WHO invited 65 bilateral and multilateral agencies, private foundations and other NGOs that provide development aid,
research or other support to sanitation and drinking-water to participate in the GLAAS survey of external support agencies.
Twenty-seven external support agencies responded to the 2009-2010 GLAAS external support agency survey (Figure

A2), representing an estimated 90% of reported aid directed speci cally at water and sanitation. External stakeholder
responses included in this report include the African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, Australia (AusAID),

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, BRAC-Bangladesh, Denmark (DANIDA), Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO), Germany (BMZ), European Commission, Finland (Ministry of Foreign Affairs), France (AFD), Hungary
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs), Inter-American Development Bank, Ireland (Irish Aid), Japan, Kuwait Foundation for the
Advancement of Science, Netherlands (DGIS), Norway, Portugal (IPAD), Sweden (Swedish International Development
Cooperation Agency), UN Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Paci ¢ (UNESCAP), UNICEF, United

Kingdom (Department for International Development [DFID]), USA (United States Agency for International Development and
Millennium Challenge Corporation), WaterAid, WHO and World Bank (International Development Association, International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Global Environment Facility).

Responses were reviewed for internal consistency, and respondents were requested to provide clari cation on information
that was out of the expected range of responses. Discrepancies with other data sources, such as OECD’s CRS database
on donor activity, were also investigated to ensure the best possible data set.

Milestones in the development of the GLAAS 2010 report

The GLAAS 2008 pilot report was used as a basis for the development of the GLAAS 2010 report. From October 2008 to
April 2009, the survey questionnaires were improved, pilot-tested and merged with the ones being developed by the WSP
CSO. Data collection rst started in May 2009 in Africa and was then rolled out in all the other continents. Data acquisition
for the GLAAS 2010 report stopped in January 2010. Meanwhile, in October 2009, an informal working group composed

of representatives from WHO, WSP, WaterAid, IRC, the Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council, UNICEF, the
United Nations Development Programme, the African Civil Society Network on Water and Sanitation, OECD, UN-Water,
DFID and independent experts was called to advise on the overall report structure and on the types of data analysis that
were most useful to include. Data being collected from the country surveys and the external support agencies were then
integrated with existing data sources to develop the analysis presented in this report. In February 2010, a complete draft of
the report was transmitted to all UN-Water members, other relevant stakeholders and a peer review team for their feedback
and comments. A total of 32 peer review forms were received, and all reviewers are noted in the Acknowledgements.
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Country status
Population (millions) 18.0 160.0 8.7 15.2 8.1 14.6 19.1 4.3 10.9 20.6 64.3
Use of improved sanitation (%) 57 53 12 11 46 29 47 34 9 23 28]
Use of improved drinking-water source (%) 50 80 75 76 72 61 74 67 50 80 46
Sanitation in primary schools, urban (%) 69 75 80
Sanitation in primary schools, rural (%) 55) 28 10
Sanitation in primary schools, total (%) 65 65 62
Sector budget / expense
Total for sectors (US$ million) 459 258 17 7 14
- Drinking-water only (US$ million) 268 221 17 5 13
- Sanitation only (US$ million) 190 37 0 2 2
- Internal sources (US$ million) 439 182 1 1 5
- External sources (US$ million) 20 75 16 6 9
Capital investment (US$ million) 439 40 1 0 4
Recurrent costs (US$ million) 0 143 1 1 1
Policies & institutions
Targets in PRSP or national strategy 10 10 8 10 8 10 5 10 6 8 8
Approved policies (status) 3 10 6 9 5) 10 8 10 10 4 3
Approved policies (trend) 5} 8 10 5 9 5 10 5
Institutional roles (status) 5 6 9 10 5 10 5 0 10 6 3
Institutional roles (trend) 5 10 8 8 10 10 10 6
Planning & evaluation
Investment programmes 8 8 6 10 1 9 5 10 9 8 4
Coordination/participation (status) 6 8 6 8 2 6 1 0 5 8 1
Coordination/participation (trend) 10 10 10 8 10 10 10 8
Annual reviews (status) 4 6 6 10 6 0 0 5 4 4
Review process (trend) 9 10 5 8 5 10 5
Financial planning & resources
Sufficiency of funds (status) 6 5 3 5 1 3 0 0 4 1
Sufficiency of funds (trend) 10 10 10 8 6 5 5 0
Budget transparency 8 3 3 10 4 1 0 0 0 6 0
Percentage of donor funds used 8 5 3 5 6 7 8 1 8 5 1
Percentage of domestic funds used 1 10 9 10 6 5 9 10 0 4 0
Equitability criteria used 1 6 1 4 8 6 0 1 4 6 1
Predictability of funds (internal) 5 5 5 5 5 10 5 0
Predictability of funds (external) 5 10 10 8 6 0 10 8
Human resources
HR addressed in strategy or reviews 10 0 10 5 10 10 10 10
Existing HR development plan 10 0 10 0 5 5 0 5
In-country training and education 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 5
People trained find work 10 5 10 5 7 €) 0 0
Overall perception
Policies & institutions 7 8 8 4 7 6 6 3
Planning & evaluation 6 7 8 3 5 6 5 2
Financial planning and resources 6 6 6 4 5 7 4 2
Human resources 5 8 4 5 5 4 5 3
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Country status

