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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

“Interfacing with PRO-WASH who would actually assure you that WASH is something; 
WASH is a subject; WASH means something; WASH will add value and change lives. You 
refine and renew your commitment to your subject area, your program area, and say no, I 

think I know I'm in the right sector and I will be able to drive with the strength and confidence 
that it requires because it matters.” – Implementing Partner (IP) Respondent 

Introduction 
The Practices, Research, and Operations in Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene (PRO-WASH) Associate Award was 
an intervention devised by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and delivered by 
Save the Children US to enhance the water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH)-related technical capacity of 
implementing partners (IPs) who received funding through USAID’s Office of Food for Peace (FFP). In 2020, FFP 
merged with the Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) to become the Bureau for Humanitarian 
Assistance (BHA).  

This endline evaluation was conducted over a period of 5 months in the final year of PRO-WASH. It examines the 
outcomes of the PRO-WASH Associate Award with particular focus on the internal delivery dynamics, service 
delivery mechanisms, and management practices established through the Award. The evaluation focuses 
primarily on learning, by examining the range of factors influencing participation, utilization, training uptake, and 
relevance among target audiences. 

Methodology 
The evaluation employed both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to elicit feedback from a wide range of 
stakeholders, including implementing partners (IPs), current and former PRO-WASH team members, colleagues 
from other Associate Awards,1 including Strengthening Capacity in Agriculture Livelihoods and Environment 
(SCALE), Program Cycle Support (PCS), PRO-WASH Steering Committee members, USAID/BHA 
representatives, and USAID Mission staff who engaged with the activity. A total of 38 respondents participated in 
27 key informant interviews (KIIs) and focus group discussion (FGDs), whilst 178 individuals responded to the 
quantitative survey. The evaluation also reviewed key literature provided by the PRO-WASH team, such as 
learning products produced and disseminated, training reports, and internal monitoring data generated throughout 
delivery. 

Limitations include:  

• Respondents self-selected into the quantitative survey, which may have resulted in responses that are 
more strongly felt than the norm  

• Potential for recall bias and limitations in respondents’ knowledge  
• Suggestive rather than statistically representative findings may have occurred due to the small sample 

size and sampling methodology 
• Translation from French to English, which may have led to nuances being overlooked 

Findings 
Findings are presented in line with the learning questions provided in the evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR), 
available in Annex 1. 

                                                      
1 SCALE is a Technical and Operational Performance Support Program (TOPS) Associate Award and PCS is an 
Implementer-Led Design, Evidence, Analysis and Learning (IDEAL) Associate Award. Both are USAID/BHA funded.  
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Overall, the data clearly and consistently present a remarkably positive image of the PRO-WASH Associate 
Award. 

Award Design and Objectives 
Data demonstrate that PRO-WASH was generally considered to be responsive and flexible to the needs of IPs. 
This was influenced by both the design of the Award by USAID, and the management and delivery of the technical 
advisory support by PRO-WASH. Issues relating to flexibility include the challenges created in designing a team 
and structures for the effective and efficient delivery of PRO-WASH, and challenges associated with the approval 
process for programmatic procurements. 

PRO-WASH was a demand-driven function by design and delivery. While data suggest that this was recognized 
as a positive factor within PRO-WASH’s value-add to IPs, the design did create challenges such as ambiguity 
over PRO-WASH’s mandate to make sustainable impacts on IP activities, particularly in cases where IPs did not 
request the support. Data also suggest that PRO-WASH has been instrumental in informing as well as responding 
to IP demand. Numerous factors emerged from the data as having influenced the uptake of technical assistance 
by IPs, including their knowledge of how to access support, digital connectivity and language barriers, IPs’ 
perception of the relevance and quality of the support, time availability of the IPs, personalities and team dynamics 
within the IPs, and the perception of PRO-WASH as ‘Save the Children,’ making it a potential competitor. Data 
suggest that USAID has had a definitive impact on IPs’ uptake of technical assistance. 

This report provides an overview of the role that PRO-WASH team members had in the Award’s success, as well 
as the challenges faced by an under-resourced staffing structure. The report goes on to discuss the processes 
PRO-WASH undertook to work with consultants and the risks this structure posed to the quality. Issues relating 
to the aid localization agenda are discussed with reference to a debate that emerged in the data relating to 
international and national consultants. 

Finally, the findings relating to the Steering Committee (SC) are presented, which include strengths such as the 
SC’s role in providing a sounding board for PRO-WASH and expanding the Award’s network of technical experts. 
Challenges include a lack of clarity over the purpose of the SC, limited knowledge of SC members regarding PRO-
WASH management and delivery, limited interaction between the SC and USAID, a lack of clarity and consistency 
regarding the time/level of effort expectations of SC members, and the composition of the SC membership, which 
neither included representatives from countries in which Resilience Food Security Activities (RFSAs) are 
implemented, nor members of often marginalized groups. 

Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 
Data suggest that PRO-WASH offered significant added value beyond that which an IP can independently offer 
to a RFSA. This added value manifests in PRO-WASH’s ability to convene RFSAs, profile RFSAs’ work, draw on 
networks of specialists, and attract researchers due to their strong reputation in the field. Another example of 
added value is the experiential learning generated for PRO-WASH team members themselves in technical 
advisory support, which data suggest is being passed onto IPs. PRO-WASH also provided added value in the role 
of a partner staying abreast of emerging learning and through its positional power to influence RFSA decision-
makers, who may otherwise deprioritize WASH within the spectrum of issues covered through a RFSA. 

Findings suggest that IPs generally felt that PRO-WASH support was relevant, of high quality, and utilizable. 
Exceptions to these general findings were incidents where a lack of contextual adaptation of tools and resources 
diminished an IP’s ability to apply the tools and resources in the field. Language barriers and COVID-19 also 
emerged as issues inhibiting the utilization of tools and resources. 

In terms of the approaches PRO-WASH adopted to provide technical advisory support, respondents were highly 
satisfied with all approaches. Coaching emerged as a catalytic approach that acted as a cornerstone to other 
methodologies. 

Respondents shared multiple examples of how tools and resources have been used in RFSAs, including 
adaptations to behavior change strategies, development of new strategies, and development of new monitoring 
processes to track delivery.  
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Respondents demonstrated a high intention to continue using resources, though data suggests this would be 
primarily dependent on need. Data suggest that tools and resources generally have not been institutionalized 
beyond use in specific activities. 

Many respondents noted that they have not yet discussed plans for the continued use of tools and resources 
following PRO-WASH’s closure, which is of particular concern to IPs who are engaging in ongoing support with 
the Award. 

Outreach to Implementing Partners 
PRO-WASH’s approach to outreach was typically appreciated by respondents. Data suggest that initial contact in 
the early stages of the RFSA cycle is related to higher perceived relevance and the use of tools and resources. 

Thought Leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 
Respondents with positional insight into PRO-WASH’s thought leadership cited some examples of PRO-WASH’s 
influence on BHA policies, standards, and program quality, though challenges that limited PRO-WASH’s ability to 
influence this included the complexity of USAID/BHA structures and processes and the limited level of effort (LoE) 
available to the PRO-WASH team. 

Conclusions 
Causal Design presents the overall assessment of PRO-WASH’s key achievements against its objectives, as 
derived from the findings. Lessons presented have been generated on the basis of the evaluation of evidence, 
with a particular focus on future phases of technical assistance support. Key conclusions relate to the overall 
added value that PRO-WASH is perceived to have had for RFSAs, beyond that which an IP could independently 
offer to RFSAs. Additionally, the conclusions discuss the factors that both supported and inhibited the value add, 
including resourcing, governance structures, approaches taken by PRO-WASH, and factors outside of PRO-
WASH’s control. 

Recommendations 
Finally, the report closes with a set of recommendations for USAID/BHA, PRO-WASH, and Save the Children US 
that seek to respond to the provided conclusions. Key recommendations include the continued and increased 
investment in PRO-WASH, suggested changes in the approach to engaging IPs, which are designed to motivate 
uptake, a revised governance structure, and approaches to further the aid localization agenda. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The PRO-WASH Associate Award was an intervention devised by USAID and delivered by Save the Children US 
to enhance the WASH-related technical capacity of implementing partners (IPs) receiving funding through 
USAID’s Office of Food for Peace (FFP). In 2020, FFP merged with the U.S. Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 
(OFDA) to become the Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA). 

This endline evaluation examines the outcomes of the PRO-WASH Associate Award, with a particular focus on 
the internal delivery dynamics, service delivery mechanisms, and management practices the Award established. 
The evaluation primarily focuses on learning by examining the range of factors influencing participation, utilization, 
training uptake, and relevance among target audiences.  

1.1 Evaluation Framework 
In accordance with the learning questions provided in the ToR (Annex 1), Causal Design approached the 
evaluation as a systematic and objective process review. Seeking to understand how the mechanisms designed 
and delivered under the PRO-WASH Associate Award contributed toward the achievement, or otherwise, of the 
Award’s objectives, the evaluation provides an assessment of the Award’s effectiveness, efficiency, and 
sustainability, with an emphasis on what facilitated or hindered engagement among key stakeholders.  

1.2 Evaluation Questions 
The specific learning questions that the evaluation investigated are presented below under their respective 
category.  

Award Design and Objectives  
• How did the technical design of the Award and the level of flexibility affect the ability to respond to IP 

and donor needs, collaborate with partners, and adapt to external circumstances (e.g., COVID-19 
pandemic, Food for Peace/Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance merger)?  
o What were the favorable or impeding factors related to the design and management of the Award 

that affected the Award’s ability to meet its objectives?  
• How appropriate and effective is PRO-WASH’s organizational and staffing structure for the 

implementation of our work? 
o How effective was the design, composition, and management of the PRO-WASH Steering 

Committee? How could this be improved?  
• How did the design, staffing, and management of the Award affect its ability to engage with and meet 

the needs of BHA-funded emergency partners?  

Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence  
• How did IPs perceive the relevance, utility, and quality of the different types of support offered by PRO-

WASH (e.g., applied research, technical guides, learning briefs, coaching, remote and in-person 
training, technical knowledge-sharing events, webinars, and communities of practice)?  
o To what extent did IPs perceive that PRO-WASH tailored priorities to their requests/needs?  
o Which technical focus areas were the most useful?  
o What remaining gaps/existing challenges have not been met through PRO-WASH learning and 

research? 
o What were the barriers/enablers in terms of working with PRO-WASH on this research? 

• How did the combination and intensity of different approaches to engagement (e.g., training, applied 
research, coaching, etc.) influence the WASH/Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) 
technical quality improvements? 
o Which approaches most effectively and efficiently influenced WASH/IWRM technical quality 

improvements within RFSAs? 
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o To what extent did layering engagements (e.g., coaching, mentoring, in-person, or virtual training, 
applied research) contribute to IPs being able to use the resources/tools? 

o How did PRO-WASH contribute to WASH/IWRM knowledge-sharing and an understanding of 
best practices and promising/innovative models for WASH service delivery among RFSAs? 

• To what degree did IPs use resources/tools (technical tools, training packages, learning briefs, webinars 
and applied research findings) developed by PRO-WASH within the specific projects that the Award 
supported? 
o How easy was it for partners to find and access resources/tools?  
o Which PRO-WASH resources/tools did partners use and how often?  
o What are the barriers/enablers to IPs using the resources/tools? 
o What are the barriers/enablers to IPs replicating training? 

