and participated in the Evaluation Workshop; their participation enriched the evaluation process. 


� 	The AGUA SOAG was amended in mid-2000 when the original GOES counterpart of $5,200,000 was reduced to $475,000 when it was determined that GOES should not be responsible for such a high level of counterpart financing as no GOES agency was responsible for project execution. 


� 	Figures are approximate and based on data provided by Implementers and USAID, and include overhead and other indirect costs as appropriate prorated to programmatic splits. LOP counterpart budget for FISDL, MARN, ANDA and DGRN are estimates only. Totals do not necessarily match due to rounding. 


� 	Percentage of total budget remaining; a negative figure indicates spending in excess of budgeted amount. (Note: Some counterpart contributions far exceed amount originally budgeted and percentage totals will not match do to over-investment of counterpart. 


� 	Note: For all other Implementers but the CARE Consortium and World Vision, expenditures in organizational development and environmental education are included under the other two activity budget lines. 


� 	Includes approximately $177,800 for disaster mitigation structures. PCI cost-share figure excludes FISDL counterpart. 


� 	This assessment is made based on the content of the Second Semester Report dated July 2001 and interviews with project staff. The Evaluation Team did not visit PAES outreach areas where much of the work under the cooperative agreement was carried out. 


� 	USAID/Honduras has copies of LUPE Project experiences, including evaluation reports and technical manuals. Also, Texas A&M University carried out a series of erosion studies on treated and untreated lands in southern Honduras, also available from USAID/Honduras. 


� 	In the aftermath of Hurricane Mitch in Honduras, field inspections revealed that lands treated with soil conservation and agroforestry practices suffered far less damage from torrential rains, including reduced erosion, gullying and landslides, and areas where these techniques were widely practiced, there was a noticeable reduction in local flash flooding. 


� 	MARN’s work in environmental impact assessment is incipient and still in its developmental stages. MARN is vastly understaffed and does not use uniform guidelines that facilitate determining the magnitude of potential impacts based on the size, location and nature of impacts of wastewater and solid waste projects. 


� 	As an objective of the AGUA/SO4 Activity is to integrally manage watersheds, for water systems that use wells as a water source, activities should be linked to the micro- or subwatersheds within which the respective communities reside, even if the source for the well water is hydrogeologically outside of these geographic limits.


�	As previously indicated in the report, these models should include, as appropriate under as local socioeconomic and agroecological conditions dictate, all elements currently being promoted in different parts of the project area by implementing organizations, including:


A participatory water resources/watershed management plan supported by all relevant groups


Municipal ordinances regulating environmental protection and water resources conservation


One or more water systems (for potable and/or irrigation uses) served by respective watersheds


Environmental and health education and awareness programs, and civic groups active in water resources advocacy


Water use tariff structures that include a minimum 10% of fees dedicated to management of contributing watersheds


A science-based monitoring and evaluation system based on indicators of impact as well as performance indicators.





10
El Salvador: Access, Management and Rational Use of Water (AGUA)


El Salvador: Access, Management and Rational Use of Water (AGUA)
11