Population (millions)
Improved sanitation (%)
Improved drinking-water (%)

Sanitation in primary schools, urban (%)
Sanitation in primary schools, rural (%)
Sanitation in primary schools, total (%)

Sector budget / expense

Total for sectors (US$ million)

- Drinking-water only (US$ million)
- Sanitation only (US$ million)

- Internal sources (US$ million)

- External sources (US$ million)
Capital investment (US$ million)
Recurrent costs (US$ million)

Policies & institutions

Targets in PRSP or national strategy
Approved policies (status)
Approved policies (trend)
Institutional roles (status)
Institutional roles (trend)

Planning & evaluation
Investment programmes
Coordination/participation (status)
Coordination/participation (trend)
Annual reviews (status)

Review process (trend)

Financial planning & resources
Sufficiency of funds (status)
Sufficiency of funds (trend)

Budget transparency

Percentage of donor funds used
Percentage of domestic funds used
Equitability criteria used
Predictability of funds (internal)
Predictability of funds (external)

Human resources

HR addressed in strategy or reviews
Existing HR development plan
In-country training and education
People trained find work

Overall perception

Policies & institutions

Planning & evaluation

Financial planning and resources
Human resources
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Country status
Population (millions) 2.6 31.6 22.4 28.8 14.7 2.8 6.2 90.3 9.7 12.2 5.6
Improved sanitation (%) 50 69 17 31 9 70 76 54 51 13
Improved drinking-water (%) 76 81 47 88 48 88 86 91 65 69 49
Sanitation in primary schools, urban (%) 95 40 80 100
Sanitation in primary schools, rural (%) 10 60 60 100
Sanitation in primary schools, total (%) 100 77
Sector budget / expense
Total for sectors (US$ million) 25 1303 30 77 60 53
- Drinking-water only (US$ million) 2 908 23 65 0 70 53
- Sanitation only (US$ million) 23 395 6 12 60 0
- Internal sources (US$ million) 9 1246 4 42 35 39
- External sources (US$ million) 17 57 26 35 25 14
Capital investment (US$ million) 9 689 3 37 0 0 31
Recurrent costs (US$ million) 0 557 1 5 35 0 9

Policies & institutions

Targets in PRSP or national strategy 10 10 10 10 10 10 3 10 10 10
Approved policies (status) 9 10 8 10 7 5 3 9 10 5
Approved policies (trend) 5 10 10 10 10 5] 8 10 10
Institutional roles (status) 8 10 5 8 5 9 3 5 10 6
Institutional roles (trend) 5 10 10 10 10 5 10 10 10

Planning & evaluation

Investment programmes 8 10 8 3 7 5 4 1 10 3
Coordination/participation (status) 6 10 5 6 7 4 4 8 4 5
Coordination/participation (trend) 5 10 10 10 10 5 8 10 10

Annual reviews (status) 8 10 4 3 5 5 3 6 10 6
Review process (trend) 5 10 10 10 10 5] 8 10 10

Financial planning & resources

Sufficiency of funds (status) 1 8 4 8 2 0 0 8 4 1
Sufficiency of funds (trend) 5 10 10 2 10 1 3 10 9