• To what degree do partners believe they will continue to use and share the resources/tools developed 
by PRO-WASH after the end of the Award?  
o Which resources?  
o How will they be used or shared, and with whom?  
o What are the barriers to this continued use and sharing? 
o To what extent will the knowledge management platforms PRO-WASH used ensure the 

sustainable access to and uptake of their respective resources? 
• To what degree did IPs institutionalize the resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH into their 

organizations beyond the specific project that the Award supported? 
o What are the barriers/enablers to IPs institutionalizing the resources/tools? 

Outreach to Implementing Partners 
• At what points during the RFSA cycle was IP outreach the most and least relevant and effective? Why? 
• How effective was PRO-WASH’s outreach as part of the PCS Inception and Culmination workshops? 

o How can this be improved? 

Thought leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, and Program Quality 
• How did the Awards inform advancements or changes to USAID/BHA policies, standards, and 

guidance? 

The learning questions purposefully did not seek to determine the extent to which the quality of WASH 
interventions delivered by IPs were improved, or WASH behaviors changed, as a result of PRO-WASH 
technical assistance. This decision reflects an agreement between the PRO-WASH team and the USAID/BHA 
due to the impracticability of assessing impact level change in this regard. PRO-WASH was not designed to 
include the monitoring and evaluation that would be needed to collect and analyze data around the 
adoption/implementation of new practices and the quality and impact of these practices within RFSAs.  
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2.0 PRO-WASH BACKGROUND 
 PRO-WASH aimed to enhance the water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH)-related technical capacity of 
implementing partners (IPs) receiving funding from USAID/BHA (former FFP and OFDA).2. Recognizing that: a) 
poor WASH facilities and practices are drivers of malnutrition and food insecurity, b) partners need to 
implement technically sound WASH interventions to address these drivers, and c) there are challenges and 
knowledge gaps in this sector, USAID created PRO-WASH as an Associate Award under the Technical and 
Operational Performance Support (TOPS) Program.3 PRO-WASH was “intended to strengthen the impact and 
sustainability of WASH activities within the context of FFP’s (latterly BHA’s) food security programs, in 
both emergency and development contexts.”4 Though TOPS did not initially include WASH as a technical 
area, PRO-WASH was designed with reference to the same overarching focal themes of TOPS, which were 
Knowledge Capture, Knowledge Generation, and Knowledge Sharing.  

Save the Children was awarded the PRO-WASH Associate Award in January 2018 with an initial budget of 
US$3.75 million over 3 years. In the third year of the initial Award, PRO-WASH was expanded and awarded an 
additional US$1.25 million to continue for 2 years, and with an additional focus on IWRM. During the extended 5-
year award period (January 2018 – January 20235), PRO-WASH has been consulting with key partners and 
stakeholders to devise a quality technical assistance activity that is relevant and useful to BHA IPs and the wider 
WASH and food security sector. The figure provided in Annex 2 presents an implementation timeline summary of 
the key events that occurred up to March 2022.  

2.1 PRO-WASH’s Target Audience 
PRO-WASH’s primary clients are Title II-funded RFSAs and from Year 4 Quarter 3, RFSAs funded through 
Community Development Funds (CDF). IPs of these activities, specifically the WASH elements of IPs that 
implement multi-sectoral food security awards, were targeted for outreach and feedback for the technical focus 
areas that PRO-WASH should prioritize and the capacity strengthening strategies. These outlined topical focus 
areas as well as modalities for the provision of support, which were developed to respond to their needs. Whilst 
open resources such online knowledge-sharing webinars and resources available on the Food Security and 
Nutrition (FSN) website have been used by a wider audience, including International Disaster Assistance funded 
partners, these were not a target audience mandated under the type of funding that PRO-WASH received. 

2.2 Key Learning Deliverables 
While the PRO-WASH team had a broad focus on a range of learning and technical focus areas, particular 
emphasis was placed on the key deliverables described below, which were prioritized through a partner desk 
mapping and consultation process carried out early in the Award and through ongoing partner 
consultations/prioritization. 

Make Me a Change Agent Training Package | The Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) training of trainers (ToT) 
package is a social and behavior change (SBC) approach that was co-created by PRO-WASH and the 
Strengthening Capacity in Agriculture, Livelihoods, and Environment (SCALE) Associate Award, and adapted 
from the Make Me a Change Agent: A Multisector SBC Resource for Community Workers and Field Staff Guide 
(produced in 2015 under the TOPS Program). Work on MMCA began early in the delivery of PRO-WASH and 
                                                      

2 In 2020, the Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance was established to streamline USAID humanitarian responses, bringing together the vast 
expertise and resources of the former USAID Offices of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) and Food for Peace (FFP) 

3 The TOPS Program (2010-2018) was conceived to: facilitate knowledge exchange among practitioners in the food security community for 
two primary purposes: to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of U.S. Government-funded development food security activities, and to 
strengthen the knowledge, skills, and practices of the implementing partners (IPs) in delivering those activities to improve the lives of 
vulnerable families around the world. The summative TOPS evaluation report is available here: 
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00W468.pdf  

4 Program Description for WASH Associate Award Under TOPS, pp 1 

5 This period includes start-up and close-out. Implementation will stop around November 30th 2022 for a 60 day close-out period, with many 
of PRO-WASH’s activities starting to wrap-up in October 2022 to allow enough time for this close-out. 

https://www.fsnnetwork.org/
https://www.fsnnetwork.org/
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00W468.pdf
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was developed through a series of piloting and feedback processes from years 1-3. Learning briefs have been 
produced to share lessons from the development process.  

Market Based Sanitation Training Package | PRO-WASH contracted technical experts to develop a training 
module including a facilitator guide on market-based sanitation (MBS). The development process included 
stakeholder consultations with IPs, USAID/BHA staff, International Development Enterprises (iDE), FHI360 
Wateraid, USAID WASHPALS, the Office of Water (E3), as well as webinars to discuss the materials in 
development. The materials were peer reviewed by a range of global experts. The development process 
concluded just as the COVID-19 outbreak commenced (see more below), resulting in field testing being delivered 
at a smaller scale in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Burkina Faso, and Niger. A special MBS working 
group was developed in Quarter 3 of Year 4 to support RFSA IPs in Niger. 

Human-Centered Design (HCD) | In addition to MMCA, human-centered design was an important component of 
supporting behavior change as part of PRO-WASH’s activities. HCD was included as part of the applied research 
activities in Bangladesh and Niger, and PRO-WASH and iDE co-led several online activities including a HCD 
learning journey in Year 3. In Year 4, PRO-WASH contracted iDE to undertake an intensive HCD process to 
develop an online WASH resource center to provide tailored tools, templates, and self-directed learning for IPs to 
use HCD techniques in their WASH work. The full resource center is anticipated to be available in Year 5. PRO-
WASH also began providing intensive one-on-one support to the Takunda RFSA in Zimbabwe on HCD for 
sanitation in Year 5.  

Water Quality Monitoring | Water quality monitoring was identified as a priority topic for PRO-WASH support 
during the desk mapping carried out in Years 1 and 2. PRO-WASH began work on this package but, due to 
contractor issues, this work was delayed until the end of Year 4. The water quality technical guide was 
disseminated early in Year 5 along with a draft training package. The final training package will be pilot tested in 
Zimbabwe in Year 5 and disseminated afterwards.  

WASH Systems Strengthening | Under the IWRM expansion of the PRO-WASH Award, PRO-WASH began in 
Year 4 to provide further support to partners for systems strengthening to sustain WASH services in rural areas. 
This included contracting Water for People along with its partner IRC to carry out four activity groups: 1) 
stakeholder engagement; 2) online introductory training on WASH systems strengthening for IPs in English and 
French, including live webinars and office hours; 3) selection of three IPs for support on lifecycle costing; and 4) 
implementation support that will respond to additional technical assistance needs during the implementation of 
tailored tools and approaches for IPs. Following this work, Water for People and IRC will share a debrief with 
participating USAID Missions to share opportunities and constraints related to utilizing tools and approaches for 
ongoing Awards and to inform future USAID/BHA efforts. 

Applied Research Deliverables | During the period under review, PRO-WASH supported applied research 
activities to support field-viable solutions to improve WASH activities across a broad geographic range. Applied 
Research Requests for Applications (RFAs) were devised based on IP consultation processes. Topics included: 

• Finding Solutions to Sanitation Challenges Facing Flood-Prone Populations in Bangladesh (completed) 
• Comprehensive Market Development Strategies Focusing on Availability and Provision of Improved 

Latrines and Hand-Washing Related Products in the Maradi and Zinder Regions of Niger (completed) 
• Pathogens Pathway Study in Kenya and Madagascar (ongoing) 
• Multi-Use Water Systems in Zimbabwe (ongoing) 
• Strengthening Sanitation and Handwashing within the Amhara and Oromia Regions of Ethiopia 

(ongoing) 

Webinars and Other Online Knowledge-Sharing Platforms | Whilst webinars and online sessions were 
included in the PRO-WASH design from its start, these knowledge-sharing mechanisms became fundamental 
following the COVID-19 outbreak and were consequently scaled up as a delivery approach. PRO-WASH 
conducted 33 webinars from 2018 to 2021, covering a range of topics such as gender and WASH, barrier analysis, 
market-based sanitation, a series on operation and maintenance, WASH systems strengthening, and more. 

https://www.fsnnetwork.org/sites/default/files/2022-01/PRO-WASH_Ethiopia_RFA.pdf
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2.3 Engagement Intensity 
PRO-WASH clients, including BHA IPs, interacted with PRO-WASH to varying degrees of depth and intensity, as 
is discussed in Findings. Whilst some partners attended in-person training sessions, others may have followed 
the newsletter and accessed materials online, whilst others may have interacted with a range of PRO-WASH 
approaches to knowledge sharing and capacity strengthening, including one-on-one support (coaching) or applied 
research activities. This is considered and also utilized for sampling, as discussed below. 

2.4 Steering Committee 
The PRO-WASH Steering Committee (SC) was established at the commencement of the Award, with the purpose 
of assisting the process of setting capacity-strengthening and research priorities. The SC had six U.S.-based 
members representing IPs and academic institutions.  

2.5 Adaptive Program Delivery Processes 
PRO-WASH established monitoring processes based on pre- and post-tests involving training participants, end-
of-training evaluation forms, and post-training follow-up, to gauge measures of relevance, quality, and utility. PRO-
WASH reported several adaptations derived from knowledge generated through these processes.  
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3.0 EVALUATION SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
The evaluation employed both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to elicit feedback from a wide range of 
stakeholders, including IPs, PRO-WASH team members, colleagues from IDEAL and TOPS Associate Awards 
(including SCALE and Program Cycle Support), PRO-WASH Steering Committee members, USAID/BHA 
representatives, and USAID Mission Staff who engaged with the Award. The evaluation also reviewed key 
literature provided by the PRO-WASH team, such as learning products produced and disseminated, training 
reports, and internal monitoring data generated throughout delivery. 

3.1 Primary Data Collection 
3.1.1 Qualitative Data 
A total of 26 key informant interviews (KIIs) and focus group discussions (FGDs) were conducted by Causal 
Design with a total of 38 respondents. One additional interview was conducted by Bodhi Global Analytics, the 
consultancy firm undertaking the SCALE endline evaluation, for which interview notes were provided to Causal 
Design for inclusion in the analysis for this evaluation. Table 1 provides an overview of the qualitative respondents. 