Budget transparency 6 10 10 8 7 0 0 6 6 6
Percentage of donor funds used 4 10 6 9 5 0 0 5 8 5
Percentage of domestic funds used 3 8 10 10 5 0 0 9 0 10
Equitability criteria used 8 10 3 4 5 4 3 5 4 8
Predictability of funds (internal) 0 10 5 5 10 0 5 10 4
Predictability of funds (external) 10 10 5 0 10 9 0 10 9

Human resources

HR addressed in strategy or reviews 10 10 10 10 3 0 0 10 8

Existing HR development plan 10 10 0 5 10 0 0 0 8

In-country training and education 10 10 10 10 3 10 10 0 10

People trained find work 10 3 10 5 10 10 5 10 10

Overall perception

Policies & institutions 5 9 8 5 9 5 5 5 7

Planning & evaluation 3 9 6 5 9 3 5 5 7

Financial planning and resources 4 9 6 4 10 5 3 5 7

Human resources 5 8 6 4 8 4 3 5 6
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Country status

Population (millions)
Improved sanitation (%)
Improved drinking-water (%)

Sanitation in primary schools, urban (%)
Sanitation in primary schools, rural (%)
Sanitation in primary schools, total (%)

Sector budget / expense

Total for sectors (US$ million)

- Drinking-water only (US$ million)
- Sanitation only (US$ million)

- Internal sources (US$ million)

- External sources (US$ million)
Capital investment (US$ million)
Recurrent costs (US$ million)

Policies & institutions

Targets in PRSP or national strategy
Approved policies (status)
Approved policies (trend)
Institutional roles (status)
Institutional roles (trend)

Planning & evaluation
Investment programmes
Coordination/participation (status)
Coordination/participation (trend)
Annual reviews (status)

Review process (trend)

Financial planning & resources
Sufficiency of funds (status)
Sufficiency of funds (trend)

Budget transparency

Percentage of donor funds used
Percentage of domestic funds used
Equitability criteria used
Predictability of funds (internal)
Predictability of funds (external)

Human resources

HR addressed in strategy or reviews
Existing HR development plan
In-country training and education
People trained find work

Overall perception

Policies & institutions

Planning & evaluation

Financial planning and resources
Human resources

South Africa

49.7
7
il

10
10

10

10
10

10

10

10
10
10
10

HR, human resources; PRSP, poverty reduction strategy paper

" Ten-point scale used. Country-reported three-step indicator responses were converted to 10-point scale (i.e. 0, 5 and 10) and averaged across the four categories (urban drinking-water,
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Uganda

31.7
48
67

52

43
16
31
12
59

United Republic of
Tanzania

425

54

68
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13
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10
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Aid policies

Was sanitation an organizational priority? (Y/N)

Was drinking-water an organizational priority? (Y/N)

Used criteria to select priority recipient countries? (Y/N)
Measured impact of WASH aid on the poor in 20087 (Y/N)
Foresee an impact of financial crises on aid levels? (Y/N)

Aid flow amounts (Source: 0ECD, 2010a)
Commitments, 2006-2008 average (US$ M)

- Commitments, 2006-2008 average, grants (US$ M)

- Commitments, 2006-2008 average, concessional loans
(US$ M)

Disbursements, 2008 total (US$ M)

Non-concessional loans, 2008 commitments (US$ M)

General budget support, 2008 commitments (US$ M)

2008 disbursement funding channels (grants and loans)
Estimated general budget support to WASH (%)

Sector budget support to governments (%)

Programmes and projects via multilaterals (%)
Programmes and projects via NGOs (%)

Academic and training institutes (%)

Direct implementation (%)

Other (%)

2008 commitments by sector (grants and loans)
Sanitation (%)

Drinking-water (%)

WASH emergency (%)

2008 disbursements by output type (grants and loans)
New services, sanitation (%)

Maintaining existing services, sanitation (%)

Improving service levels, sanitation (%)

New services, drinking-water (%)

Maintaining existing services, drinking-water (%)
Improving service levels, drinking-water (%)

Length of 2008 commitments
Sanitation, less than 3 years (%)
Sanitation, 3 years to 5 years (%)
Sanitation, 5 years or more (%)
Drinking-water, less than 3 years (%)
Drinking-water, 3 years to 5 years (%)
Drinking-water, 5 years or more (%)