Table 1 | Overview of Qualitative Respondents 

Respondent 
Group 

Total 
potential 
respondent 
groups 

Total 
KIIs/FGDs 
conducted 
with this 
group 

Proportion of 
potential 
respondents 
as per total 
engaged 

Total 
respondents 
engaged 

Notes 

IPs – High 
Engagement 15 11 73% 12   

IPs – Medium 
Engagement 10 3 30% 3 One targeted respondent did not 

respond to requests to participate 

IPs – Low 
Engagement 11 3 27% 3 

One targeted respondent declined to 
participate and was replaced with an 
alternative, identified using the same 
sampling methodology noted in 
Section 3.2 

USAID BHA Staff 
engaged with 
PRO-WASH 

1 1 100% 3   

USAID Mission 
Staff 2 2 100% 4 

One targeted respondent did not 
attend the scheduled Focus Group 
Discussion 

PRO-WASH 
Team members 1 1 100% 3   

Scale Team 
Members 1 1 100% 3   

PCS Team 
Members 1 1 100% 1   

Steering 
Committee 
Members 

3 Groups of 2 
members 
(Total 6 
respondents) 

3 100% 5 

One respondent was unable to 
participate in an interview but shared 
brief thoughts over email, which 
were included in the qualitative data 
set 

IP WASH HQ 
Technical 
Advisor 

1 1 100% 1   

Total   27   38   

Of the low engagement IPs, one program was a BHA-funded emergency program. This respondent declined to 
participate, resulting in the presence of no emergency partners in the qualitative data set. 
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Table 2 presents the geographic coverage represented by the IP respondents included in the qualitative sample. 

Table 2 | Geographic Coverage represented by IP respondents in the qualitative sample 

Country Number of IPs included in the 
Qualitative Sample 

Malawi 1 

Zimbabwe 1 

Madagascar 2 

Burkina Faso 1 

Niger 3 

Democratic Republic of Congo 2 

Ethiopia 2 

Kenya 1 

Uganda 1 

Haiti 1 

Bangladesh 2 

Total 17 

Respondents were identified through a purposive sampling methodology outlined in section Sampling. 
Respondents were introduced to Causal Design by PRO-WASH and SCALE representatives. Causal Design then 
led the coordination of meeting dates and times, as per the availability of the respondents, which were undertaken 
remotely via Zoom or Google Meets by two interviewers, one male and one female who are based in USA and 
Malawi respectively and are nationals of USA and UK respectively. Both interviewers were English speakers. For 
French-speaking respondents, Causal Design employed the services of AIR Communication to provide 
simultaneous interpretation via Zoom. All interviews were recorded and transcribed using Otter.ai software.  

The KIIs and FGDs were undertaken with reference to the semi-structured interview guides provided in Annex 3, 
which were designed by Causal Design in response to the learning questions outlined in the ToR, before being 
reviewed and approved by the PRO-WASH team. KIIs and FGDs took place over a period of 60 – 90 minutes. 
The tools were purposefully sequenced to facilitate a natural flow to the conversations with neutral questions that 
allowed for open-ended responses and indicated key probes to elicit nuanced, thoughtful responses.  

The qualitative data form the foundation of the evaluation process, providing the opportunity to interrogate 
key issues relating to the internal and external factors that influence the achievement of PRO-WASH’s objectives. 

3.1.2 Quantitative Data 
Quantitative data was collected to reach respondents who could not participate in the qualitative process due to 
time limitations. A 22-question quantitative survey instrument (Annex 4) was developed in collaboration with PRO-
WASH, SCALE and Bodhi Global Analysis, and respondents who were primarily drawn from a pool of BHA-funded 
partners supported by both Associate Awards were asked to engage in one coherent survey. This coordinated 
approach was designed to elicit a higher response rate and to avoid respondent fatigue. Skip logic guided 
respondents toward providing feedback only on the Award that they wished to comment on. The survey was 
launched through existing PRO-WASH networks comprised of newsletter subscribers, participants who had 
registered for online PRO-WASH events, training workshop participants, and key stakeholders including USAID 
Mission staff who engaged with the Award. Respondents were provided with a two-week window within which to 
submit their feedback. 

Quantitative survey questions were primarily close-ended and include Likert scales and ranking processes. The 
survey was designed to generate meaningful and helpful information. Every effort was made to keep the survey 
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concise and avoid asking for information, which would not be used in the final analysis. Bodhi Global Analysis 
translated the survey into French. 

A total of 178 respondents completed the PRO-WASH survey and were made up of the categories presented in 
Table 3. 

Table 3 | Quantitative Survey Respondents 

Organization type Frequency Percent 

BHA-funded RFSA 46 26% 

BHA-funded emergency program 13 7% 

USAID-funded Associate Award/Food Security Support Mechanism 11 6% 

USAID non-BHA staff 2 1% 

USAID BHA staff 4 2% 

Research/academic institution 9 5% 

National/local government 11 6% 

Local organization 18 10% 

International organization 54 30% 

Other 10 6% 

Total 178  
 

Quantitative survey respondents categorized by position, country, or region are provided in Annex 5. 

Of the 178 survey respondents, 159 reported to have either received a PRO-WASH-authored learning document 
or technical tool, participated in a PRO-WASH-facilitated knowledge-sharing event, or participated in training or 
capacity-strengthening support. However, due to an error in the skip logic of the survey, only 65 of these 
respondents were directed to provide feedback on the quality, relevance, and utility of this support and PRO-
WASH’s outreach processes. Of these 65 respondents, 10 were BHA-funded activity representatives whose 
responses, given the small sample size, were generally analyzed together with the other 55 respondents. The 
exception to this is in the Support to BHA-funded Emergency Partners section below. The remaining 113 
respondents were directed to only provide feedback on PRO-WASH’s outreach processes.  

3.2 Sampling 
Qualitative Data | Respondents were purposely targeted across a range of partners, including those who 
engaged with high, medium, and low intensity,6 to elicit information relating to enablers and barriers to participation 

                                                      
6 Intensity of engagement was defined by PRO-WASH as below: 

None No memorable (from the perspective of the PRO-WASH team) engagements, or PRO-WASH had a one-off call with the 
individual/institution where PRO-WASH offered support or asked them to provide input into the desk mapping, but there was no 
further engagement (for example, the programme was closing out) 

Low Actor or institution attended a webinar, small group discussion or similar 

Medium Actor or institution participated in one-off training and received little to no follow-up support, or the actor or institution worked 
closely with PRO-WASH to co-write a learning brief/conference abstract. 

High Actor or institution participated in multiple training sessions, mentorship, or refreshers, applied research support, etc. For example, 
a partner had MBS training + coaching (ViMPlus), or training + applied research (Niger RFSAs or SHOUHARDO III 
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in PRO-WASH activities. Respondents were also selected to represent a broad geographic coverage, allowing 
for effective representation across participants and stakeholders.  

The evaluation conducted 27 KIIs or FGDs. The process through which target respondents were identified is 
provided in Annex 6.  

Quantitative Data | Respondents to the quantitative survey were self-selecting, on the basis of outreach through 
PRO-WASH networks. Response rates were routinely monitored while the survey was live, and follow-up 
reminders were sent to respondents from where response rates are especially low. 

3.3 Analysis 
Qualitative Data | Causal Design utilized ATLAS.ti—its preferred Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis 
(CAQDA) software—to code all interview transcripts, as the evaluation team wanted to connect responses with 
outcomes through a case study methodology. Coding was undertaken by two coders who had undertaken the 
interviews as described above. An a priori code book was devised with reference to the learning questions 
provided in the ToR. Four transcripts (15% of all transcripts) were coded by the two coders initially, through which 
additional codes were added to the data set according to the emerging key themes. All transcripts were then re-
coded with the final code book, which is provided in Annex 7.  

Quantitative Data | Causal Design triangulated the qualitative analysis with a descriptive analysis of online survey 
results using STATA statistical analysis software.  

3.4 Evaluation Ethics 
Though risks of harm and perpetration of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment (SEAH) are minimized by 
the nature of the online data collection process, Causal Design nevertheless applied its rigorous approach to 
evaluation ethics for this assignment. This approach is further outlined in Annex 8. 

3.5 Data Storage, Privacy, and Security 
All qualitative data, including transcripts and audio backups, have been stored in a secure, password-protected, 
cloud-based server (Causal Design’s Google Drive). Only members of the evaluation team had access to this 
data set, and all data that is reported to stakeholders, funders, and implementers was de-identified to ensure 
Automated Directives Systems (ADS) Chapter 508 compliance with regard to personal identifiable information 
(PII).  

3.6 Limitations 
Limitations to the methodology include, but are not limited to: 

Self-selection for the quantitative survey | Given that respondents self-selected to respond to the quantitative 
survey, data gathered through this process is likely to be skewed toward those who had a higher level of 
engagement, or who had strongly held views (both positive and negative) regarding the technical support PRO-
WASH provided. Since the survey utilized a “convenience sampling” approach, the data, while salient with respect 
to the learning questions, will not be representative in any statistical sense. 

Potential for recall bias and limitations in respondents’ knowledge | Given the nature of the independent 
evaluation as end-line only and taking place in the final year of the Award, as opposed to an evaluation 
methodology that gathers independent baseline values that endline values may be compared to, staff turnover 
and recall bias are likely to influence the information gathered, the findings, and the conclusions derived. In some 
cases, those interviewed were unaware of the full history of the RFSA’s relationship with PRO-WASH and were 
unable to speak definitively about how initial contact was made between the RFSA and the Award. 

Suggestive, rather than statistically representative, findings | Given the small sample size and emphasis on 
qualitative data, the findings presented in this report are not statistically representative. As quantitative findings 
reflect a small number of respondents, these findings have been included given the illustrative value of the data. 
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Translation | Causal Design used professional translation services and complete transcripts for analysis, but 
nevertheless, there remains some risk that some nuance or subtleties were overlooked. Causal Design considers 
this to have been a very minimal risk to data quality. 

Concurrence with the SCALE evaluation | It is possible that respondents, both quantitative and qualitative, may 
have been influenced by the SCALE evaluation, which was taking place concurrently with the PRO-WASH 
evaluation, and provided information that would be more relevant to SCALE than PRO-WASH. This risk was 
mitigated through qualitative interviews through probing and clarifying questions, and in the quantitative survey 
through repeated reference to PRO-WASH. However, the risk could not be entirely removed given the joint nature 
of support some respondents received from both Awards. 
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4.0 FINDINGS 
This section outlines the key findings of the endline evaluation presented in accordance with the learning questions 
provided in the ToR.  

Overall, the data clearly and consistently present a remarkably positive image of the PRO-WASH Associate 
Award. 

Qualitative respondents were asked to describe PRO-WASH in ‘three words or phrases.’ Eighty words were 
gathered and presented as a word cloud in Figure 1, which highlights the key perceptions of PRO-WASH as 
collaborative, supportive, and technically sound. Implementing partners, Associate Award representatives, 
Steering Committee members, and USAID representatives invariably provided positive descriptors of PRO-
WASH, while only PRO-WASH team representatives noted more constructive terms such as ‘lack of clarity’ and 
‘busy.’  

Figure 1 | 'Please describe PRO-WASH in three words or phrases' 

 

4.1 Award Design and Objectives 
This section explores the technical design of the Award by USAID, and the delivery and management of the Award 
by Save the Children US. While the relevance of PRO-WASH’s technical focus is discussed in detail below (see  
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence), this section focuses on 
the Award’s responsiveness and flexibility to changing needs. Also explored are issues relating to organizational 
and staffing structure, the Steering Committee, and other factors that influenced the extent to which the Award 
met its objectives. 

Learning Question | How did the technical design of the Award and the level of flexibility affect 
the ability to respond to IP and donor needs, collaborate with partners, and adapt to external 
circumstances (e.g., COVID-19 pandemic, Food for Peace/Office of Foreign Disaster 
Assistance merger)? 

4.1.1 IPs experience with PRO-WASH’s responsiveness and flexibility 
PRO-WASH was widely described as responsive and flexible by IPs and Stakeholders. Forty-five survey 
respondents (almost 70%) noted that their technical assistance needs changed over the period of PRO-WASH’s 
implementation; a finding generally echoed in the qualitative data.  
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Of the survey respondents who reported that their WASH technical assistance needs did change, 64% (N=29) 
reported that PRO-WASH responded to their change in needs ‘a lot’ or ‘very much,’ while 20% (N=9) reported 
that PRO-WASH responded to their change in needs ‘somewhat.’ Survey respondents were then asked to identify 
three factors that they felt most influenced the extent to which PRO-WASH responded to their changed needs. 
These responses are presented in Table 4. There is no extensive difference in the factors that were selected by 
respondents who rated PRO-WASH as ‘somewhat’ responding to their change in needs compared to those who 
rated PRO-WASH as responding ‘a lot’ or ‘very much’ to their needs. Therefore, key factors influencing this rating 
are unclear. 

Table 4 | ‘What Three (3) Factors Most Influenced the Extent to Which PRO-WASH Responded to Your 
Changed Needs?’ 

Extent to which 
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Somewhat (N = 9) 11% 33% 56% 56%    11% 

A lot (N = 25) 

Very Much (N = 4) 

21% 36% 75% 79% 18% 4% 4% 18% 

 
Qualitative data further suggest an overall positive experience, as all IP respondents noted that PRO-WASH 
adapted their delivery approach as required. It was generally noted that PRO-WASH became aware of IPs’ 
changing needs through their continuous engagement, referred to as ‘coaching’ by some respondents. Examples 
of PRO-WASH’s flexibility cited as by respondents included a pivot to online training sessions due to COVID-19 
travel restrictions, adaptations to Request for Proposal (RFP) processes for applied research due to a lack of 
submissions, and pivoting session plans to respond more directly to the experiences and challenges the 
participants faced.  

“We have worked with, like collaborated with, many other USAID funded projects, but they 
were most responsive and there was not a single time when we didn’t get a response from 

them. They were very proactive and responsive.” – IP respondent 

Learning Question | What have been the favorable or impeding factors related to the design 
and management of the Award that have affected its ability to meet its objectives?  

4.1.2 Flexibility From the Perspective of the PRO-WASH Team 
The level of flexibility built into the Award by virtue of USAID’s design was widely noted as a key enabling factor 
in PRO-WASH’s receptiveness to IP needs. USAID did not specify the WASH technical focus areas to be 
addressed, giving the PRO-WASH team the opportunity to listen to and respond to IPs developing the PRO-
WASH annual plans and budgets. While this level of flexibility was generally appreciated, it did create the 
challenges outlined below. 

Difficult to Design For 
When submitting the bid for the Award, Save the Children US had little technical direction upon which to draw 
from in designing and budgeting the PRO-WASH team and mechanisms. Consequently, the data suggest that 
PRO-WASH was under-staffed, creating excessive burden on the team to deliver. Save the Children US does not 
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seem to have raised this issue with USAID during delivery, though the reason for this was not fully explored. From 
the perspective of IP respondents, this issue manifested as an over-reliance on one or two staff members as focal 
people for all IPs, though it does not appear to have had an impact on IPs’ perceptions of PRO-WASH’s 
responsiveness, as noted above. This issue is discussed further below (see Staffing Structure).  

“For me, PRO-WASH is Nicole and Nicole is PRO-WASH” – IP Respondent 

Risk of Mission Drift 
Given the expansive nature of WASH as a technical field, which can range from social and behavior change to 
water quality and water resource management, the lack of technical direction outlined in the design of PRO-WASH 
reportedly created the opportunity for mission drift dependent on the interests of USAID/BHA at any given time. 
This is an idiosyncratic finding, referenced specifically by respondents internal to PRO-WASH. No references to 
mission drift were made by IP respondents. Whilst there is no evidence to suggest that PRO-WASH deviated from 
the agreed-upon work plan, one respondent noted that PRO-WASH was willing to go beyond their mandate if 
budget and demand existed, as demonstrated in the quotation below. 

“I’m thinking back to conversations with Nicole in years two and three of PRO-WASH but 
then even things that weren’t in the work plan, if there was budget for it and a demand from 

a partner, they’re willing to meet that need or request… Right now, we’re in discussions 
with… one of the Zimbabwe programs about… helping them use the MMCA learning course 

and Nicola said, ‘You know, we don’t have this in our work plan. We don’t need to do it to 
meet our indicators or like what we’re obligated to do from BHA but like, let’s make it work 
for this partner because we have the budget and they’re interested, and they want this’” – 

Associate Award Respondent 

Approvals Process 
One respondent internal to PRO-WASH noted that PRO-WASH’s requirement to get AOR approval for ‘day to 
day programmatic things’ hindered its ability to respond to IP requests. The data suggest a divergence on this 
issue between IP perspectives and those coming from respondents internal to PRO-WASH. While IPs reported 
high satisfaction with PRO-WASH’s flexibility, which, in some cases, was ascribed to PRO-WASH’s relationship 
with USAID, respondents internal to PRO-WASH noted that their contractual arrangement with USAID slowed 
their ability to respond to changing needs and circumstances. An example is provided in the quotation below.  

“If you want to hire a trainer for a five-day training… the amount of time it would take us to 
get BHA approval to have someone for less than $5,000 do this training…, what are we 

going to do? It’s just tough because of every little thing like that.” – Respondent internal to 
PRO-WASH 

4.1.3 Demand-Driven Support 
It is widely recognized that PRO-WASH was designed to be, and was delivered as, a demand-driven technical 
assistance facility. For IPs, this design function appears to have lent itself to a sense of ownership and buy-in, 
which the data suggest is related to the willingness to apply learning. Further points related to the demand-driven 
design are shared below. 

  



 

14 

Ambiguity Over PRO-WASH’s Mandate 
While there is consensus that the demand-driven aspect of the design was appropriate, one respondent did note 
the limitations that this design function placed on PRO-WASH’s ability to influence improvements in IP WASH 
programming, as articulated in the quotation below. 

“There is a lot of push for [PRO-WASH] to have a sustainable impact on partners’ activities. 
But there’s also a limitation because [PRO-WASH] is not managing a RFSA… so [PRO-

WASH] can provide the most accurate technical advice and training… whether or not [the 
RFSAs] actually apply the skills and have the resources to do it, or the desire is up to [the 

RFSA]. That’s out of [PRO-WASH’s] control. If [PRO-WASH’s] support is not required by the 
partners, partners don’t have to follow [PRO-WASH’s] guidance.” – Respondent internal to 

PRO-WASH 

References such as the one noted above suggest that at times, there has been a disconnect between USAID’s 
expectations of PRO-WASH’s mandate to improve RFSA performance in WASH, and the limitations in PRO-
WASH’s ability to affect such improvement. Conversely, USAID/BHA respondents noted a recognition of the 
limitations placed on PRO-WASH by virtue of the demand-driven design. In reflecting that PRO-WASH is only 
able to invest its time and support where it is requested, one respondent questioned, “are the resources going to 
the RFSA partners that need the most help or just the ones that are aware and able to access that help?” In 
discussing this issue, respondents internal to PRO-WASH noted that the Award should not become a technical 
approval or accountability mechanism, as this will likely diminish the open relationship PRO-WASH has 
experienced with IPs in the first phase of the Award. 

Push and Pull 
While respondents consistently referred to PRO-WASH as being led by partner demand, an alternative approach 
was also noted—that of PRO-WASH as informing partner demand by highlighting the global evidence base on 
what works and sharing knowledge amongst RFSAs as discussed further below (see The Added Value of a 
WASH-focused Associate Award). Examples of the PRO-WASH guiding partner demand include integrating 
behavioral science into WASH and moving beyond community-managed WASH systems to more strategic WASH 
Systems Strengthening. Key terms used to describe PRO-WASH are “leading edge” and “transformative.”  

4.1.4 Factors Influencing the Uptake of Technical Assistance 
Being a demand-driven technical assistance facility, the factors influencing the uptake of IP technical support are 
fundamental to understanding the Award’s achievements. These factors are discussed below.  

Lack of Knowledge on How to Access Support 
Of the eighty (80) survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH support relatively 
infrequently,7 44 respondents (55%) attributed their infrequent engagement to their lack of knowledge of how to 
access support from PRO-WASH. Of these 44 respondents, only 9% (N=4) were attached to BHA-funded RFSAs, 
suggesting that a lack of knowledge on how to access support was not a significant barrier for respondents who 
were attached to RFSAs. One anecdote in the qualitative data provides an example of lacking knowledge of the 
support PRO-WASH can provide. When discussing an emergency within the country where a respondent’s RFSA 
is operating, the respondent noted that they had not discussed the WASH infrastructure issues emerging from the 
humanitarian situation with PRO-WASH, as they were “not sure if we can bring that aspect of wash infrastructure 
challenges to that platform.”  

IP Perception of Relevance and Quality 

                                                      
7 Relatively infrequent engagement was classified as any respondent to who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH only once, 

approximately once per year, or approximately once every 6 months. 
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Where IPs reported a proactive uptake of PRO-WASH’s support, the respondent often associated this by 
characterizing the support as high quality and relevant to their work, as demonstrated by this quotation from an 
IP respondent. 

“If you are asking for technical support, it has to come from the best and those that have 
given the confidence in terms of we know what do we want to deliver and why we want to do 

it… because I’m also learning from that and building my own confidence… without that 
perhaps you will see it wouldn’t be easy to move the agenda and engage as and when you 

will not have the best from somebody... you will perhaps be the last person to get into a 
conversation [regarding technical assistance needs] that you know it will not yield results” – 

IP respondent 

This notion is supported by survey data. Of the 80 survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-
WASH support infrequently, only 8% (N=6) and 6% (N=5) attributed their infrequent engagement to the technical 
focal areas holding little value to them, and poor quality of support.   