Alignment, harmonization, coordination

Percentage of WASH aid coordinated with country (%)
Total number of countries with WASH funding

Number of countries with PIUs in WASH

Average number of PIUs per country in WASH

Untied aid amount percentage, 2008 (OECD, 2010a) (%)
Country procurement systems used, sanitation (#)
Country procurement systems used, drinking-water (#)

88

x
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Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes

334
128

207

193
76
661

No
100

20
80

40
40
20
40
40
20

20
80

20
80

100
28

Asian Development
Bank

182

182

259
184

26

74

38
62
<1

27
36
36
46
18
36

73
11
15

13
13
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Australia

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

23
23

14

28

No

15
85

35
65

35
65

Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation

No
No
No

39

28
59
13

32
67

100

11

100

BRAC

Yes

Yes
Yes

100

69
31

97

97

<1

100

100

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

Denmark

Yes
Yes
No
No
No

70
70

98

31

No

68
13

19

15
85

70
20
10
70
20
10

100

100

100

o

98
Yes
Yes

European
Commission

Yes
No
No
No

503
464

39

513
149
3102

94

96

96

83

FAO

No

No

100

30

Finland

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No

43
43

27

No

100

35
65

100

85

98

France

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

334
84

250
192

942

No

100

44
52

60
40

60
40

100

84
All
All

Germany

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

664
349

310
578

139

No
15

85

37
63

14
85

14
85

100

88
Yes
Yes

Hungary

No
No
No
No

No

Inter-American
Development Bank

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes

37

37

631

No

100

85
15

100

100

100
26
26



Aid policies

Was sanitation an organizational priority? (Y/N)

Was drinking-water an organizational priority? (Y/N)
Used criteria to select priority recipient countries? (Y/N)
Measured impact of WASH aid on the poor in 2008?

/N)
oresee an impact of financial crises on aid levels?

(Y/N)

Aid flow amounts (Source: 0ECD, 2010a)
Commitments, 2006-2008 average (US$ M)

- Commitments, 2006-2008 average, grants (US$ M)
- Commitments, 2006-2008 average, concessional
loans (US$ M)

Disbursements, 2008 total (US$ M)
Non-concessional loans, 2008 commitments (US$ M)
General budget support, 2008 commitments (US$ M)

2008 disbursement funding channels (grants and loans)

Estimated general budget support to WASH (%)
Sector budget support to governments (%)
Programmes and projects via multilaterals (%)
Programmes and projects via NGOs (%)
Academic and training institutes (%)

Direct implementation (%)

Other (%)

2008 commitments by sector (grants and loans)
Sanitation (%)

Drinking-water (%)

WASH emergency (%)

2008 disbursements by output type (grants and loans)

New services, sanitation (%)

Maintaining existing services, sanitation (%)
Improving service levels, sanitation (%)

New services, drinking-water (%)

Maintaining existing services, drinking-water (%)
Improving service levels, drinking-water (%)

Length of 2008 commitments
Sanitation, less than 3 years (%)
Sanitation, 3 years to 5 years (%)
Sanitation, 5 years or more (%)
Drinking-water, less than 3 years (%)
Drinking-water, 3 years to 5 years (%)
Drinking-water, 5 years or more (%)

Alignment, harmonization, coordination

Percentage of WASH aid coordinated with country (%)
Total number of countries with WASH funding

Number of countries with PIUs in WASH

Average number of PIUs per country in WASH

Untied aid amount percentage, 2008 (OECD, 2010a)
(%)

Country procurement systems used, sanitation (#)
Country procurement systems used, drinking-water (#)

Ireland

Yes
Yes

No
No

21
21

25

42

81

19

85
15

100

100

Japan

Yes
Yes
No

No

1547
190

1358
1353

227

100

Yes
Yes

Netherlands

405
405

318

366

2.5
74
13
11

40
60

80

20
80

20

100

100

90
18
0
0

75

Yes
Yes

Norway

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No

39
39

45

230

No

38
18

39

100

Yes
Yes

Portugal

No
No

No

No

100

92

100

100

100

100

100

o N

0
48

M, millions; N, no; n/a, not available; PIU, project implementation unit; WASH, water, sanitation and hygiene; Y, yes