Time Availability Within the IP 
There was a consistent recognition of the time demands for IPs to derive the maximum value from PRO-WASH 
support. Some qualitative respondents noted a lack of time to attend webinars, with two noting that this was 
particularly problematic when times were set without consulting IPs’ availability. Some qualitative respondents 
noted that webinar recordings were shared, and that they did occasionally watch the recordings, though not all 
respondents were asked this specific question. Other qualitative respondents noted the challenges of scheduling 
training sessions when a program had entered its implementation phase. Amongst quantitative respondents, 12 
respondents who were attached to RFSAs reported ‘relatively infrequent’8 engagement with PRO-WASH. For 
these 12 respondents, ‘lack of time to engage or access support’ was the most frequently selected reason to 
explain their infrequent engagement, with 7 respondents (58%) selecting this option. Amongst qualitative 
respondents, this was generally related to the fast-paced and often unpredictable nature of their work in delivering 
RFSAs, and the timing of the commencement of their partnership with PRO-WASH as discussed further below 
(Impact of timing within the RFSA cycle). 

Personalities Within the IP 
A key thread emerging from the qualitative data was the integral influence of individual IP team members in 
determining whether the RFSA would engage in PRO-WASH support. Numerous IP respondents discussed their 
own values, working styles, and ambitions as key factors in determining engagement, as exemplified in these 
quotations. This is likely related to the design of PRO-WASH to be a demand-driven facility, as noted above.  

“I think it’s coming from me because I really forced my team to continue learning because 
learning is part of the attitude that each development worker should have, otherwise we just 

[implement] the same thing over and over again… it’s not only about following webinars, 
exchanging and then don’t think about how do I apply it” – IP respondent 

“I’m a bit ambitious and always want to test new things, new ideas, new challenges. That is 
why I’m using all the knowledge and skills that I’ve learned from PRO-WASH” – IP 

respondent 

                                                      
8 As per footnote 7 
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Team Dynamics 
Relatedly, team dynamics within the RFSAs emerged as an important factor influencing uptake. One respondent 
discussed the challenges of needing to seek Chief of Party (CoP) approval for all decision-making related to PRO-
WASH support, which caused a bottle-neck and ultimately contributed toward low engagement on behalf of that 
RFSA. Another respondent discussed the need for a culture of learning within the team, noting that fast-paced 
working can create an environment where team members do not take the time to reflect on learning. 

Perception of PRO-WASH as ‘Save the Children’ 
Though somewhat of an outlier, one issue apparent in the data set relates to the political economy of International 
Aid Agencies. In discussing an inherent challenge faced by IPs delivering technical assistance awards, one IP 
respondent noted that in the delivery of PRO-WASH, Save the Children is required to “be convening, collaborating 
with all the other implementers who are also their kind of competition and their peers.” Another IP respondent 
attributed their low engagement to the fact that PRO-WASH was delivered by an agency that they did not belong 
to, as noted in the quotation below.  

IP Respondent “It is hard to be as free as possible to somebody in a different organization 
so that alone has somehow stopped us in the smooth flow of communication or request, as 

and when it should have been.” 

Interviewer “So do you feel that if PRO-WASH was being delivered by [respondent’s 
organization] would you have engaged with it differently? 

IP Respondent “I think yes because I had many engagements with our colleagues in the [IP 
HQ country] and we look at some of the technical areas that PRO-WASH would have 

supported.” 

Of the 80 survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH support infrequently, 4 
respondents (6%) ascribed their low engagement to a feeling of discomfort with the PRO-WASH staff. This issue 
could not be further explored due to the nature of the survey, so the underlying cause of this discomfort is unclear. 
Given the wider feedback noted below (see Staffing), it is considered unlikely that this discomfort relates to 
individual staff members. It is plausible to suggest that the discomfort may relate to the political economy issue of 
International Aid Agencies, outlined herein.  

Digital Connectivity 
Another notable issue limiting engagement related to digital connectivity challenges, particularly facing field staff. 
Where training sessions were delivered online primarily due to COVID-19 travel restrictions, there were reports 
from qualitative respondents that field staff were distracted by their delivery responsibilities, which may have been 
avoided through in-person training. Lack of internet and lack of computers was also cited as a barrier to team 
members attending webinars beyond those in Head Offices.  

Language Barriers 
Some respondents cited language barriers and the perceived over-reliance on English over French as a cause of 
low engagement, particularly for consultant engagement and webinars. This finding was variable amongst 
qualitative respondents, with some noting that translation had been helpfully provided, whilst others noted that it 
had not been. Of the 80 survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH support infrequently, 
11% (N=7) noted that language barriers were a factor preventing them from engaging more frequently. Language 
is discussed further below (see IP Perception of Utility), as data relate to the impact of language barriers on the 
perceived utility of tools.  

Role of USAID in Influencing Uptake 
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One IP respondent noted the strong influence USAID/BHA had in generating demand for technical assistance 
from IPs, stating “there was the interest in [the IP] to have a study that was supported by PRO-WASH because 
it’s very encouraged by USAID. Honestly. USAID is very, very happy when we’re taking advantage of these 
associate awards’ technical support”. Conversely, a USAID/BHA respondent shared a reflection of their limited 
scope of influencing IPs, stating “it’s almost easier to have it be directly from PRO-WASH to the partner and 
sidestep [USAID/BHA] because if the BHA overlords get in the way, it sometimes can make it worse… we can’t 
browbeat them into like wanting to sign up for a workshop”. The role of USAID Missions in this dynamic appears 
to be variable, given the varying relationships Missions have with RFSAs. Anecdotes in the data provide examples 
of one Mission participating in the development of Scopes of Work (SoWs) for PRO-WASH’s engagement with a 
RFSA, while another Mission was unclear on both the genesis and outcome of PRO-WASH’s support for RFSAs 
in their country. PRO-WASH’s direct engagement with Missions also appears to be changeable.   

Learning Question | How appropriate and effective is PRO-WASH’s organizational and 
staffing structure for the implementation of our work? 

4.1.5 Staffing 
The findings suggest that while the staffing structure placed limitations on the extent to which PRO-WASH met its 
expectations, the individual staff members themselves were huge contributors to PRO-WASH’s perceived 
success. 

Staff Competencies 
The role that individuals involved in PRO-WASH had in its success cannot be understated. Data suggest that not 
only were team members technically expert in adult education, well-networked, and experienced in providing 
technical expertise as needed, they were also able to navigate a tricky arena, creating space for IPs to take 
ownership of their RFSA WASH capacity building plans, while also meeting the expectations of IP HQ WASH 
Advisors and USAID/BHA. Data demonstrate that this was achieved due to the team’s diplomacy, organizational, 
time-management and problem-solving skills, as well as deeply held personal beliefs about the value of 
partnership and collaboration. Data demonstrate that PRO-WASH would not have been successful without the 
people who delivered it.  

“They are true technical assistance. The mission, the vision, the willingness to assist you to 
help you grow and improve your program.” – IP respondent  

Staffing Structure 
As noted above, data suggest that the team was under-resourced to deliver against its objectives, as well as the 
changing circumstances facing RFSAs and key stakeholders’ changing expectations. This reportedly resulted in 
unsustainably heavy workloads experienced by PRO-WASH team members. Key roles that were not included in 
the PRO-WASH team design, but that are reported to be important, are: 

• Knowledge management 
• Adult education 
• Communications, including print and digital media 
• Technical specialists as determined by the priority focal areas going forward 

In line with the above finding relating to staff competencies, the data suggest that these skills were available within 
the PRO-WASH team, though the absence of these specific technical roles resulted in burdening other team 
members, including the Director, to deliver in these areas, which resulted in unsustainably heavy workloads and 
possible detractions from other deliverables, such as influencing BHA (as discussed further under section Thought 
Leadership). 
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4.1.6 Working with Consultants 
Given the expanse of the WASH technical field and the consequent diverse range of technical focal areas 
prioritized by PRO-WASH, the Award worked with a range of consultants to deliver key pieces of technical work. 
Anecdotes within the data, though not necessarily typical, are illustrative of the potential issues this working style 
raises, as outlined below.  

Risks of Poor-quality Deliverables 
In one reported case, PRO-WASH was required to remove and replace a consultant due to the poor quality of 
their work. 

Changes in Consultants Causing Delays 
In other reported cases, consultants became unavailable to undertake PRO-WASH assignments, again leading 
to the need to find replacement consultants. One set of respondents noted that this situation led to delays and the 
need for RFSAs to adapt to new working styles. 

The Aid Localization Agenda 
Data suggest that PRO-WASH typically engaged ‘international’ consultants whose technical specialties were 
prioritized over their contextual understanding and experience. Some respondents noted an appreciation of the 
‘new’ ideas that ‘international’ consultants may bring, particularly in a circumstance where a specific specialism is 
not widely available within a country. Conversely, other respondents discussed cases in which the lack of 
contextual understanding led to broad recommendations, which affected the utility of the deliverable (see IP 
Perception of Utility for further discussion). The discussion emerging from the data is relevant to USAID’s 
Commitment to Advancing Localization,9 as discussed below (see Conclusions).  

4.1.7 Inconsistency of Feedback Loops 
Though the general trend in the data portrays PRO-WASH as open and receptive to continuous dialogue with IPs, 
and proactive in seeking feedback on training workshops, one anecdote suggests that the absence of a specific 
platform for providing more critical feedback relating to consultant support may have prevented IPs from sharing 
challenges. One respondent noted their dissatisfaction with the work delivered by a consultant, which was 
considered unfit for their context. When asked if they had shared their concern with PRO-WASH directly, the 
respondent noted that they had informed the consultant but not PRO-WASH, as “there was no platform to give 
feedback.”  

Learning Question | How effective was the design, composition, and management of the 
PRO-WASH Steering Committee? How could this be improved? 

4.1.8 Steering Committee 
The PRO-WASH Steering Committee (SC) appears to have been a helpful and supportive mechanism for the 
technical direction and review of deliverables produced by the Award. SC members were generally satisfied with 
their engagement in the committee and appreciative of PRO-WASH’s approach to collaboration. Respondents 
noted key strengths of the SC such as: 

• Highlighting existing resources 
• Providing a ‘soundboard’ for PRO-WASH, sharing ideas and feedback in specific technical areas  
• Expanding PRO-WASH’s network of partners or experts 
• Providing technical review and input into specific deliverables 

Other issues relating to the SC that emerge from the data are detailed below. 

Lack of Clarity on the Purpose of the SC 

                                                      
9 See https://www.workwithusaid.org/blog/usaid-s-commitment-to-advancing-localization, accessed on 11th August 2022. 

https://www.workwithusaid.org/blog/usaid-s-commitment-to-advancing-localization
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The data suggest a lack of clarity among respondents regarding the purpose of the SC. Steering Committee 
members themselves reported a shift in SC focus following the initial stages of PRO-WASH set up, which raised 
unanswered questions about the purpose of the group, as illustrated in the quotation below. Other stakeholders 
noted a divergence in expectations of the SC amongst key stakeholders.  

“The nature of the Steering Committee and how it interacted with the PRO-WASH staff 
changed as their focus changed. And there was one point I think, Nicole Weber had reached 

out to the committee and said ‘Hey, is it really useful for us to have these regularly 
scheduled Steering Committee meetings? Or would it be better if we’re just interacting 

directly individually, or only scheduling meetings when there’s really a need for them?’ That 
was a little awkward, as far as you know, trying to figure out what’s the real purpose of the 
Steering Committee if we’re not really meeting on these things, but I did definitely see an 

increase in the direct interaction individually with PRO-WASH…It did signal a change in how 
the committee would interact with PRO-WASH staff and what the focus would be going 

forward. So again, you know, as I mentioned earlier, early on the Steering Committee was 
much more engaged in trying to lay out exactly how the PRO-WASH Award was going to be 
structured and what it would specifically be responding to and around that time [meaning the 

time the question was raised regarding interaction between PRO-WASH and the Steering 
Committee] would be where it became less and less relevant. Probably a better word than 

less relevant, but it was not as critical to PRO-WASH moving forward” – Steering 
Committee member respondent 

Limited Knowledge of SC Members Regarding PRO-WASH Management and Delivery 
Steering Committee members consistently referenced limitations in their knowledge relating to PRO-WASH 
management and delivery, including the PRO-WASH staffing structure, deliverables achieved, feedback from 
support recipients, and use of tools. Whilst Steering Committee member respondents did not attribute their limited 
knowledge to any specific cause, it is plausible to suggest that this may relate to the lack of clarity on the goal of 
the SC, which may have influenced the type of information shared with the SC. 

“It’s hard because, you know, as someone on the Steering Committee, I’m not that involved 
with what PRO-WASH has done and actually I’m not sure how helpful I’m going to be [for the 

purpose of the evaluation].” 

“I’m not that familiar with the staffing structure.” 

Respondent 1 “I’m not sure the extent to which they did much, or enough, on water quality 
and water quality testing. Respondent 2 “Yeah, good point…I’m not super aware of that 

dimension either.”  

- Extracts of comments made by Steering Committee Members 

Limited Interaction Between the SC and USAID 
Data also suggest limited engagement between the SC and USAID/BHA. While SC members typically note that 
they had anticipated greater engagement with USAID/BHA, one USAID/BHA respondent described an intention 
to step back from the SC to create space for more honest discussion. Again, it is plausible to suggest that these 
diverging expectations may be related to the lack of clarity on the purpose of the SC. 
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Lack of Clarity and Consistency on Time Expectations 
Respondents generally noted that PRO-WASH drew on some SC members more than others, which was typically 
attributed to individual members’ availability and interest. Some respondents noted that expectations on time 
requirements had been unclear when they joined the SC. 

Composition of SC Membership 
Data show a divergence in views related to the suitability of the SC composition. Where some respondents 
reflected that the membership may not have been wholly fit for purpose, this was linked to the lack of clarity over 
the goal of the SC. Some members, for example, were felt to have limited experience and understanding of the 
constructs in which PRO-WASH operates. Moreover, and relevant for USAID’s Commitment to Advancing 
Localization referenced above, it was noted that the SC membership includes no representatives of organizations 
which are local to the countries in which RFSAs are delivered. 

Overlaps Between SC Membership and PRO-WASH Contractors 
One respondent raised a concern over the ‘murky ground’ created by an overlap between some members’ roles 
in the SC and, later on, their roles as bidders competing for work funded by PRO-WASH. Noted were challenges 
in navigating interests when SC members had bid for RFPs released by PRO-WASH, as well as concerns that 
SC members may have been advantaged by their prior knowledge of an RFP before it was released publicly.  

Ideas Shared for Strengthening SC Mechanisms 
Respondents shared the below suggestions to improve the functioning of the SC: 

• PRO-WASH should clarify and build consensus on the purpose of the SC. SC meetings could begin 
with a review and re-affirmation of the purpose of the committee, and the purpose of the discussion 

• PRO-WASH could create a framework for the SC, which could outline expectations and enable a 
mechanism for SC reflection concerning which of those expectations are being met 

• PRO-WASH could create more opportunities for SC members to connect with each other and share 
experiences. A greater understanding of the background of SC colleagues may generate more 
discussion and collaboration to PRO-WASH’s benefit 

Learning Question | How did the design, staffing, and management of the Award affect its 
ability to engage with and meet the needs of BHA-funded emergency partners? 

4.1.9 Support to BHA-funded Emergency Partners 
As noted above (see Methodology), the qualitative sample did not include any BHA-funded emergency partners 
due to limitations in the ability to reach out to such respondents. Of the 65 survey respondents who provided 
feedback on PRO-WASH support, 10 identified as BHA-funded emergency respondents. Given the small 
respondent number, any findings specific to this group should be interpreted as suggestive and not conclusive. A 
comparison of responses from BHA-funded Emergency Partners and RFSA Partners was undertaken for key 
indicators, the findings of which are presented in Figure 2. Given the limited sample size, however, clear 
conclusions cannot be drawn in this regard.  
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Figure 2 | PRO-WASH Support to BHA-funded Emergency Partners and RFSA Partners 

 
 
Limitations in Scope to Support Emergency Partners due to Funding Streams 
PRO-WASH was limited in its ability to support certain types of programs, particularly emergency partners, given 
restrictions associated with the funding streams used to invest in PRO-WASH. Data suggest that these funding 
restrictions were not immediately understood by key stakeholders, particularly following the BHA merger, which 
initially created expectations that PRO-WASH should support emergency partners, and later on, the realization 
that direct support would not be possible. 

4.2 Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical 
Assistance and Influence 

This section explores IPs’ perceptions relating to the relevance, quality, and utility of the technical support provided 
by PRO-WASH. Issues explored include PRO-WASH’s response to technical needs, reflections on the 
approaches and methodologies used to provide technical support, IPs’ reports of using the learning, resources, 
and tools gained from PRO-WASH, their plans for continued use and the extent to which they institutionalized 
their learning beyond the project they were implementing. As noted above (see Methodology), survey responses 
from BHA-funded Emergency partner respondents have been combined with those from RFSA respondents to 
provide the survey findings presented in this section, given the small sample size. 

Learning Question | How do IPs perceive the relevance, utility, and quality of the different 
types of support offered by PRO-WASH (e.g., applied research, technical guides, learning 
briefs, coaching, remote and in-person training, technical knowledge-sharing events, webinars, 
and communities of practice)? 

4.2.1 The Added Value of PRO-WASH 
Respondents consistently noted the added value that PRO-WASH provided to RFSA programming, above and 
beyond that which IPs could do independently. Reflections on added value were particularly noted by IPs who 
were categorized as ‘high engagement’ (see above Sampling). 

Learning Question | How has PRO-WASH contributed to WASH/IWRM knowledge-sharing 
and understanding of best practices and promising/innovative models for WASH service 
delivery among Resilience Food Security Activities (RFSAs)?  
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A key thread emerging from the data is the recognition of PRO-WASH as a convener of RSFAs within and across 
countries - a function typically noted to be beyond the faculty of individual IPs. Related to the political economy of 
International Aid Agencies noted above (see Perception of PRO-WASH as ‘Save the Children’), respondents 
discussed the challenges of IPs and RFSAs often operating in silos. Data suggest that PRO-WASH has had some 
success as an emissary between agencies, sometimes directly facilitated joint work between RFSAs, such as the 
example of Case Study 2 in Niger (Annex 9).  

Profiling RFSAs’ Work 
Relatedly, numerous examples were cited where PRO-WASH provided a catalytic platform for profiling RFSAs’ 
work. Of the 65 survey respondents who engaged with PRO-WASH support, 52% (N=34) reported that PRO-
WASH provided them with an opportunity to share best or promising practices or innovations. Examples of this 
profiling include helping RFSAs present within PRO-WASH-hosted webinars and knowledge-sharing events, 
inviting RFSA WASH Leads to co-facilitate online training sessions, supporting Technical Brief writing, and 
submitting abstracts to international conferences.  

PRO-WASH’s Networks and Reputation 
The breadth of expertise available through PRO-WASH, possibly due to the Award’s network of prominent 
researchers and practitioners as well as PRO-WASH’s notable reputation, was also consistently cited by 
respondents as a quality unique to the Award, which IPs alone often cannot provide. Given the expanse of WASH 
as a technical field, respondents noted that IPs are often unable to maintain WASH technical teams comprised of 
specialists in all relevant subjects, as this would be too burdensome on overhead costs. As one respondent stated, 
“there’s some exceptional expertise that I should acknowledge… really getting some level of specialty that in my 
course of working with [the IP] I have not engaged with.”  

Technical Advisory Service Delivery Expertise 
Data suggest that PRO-WASH, as a unit commissioning and delivering technical advisory services as its core 
mandate, may have benefited from practice-based learning relating to designing SoWs and tendering RFPs, which 
was then passed onto IPs. Some respondents reported to have been fully supported throughout these challenging 
processes, particularly where, as practitioners, they had no previous experience. Though the culmination and 
benefit of this experiential learning was assumed by one respondent, it is plausible to suggest that PRO-WASH 
would generate substantive practice-based learning related to the technical advisory service delivery, which could 
be beneficial for RFSAs. 

“Definitely the experience [PRO-WASH has] had with other similar Pathogens Studies and 
other contexts [were factors that enabled them to support the IP beyond what the IP could 
do independently]. And how those findings have been used as well. I think [PRO-WASH] 
having seen the whole process through, like scoping evaluations, working with research 

partners, to implement the evaluations and then actually having the findings of the 
evaluations be utilized by implementing partners, having seen that whole process through 

gave [PRO-WASH] a much clearer sense of what the feasibility to impact balance would be 
to help us go. And then [PRO-WASH’s] relationships with these research institutions, but 
also specific researchers who do this type of work to be able to reach out to [PRO-WASH] 
directly, either [PRO-WASH has] engaged with [the researchers] or they kind of are within 

the same circles, so they already had those relationships. [PRO-WASH was] kind of a known 
entity also to those researchers, which probably made the researchers more interested 

themselves.” – IP respondent 

Staying Abreast of Emerging Learning 
One insightful reflection highlighted the value of having a trusted partner who is staying abreast of emerging 
learning and innovations in the field and encouraging RFSAs to create space for critical reflection. The respondent 
stated, “things are evolving... When you are implementing you are deeply inside, you are like inside a water, you 
swim inside it. You will not see what's going on in the beach. So, you need someone to keep looking at the beach. 
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Are there new boats coming or the new fish coming in?... Would you like to get out of the water let's sit about talk 
about it and think about it.”  

Continuity of the Relationship 
Some respondents noted the value of having a continuous relationship with PRO-WASH, compared to alternative 
capacity-building opportunities that tend to be one-time training workshops or seminars. One respondent noted, 
“If you want to prioritize all those webinars that are organized by World Bank or WSP, it’s just a one-time but if 
you go with PRO-WASH it becomes a long-term relationship”. 

Positional Power to Influence 
As an associate Award being promoted by USAID, PRO-WASH was in a unique position to draw attention to 
WASH, which is reportedly often deprioritized within the wide spectrum of issues addressed by RFSAs. WASH 
Lead respondents noted the value of having an influential ally to raise the profile of WASH in the consideration of 
RFSA decision-makers, and the impact this had on their own confidence and motivation. 

“[PRO-WASH] has also helped me quite a lot in terms of having the confidence to profile 
WASH in contexts and settings where WASH is not popular. Believe you me, in some other 

context WASH is the final thing that people talk about… Your WASH is more of an 
underdog… But interfacing with PRO-WASH who would actually assure you that WASH is 

something; WASH is a subject; WASH means something; WASH will add value and change 
lives. You refine and renew your commitment to your subject area, your program area, and 
say no, I think I know I'm in the right sector and I will be able to drive with the strength and 

confidence that it requires because it matters.” – IP Respondent 

“[PRO-WASH] was incredibly helpful for me. I believe that it has been very helpful for WASH 
Advisors within the RFSAs because they have kind of an advocate. They have someone 
else who is saying ‘hey, look, this is somebody who is kind of being brought out here by 

USAID to coach us, to guide us and they’re kind of pushing us in this direction. We should 
listen to them”. – IP Respondent 

Learning Question | To what extent do implementing partners perceive that PRO-WASH 
tailored priorities to their requests/needs? 