! Kuwait Foundation for the Advancement of Science not included.
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Sweden

Yes
Yes
No

No

Yes

70
70

80

50

No
15

83

60
40

35
43
21
35
43
21

100
13

920

UNESCAP

75
25

75
25

90

UNICEF

Yes
Yes

Yes

38
38

42

100

20
80

20
80

100
101

Part
Part

United Kingdom

Yes

No

200
200

126

508

15
14
23
21
27

48
52
28

100

100

35

100

USA

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No

700
700

232

495

26
17
53

30

59

11

50

50
76

24

91
15
85

100

93

WaterAid

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

68

18
72

100

100

100

100

100

g
x
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975
263
712

724

Yes

96

93
14

100

100

WHO

No
No

No

100
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Least developed countries

Afghanistan

Angola

Bangladesh

Benin

Bhutan

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Central African Republic
Chad

Comoros

Democratic Republic of the Congo
Djibouti

Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gambia

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Haiti

Kiribati

Lao People’s Democratic Republic
Lesotho

Liberia

Madagascar

Malawi

Maldives

Mali

Mauritania

Mozambique

Myanmar

Nepal

Niger

Rwanda

Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe Senegal
Sierra Leone

Solomon Islands
Somalia

Sudan

Timor-Leste

Togo

Tuvalu

Uganda

United Republic of Tanzania
Vanuatu

Yemen

Zambia

GNI, gross national income
*Territory.

=5 ()50
.Z@h;
S »

Other low-income countries
(per capita GNI <US$ 935 in 2007)

Cote d’lvoire
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
Ghana

Kenya

Kyrgyzstan

Nigeria

Pakistan

Papua New Guinea
Tajikistan
Uzbekistan

Viet Nam
Zimbabwe

Lower middle income countries and
territories (per capita GNI US$936-
US$ 3705 in 2007)

Albania

Algeria

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Cameroon

Cape Verde

China

Colombia

Congo

Dominican Republic
Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

Georgia

Guatemala

Guyana

Honduras

India

Indonesia

Iran (Islamic Republic of)
Iraq

Jordan

Marshall Islands
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia

Morocco

Namibia

Nicaragua

Niue

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Republic of Moldova

Sri Lanka

Swaziland

Syrian Arab Republic
Thailand

The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia

*Tokelau

Tonga

Tunisia

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

*Wallis and Futuna

West Bank and Gaza Strip*

Upper middle income countries
and territories (per capita GNI
US$ 3706-US$ 11 455 in 2007)

*Anguilla

Antigua and Barbuda'
Argentina

Barbados?

Belarus

Belize

Botswana

Brazil

Chile

Cook Islands

Costa Rica

Croatia

Cuba

Dominica

Fiji

Gabon

Grenada

Jamaica

Kazakhstan

Lebanon

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
Malaysia

Mauritius

*Mayotte

Mexico

Montenegro
*Montserrat

Nauru

Oman'

Palau

Panama

*Saint Helena

Saint Kitts and Nevis
Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Serbia®

Seychelles

South Africa
Suriname

Trinidad and Tobago?
Turkey

Uruguay

Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

" Antigua and Barbuda and Oman exceeded the high-income country threshold in 2007. In accordance with the Development Assistance Committee rules for revision of this List, both will graduate from

the List in 2011 if they remain high-income countries until 2010.

2 Barbados and Trinidad and Tobago exceeded the high-income country threshold in 2006 and 2007. In accordance with the Development Assistance Committee rules for revision of this List, both will

graduate from the List in 2011 if they remain high-income countries until 2010.

3 At present, aid to Kosovo is recorded under aid to Serbia. Kosovo will be listed separately if and when it is recognized by the UN.
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Sanitation and drinking-water are relatively

low priorities for domestic allocations and
official development assistance, despite the
huge potential benefits for public health, gender
equity, poverty reduction and economic growth.

Aid for sanitation and drinking-water is not
well targeted to achieving the Millennium
Development Goals.

Country capacity to sustain progress is
relatively weak, especially in sanitation

and in rural areas.

Stakeholder coordination, harmonization,
alignment and transparency in sanitation

and drinking-water are generally increasing, but
there is still room to improve coordination and local

stakeholders’ participation.
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