4.2.2 IP Perception of Relevance 
Respondents largely noted that PRO-WASH responded to their needs for technical assistance and provided 
relevant support. Of the 65 survey respondents who had engaged with PRO-WASH support, 72.3% (N=47) 
reported that PRO-WASH responded to their needs ‘a lot’ or ‘very much,’ though 15.4% (N=10) noted that PRO-
WASH had responded to their needs ‘a little’, or ‘not at all. As noted above (see Factors Influencing Uptake of 
Technical Assistance) IP perception of relevance appears to be a key driver of uptake of support. 

Tailoring Focal Area Priorities to IP Needs 
Of the 74 survey respondents who reported that PRO-WASH had reached out to them to ask for their views on 
technical area priorities, 88% (N=65) reported that this outreach process was ‘effective’ or ‘very effective’ in the 
extent to which they felt their input would contribute toward appropriate technical support for them and their 
program. Where IP respondents noted that they had developed a WASH capacity-building plan or SoW, they 
typically consider this process to have ensured that PRO-WASH tailored the focal areas to their needs. 

Learning Question | What remaining gaps/existing challenges have not been met through 
PRO-WASH learning and research? 

Unmet Need 
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Where IP respondents noted that some of their needs remained unmet, two primary causes emerged: the 
application of learning has not yet been undertaken because support is ongoing, and the utility of learning is limited 
due to a lack of contextual adaptation (see IP Perception of Utility for further discussion in this regard). Table 5 
presents specific topics that were noted as remaining or emerging gaps for technical assistance.  

Table 5 | Remaining or Emerging Gaps Requiring Further Technical Assistance 

Topic  Referenced in 

Further guidance on contextualizing approaches, 
particularly to Market Based Sanitation 

 Quantitative Survey – three respondents 

Qualitative respondents – three IP respondents 

Baby WASH  Qualitative Survey – one IP respondent 

Competition between irrigation and WASH  Quantitative Survey – one respondent 

Climate adaptive WASH programming  Quantitative Survey – two respondents 

Qualitative respondents – one IP respondent 

Other areas noted as ‘unmet needs’ within the quantitative survey findings either relate to topics that PRO-WASH 
already provides, or to approaches or methodologies for the provision of capacity-building support. For example, 
individual respondents noted that in-person training, regional experience exchanges, how to draft ToRs, and 
qualitative enquiry for WASH interventions would be helpful. It is assumed that the respondents who noted needs 
that PRO-WASH already provides had not accessed the support available.  

IP Perception of Quality 
Qualitative respondents consistently described PRO-WASH’s work as high quality. Overall, 85% of survey 
respondents (55 respondents) rated PRO-WASH support as good or excellent, whilst the remaining 15% (10 
respondents) rated the support as average quality. Respondents’ rating of overall quality was compared to the 
overall number of resources or tools they reportedly used, as shown in Table 6. Surprisingly, those who rated 
overall quality as average reported that they used a higher number of resources or tools in their program than 
those who rated the quality as good, though this is slightly less than those who rated the quality as excellent. 
Given the small number of respondents being discussed, this finding is not rigorous. 

Table 6 | Average Quality Rating by Average Number of Resources or Tools Used in the Respondent's 
Program 

Quality rating Number of respondents Average number of resources 
or tools used in program 

Average 10 3.9 
Good 40 2.6 
Excellent 15 4.1 

 
Notable references to quality in the qualitative data focus on: 

• The content, presentation, and delivery of training curricular, which were generally described as 
participatory, practical, and tailored to participant needs 

• The ability to respond to wide-ranging technical questions, quickly and comprehensively 
• The specialists that were engaged through Applied Research grants 
• The learning products including research reports and abstracts 

Where respondents did note exceptions to the standard experience of high-quality support from PRO-WASH, 
these were discussed as particular incidents rather than trends, including: 
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• The quality of some consultants, particularly where local context was not considered in designing 
deliverables. In one reported instance, PRO-WASH removed and replaced a consultant due to the poor 
quality of their work. 

• The quality of online training workshops necessary due to COVID-19 restrictions, which were associated 
with higher levels of fatigue and lower engagement by participants. PRO-WASH noted the lower 
achievement in knowledge gain in the first online training workshop the Award delivered, compared to 
previous deliveries of the same curriculum, and adapted the methodology for future online sessions. 
These adaptations appeared to have had a marked impact on improved knowledge gain. Nevertheless, 
the general sense from IP respondents is that in-person sessions are of higher quality than those 
delivered online.  

4.2.3 IP Perception of Utility 
Again, IP respondents generally rated the utility of PRO-WASH support highly, giving numerous examples of the 
application of learning, as discussed below (see Use of PRO-WASH facilitated learning, resources, and tools).  

Learning Question | Which technical focus areas were most useful? 

Technical Focus Areas of Most Use 
Survey respondents were asked to rate their experience with various focal topics in terms of their utility, where a 
score of 1 denotes a poor experience, and a score of 5 denotes an excellent experience. As shown in Table 7, all 
focal areas scored higher than 3.5 on average. Market Based Sanitation scored most highly, while COVID-19 
scored lowest. 

Table 7 | Average Utility Scores for Focal Topics 

Topic Mean Score 

Market Based Sanitation             4.04  

WASH Behavior Change (Make Me A Change Agent)         3.96  

WASH Systems Strengthening           3.96  

WASH and Nutrition           3.88  

Water Quality        3.80  

Human Centered Design approaches to WASH              3.76  

Market Based Programming for Humanitarian WASH       3.75  

Gender and WASH              3.61  

WASH Operation and Maintenance       3.60  

Integrated Water Resource Management        3.58  

COVID-19             3.54  
Examples of factors that reportedly contributed toward the high utility of the support include: 

• The modular approach to training curriculum, which enabled IPs to select key topics to cascade as 
needed by the RFSA 

• Support provided to translate materials into different languages as needed 

Examples of factors that reportedly diminished the utility of the support include: 

Lack of Contextual Adaptation 
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As noted above, a key theme emerging from the data is the relationship between contextual adaptation and utility, 
with some examples provided of tools and approaches being ill-suited to the RFSA’s needs. In the qualitative 
data, this tends to be attributed to consultants lacking contextual understanding, as discussed above (see the Aid 
Localization Agenda). Contrary to the findings presented in Table 7, which show that quantitative respondents 
scored MBS as the most utilizable resource, qualitative respondents most commonly cited Market Based 
Sanitation as an area where consultants either took time or were unable to adapt the tools as needed. This 
discrepancy between responses from the quantitative survey and qualitative data is likely to be caused by the 
small sample size. Given that the data are not representative, there is a higher likelihood of contradictions between 
the two sets of data.  

“the consultants were good, [they] took a while to get up to speed. They didn't know the 
[country] context and the recommendations they gave for someone, they were just very 

broad and a lot of times what you need for MBS is very specific, very sort of ground level 
recommendations that fit within the existing scope and budget of the Award.” – IP 

Respondent 

“The tools for the entrepreneurs [were] on Excel basis. [The entrepreneurs] needed a 
computer, but the entrepreneurs working with us has no laptop, no computer, never seen a 

computer. And we were asking if there's a possibility to make it on a phone basis like an 
Android. And that's where we [did] not get that. So we get the training, we got the concept 

but… this could not be used in field.” – IP Respondent 

Language Barriers 
Counter to the finding noted above regarding the translation into appropriate languages as a factor contributing to 
utility, language barriers both in terms of staff or consultants’ language skills, and the non-translation of tools were 
also commonly cited by qualitative respondents as an inhibitor of utility, presumably where support for translation 
was not provided.  

COVID-19 
One provided anecdote noted that COVID-19 caused a delay in the commencement of an Applied Research grant, 
such that findings were not available for consideration during the RFSA’s Refine and Implement year. Therefore, 
the RFSA moved into implementation without reference to the research findings, diminishing the utility of the 
Applied Research grant for that particular RFSA.  

Learning Question | How did the combination of the different approaches to engagement (e.g., 
training, applied research, coaching, etc.) and the intensity of engagement influence the 
WASH/IWRM technical quality improvements? Which approaches most effectively and 
efficiently influence WASH/IWRM technical quality improvements within RFSAs? 

4.2.4 IP Reflections on Approaches to Support 
Trends emerging from the data suggest that all approaches to support adopted by PRO-WASH were appreciated 
by respondents, with no clear outlier in terms of favored mechanism, other than ‘coaching’ as discussed further 
below (see Coaching). Respondents typically noted that the various approaches employed had diverse objectives, 
and could not be compared in terms of effectiveness and efficiency. This sentiment is echoed in the 
quantitative data, through which survey respondents who had engaged with PRO-WASH support rated all 
approaches as 3.9 or above in terms of the approaches’ contribution toward improvements in their work (a score 
of 1 denoted low effectiveness; a score of 5 denoted high effectiveness), again with no outliers suggesting 
relatively high or low effectiveness. Table 8 presents the average scores provided for each approach.  
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Table 8 | Average Effectiveness Rating of PRO-WASH Approaches to Support 

 

  

Learning Question | To what extent does layering engagements (e.g., coaching, mentoring, 
in-person, or virtual training, applied research) contribute to implementing partners being able 
to use the resources/tools? 

Coaching 
Though respondents did not frequently use the term ‘coaching,’ the data does suggest that continued, consistent 
dialogue has been instrumental in creating an open channel for sharing challenges, adapting approaches, and 
highlighting emerging needs. This process appears to be so engrained within PRO-WASH’s approach, particularly 
for high-engagement IPs, that it seems not to be thought of as a capacity-building methodology, but rather, as key 
facet of how PRO-WASH operates across all its support mechanisms.  

“I work more with field actors… during the 2-week meetings, then we do a summary of what 
happened in the field, the difficulties that we faced… So this way of doing so it is really, I 

think, interesting because we do not wait for long and I found it very efficient. We do detect 
problems earlier and then talk to the person in charge have an exchange and discussion 
with them. And we better analyze certain things also. There are also things that we could 

anticipate, and we could get pieces of advice during the meeting.” – IP respondent 

Combining Various Approaches 
The combination of types of support appears to have been greatly appreciated by respondents who engaged in 
multiple approaches, particularly with one-to-one coaching or mentoring as a key cornerstone to other 
approaches, as discussed above. Of the 65 survey respondents who reported to have engaged in PRO-WASH 
support, 65% (N=42) reported to have combined various types of support, citing examples of attendance at 
webinars, use of learning briefs, technical guides and newsletters, attendance training courses, and engagement 
in one-on-one dialogue (referred to within this evaluation report as coaching). Survey respondents were asked to 
describe ‘how the combination resulted in greater improvements in the technical quality of your work’ though only 

Outcome  Mean Score 

WASH related resources in the FSN Network library            4.45  

Video tutorials / YouTube channel            4.32  

In-person training workshops         4.29  

Webinars             4.28  

Newsletters          4.23  

Applied research findings            4.18  

PRO-WASH website             4.15  

Coaching       4.09  

Technical guides             4.08  

Remote training workshops            4.08  

Learning briefs             4.00  

Technical knowledge-sharing events           3.94  
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4 respondents provided detail in this regard. These comments typically described combining technical guides and 
learning briefs, as well as webinars, in-person learning exchanges, training workshops and one-on-one technical 
calls to gain technical capacity as individuals, cascade this amongst teams, build into program strategy, and 
monitor activity delivery. This trend is echoed in the qualitative data from those who discussed the impact of 
combining approaches. The below quotations illustrate these points. Data suggest that the provision of multiple 
approaches creates greater opportunities not only to engage, but to retain the topic as a priority within the RFSA 
strategy and work plan, which is likely to be an enabling factor given the fast-paced and unpredictable workloads 
many respondents discussed. 

Technical guides and learning briefs this helped me adapt some key things that worked in 
other areas of implementation and used them with my teams and got better results. 

The virtual webinars, in-person technical field visits/learning exchanges, one-on-one 
technical calls, and group discussions were all useful types of support that helped our WASH 

team, especially during the R&I year, reflect on their interventions and strategies for the 
upcoming years of the RFSA. 

Remote coaching, exchanges through calls, training workshops, webinars and technical 
knowledge-sharing events as well as the knowledge available through applied research 

results, newsletters, technical guides, learning sheets, have allowed me to better organize 
and monitor my activities, to acquire new knowledge and to exchange ideas with other 

WASH specialists from various backgrounds. – Survey IP respondents 

Learning Question | What are barriers / enablers in terms of working with PRO-WASH on this 
research? 

Applied Research 
As discussed above (The Added Value of PRO-WASH), key factors that enabled IPs to engage in the applied 
research grants were PRO-WASH’s network of experts to whom they could publicize RFPs, and the good 
reputation held by the Award that attracted quality consultants to bid for research opportunities. One IP respondent 
also referenced the timing of their initial engagement with PRO-WASH as a strong enabling factor, noting that 
their initial contact was made during the RFSA’s Refine and Implement year. This is focused on research, which 
created the opportunity for them to work with PRO-WASH in this regard. In terms of barriers to working with PRO-
WASH on applied research, of the qualitative respondents who had not engaged with research, one noted that 
they were not aware that Applied Research grants were available. Quantitative survey respondents were not 
asked to provide reasons regarding whether or not they worked with PRO-WASH on applied research. One 
concern noted by some respondents who had accessed Applied Research grants were the challenges related to 
the perceived ownership and authorship of the research. Respondents shared experiences of research partners 
failing to publicly acknowledge the role of IPs as co-Principal Investigators in research, and noted their observation 
that PRO-WASH could have done more during the planning phase of the research to advocate for their recognition 
during publication.  

Learning Question | To what degree did implementing partners use resources/tools (technical 
tools; training packages; learning briefs; webinars and applied research findings) developed by 
PRO-WASH within the specific projects that the Award supported? 

Which PRO-WASH resources/tools partners have been used and how often? 
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4.2.5 Use of PRO-WASH-Facilitated Learning, Resources, and Tools 
Whilst this evaluation was not designed to generate rigorous evidence of improvements in RFSA implementation 
attributable to PRO-WASH (see Evaluation Questions), the research did investigate IP reported use of the learning 
briefs, resources, and tools provided by PRO-WASH. Qualitative IP respondents typically noted that they applied 
the learning they had gained, in many cases provided compelling examples that are shared in the case studies in 
Annex 9. Typically, qualitative IP respondents noted that they had: 

• Adapted their implementation strategies to incorporate specific approaches they learned from PRO-
WASH. For example, the introduction of ‘Negotiating for Behavior Change’ and ‘Storytelling for Behavior 
Change’ approaches by the Sustainable Agriculture and Production Linked to Improved Nutrition Status, 
Resilience and Gender Equity RFSA (SAPLING) in Bangladesh.  

• Developed new implementation strategies on the basis of shared knowledge with PRO-WASH. For 
example, the development of the Scaling up Wash Interventions in Remote Locations (SWIRL) approach 
by the Strengthening Household Ability to Respond to Development Opportunities RFSA (SHOHARDO) 
in Bangladesh. 

• Developed new monitoring processes to track the delivery of approaches influenced by PRO-WASH. A 
number of IP respondents referenced the development of monitoring tools to track intervention fidelity 
and change brought about by approaches such as MMCA.  

Survey respondents who reported to have engaged with various types of support were also asked about their use 
of resources to deliver their program, the findings of which are presented in Figure 2. A high number of 
respondents did not respond to this question regarding the various tools and resources that they reported to have 
engaged with, resulting in a high level of ‘missing data’ and a relatively low number of respondents. The findings 
presented in Figure 2, therefore, should be interpreted as suggestive, rather than conclusive. These findings 
suggest that knowledge gained through webinars was most commonly used by respondents, followed by learning 
gained through support related to Water Quality, though the low number of respondents for the latter should be 
noted. The findings suggest that the most infrequently used forms of support were knowledge gained through a 
Learning Brief, knowledge gained through a Technical Guidance Note, and knowledge gained through coaching. 
As noted above (see Coaching), qualitative respondents typically did not use the term ‘coaching’ to refer to the 
consistent dialogue with PRO-WASH that they reported to have engaged with. It is plausible to assume that this 
observation is also applicable to quantitative respondents, which further suggests that findings relating to 
‘coaching’ shown in Figure 3 should be interpreted with caution.  

Figure 3 | Proportion of Respondents Who Have Used Tools and Resources in Their Program, of Those 
Who Engaged with the Tool or Resource 

 

Learning Question | What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners using the 
resources/tools? 
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Survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH support (N=65) were also asked to identify 
the factors that influence the extent to which they have used resources or tools in their everyday work. These 
findings are presented in Table 9. The most influential factors are the respondents’ understanding of the guidance, 
followed by the time available to them to apply their learning. 

Table 9 | Factors Influencing the Extent to Which Respondents Use Tools and Resources 

Factor influencing use of tool or resource Percent of respondents N 

My understanding of the guidance        58% 38 

My time availability to apply new learning      52% 34 

The degree to which my team was open to adapting our work       45% 29 

External context factors (e.g., COVID-19 outbreak) 35% 23 

Donor flexibility to adapt my work based on new learning        34% 22 

My manager's flexibility to adapt my work based on new learning 32% 21 

Budget availability     29% 19 

Other   6% 4 

Learning Question | How easy was it for partners to find and access resources/tools? 

Accessing Tools and Resources  
Respondents typically noted the ease with which they were able to access tools and resources when needed, 
with references to ‘links shared via email’ and the ‘FSN Network website’ consistently cited as sources of PRO-
WASH resources. Of the 65 survey respondents who reported to have engaged with PRO-WASH support, 58% 
(N=38) stated that accessing PRO-WASH resources is ‘easy’ or ‘very easy,’ whilst 25% (N=16) rated the access 
as ‘neither difficult nor easy.’ In some instances, respondents acknowledged the existence of the website, but 
noted that they did not have time to visit it. 

Learning Question | What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners replicating 
training 

4.2.6 Replication of Training within RFSAs 
Where qualitative respondents noted that they had cascaded or replicated training, the factors enabling them to 
do so were typically related to their time availability and the resources PRO-WASH provided. Regarding the latter, 
credit was ascribed to the modular nature of the tools, enabling trainers to select which topics were most relevant 
to their teams. One qualitative respondent also noted that they had been provided with support to translate the 
materials into a local language, which helped them cascade. Typically, barriers were noted as a lack of time to 
plan for cascaded training sessions. Questions related to the cascading of training were not included in the 
quantitative survey. 

Learning Question | To what degree do partners believe they will continue to use and share 
the resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH after the end of the Award? 

Which resources? How will they be used or shared, and with whom? What are the barriers to 
continued use and sharing? 

4.2.7 Planned Continued Use of PRO-WASH Learning, Resources, and Tools 
Qualitative respondents generally noted an intention to continue using PRO-WASH learning, resources, and tools. 
The specific tools and resources cited by qualitative respondents tended to focus on those that the respondents 
had engaged with most closely through their partnership with PRO-WASH, though this would depend on future 
need. Likewise, when discussing how resources might be shared in future, and with whom, qualitative respondents 
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typically noted that this would depend on future need, and did not provide specific examples, which may have 
been difficult to predict. Beyond specific tools and resources, respondents shared reflections of experiential 
learning that will support their future work, such as ‘how to engage a research partner.’ 

Of the 65 survey respondents who had engaged with PRO-WASH support, 75% (N=49) reported that they would 
‘likely’ or ‘definitely’ continue to use resources, tools, or knowledge gained from PRO-WASH after the Award has 
ended, whilst 23% (N=15) reported that this would be possible. These respondents were then asked to rate various 
types of learning insofar as which they are likely to continue using. A score of 1 denotes a low likelihood of 
continued use, and a score of 5 denotes a high likelihood of continued use. As demonstrated in Table 10, all types 
of learning were rated 4.3 or above on average. 

Table 10 | Likelihood of Continued Use of Learning Type 

Type of Learning Mean Score 

Learning I gained through Make Me A Change Agent training             4.95  

Learning I gained through Market-based sanitation training            4.59  

Learning gained from WASH Systems Strengthening training              4.58  

Learning gained from Applied Research Reports         4.48  

Learning gained from a Learning Brief         4.47  

Learning gained from a Technical Guidance note        4.42  

Learning I gained through another knowledge-sharing platform          4.41  

Learning I gained through mentoring or coaching       4.39  

Learning I gained through a webinar           4.33  
 
Respondents were also asked to select all the factors that would influence the extent to which they continue using 
tools, resources, and learning gained from PRO-WASH. The most commonly selected factor was ‘my 
understanding of the guidance’ (72%; N=47), followed by ‘my time availability to apply new learning’ (63%; N=41), 
‘budget availability’ (52%; N=34), ‘the degree to which my team is open to incorporating my ideas’ (46%; N=30), 
‘my manager’s openness to incorporating my ideas’ (42%; N=27) and finally, ‘my donor’s openness to 
incorporating my ideas’ (32%; N=21). 

Learning Question | To what extent will the knowledge management platforms PRO-WASH 
used ensure sustainable access to and uptake of their respective resources? 

Lack of Knowledge of PRO-WASH’s Close-Out 
When qualitative respondents stated which knowledge management platforms they would use to access PRO-
WASH resources in the future, respondents consistently noted that they were unaware of whether knowledge 
management platforms such as the FSN website would still be available, and that they had not considered PRO-
WASH’s closure as part of their plans for their partnership with the Award. No respondents reported to have 
discussed their on-going support needs with PRO-WASH, and how these might be resourced following the end 
of the PRO-WASH Associate Award. In some cases, where an Applied Research grant would be generating 
findings, respondents noted their intention for PRO-WASH to accompany them in adapting their strategy in 
response to learning, and had not considered alternatives to such support in the absence of PRO-WASH.  

Learning Question | To what degree did implementing partners institutionalize the 
resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH into their organizations and beyond the specific 
project that the Award supported?  

What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners institutionalizing the resources/tools? 
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4.2.8 Institutionalization of Learning, Resources, and Tools 
IP respondents were asked to share examples of new policies, guidelines, or approaches that had been adopted 
beyond their RFSA into their wider organization. Examples of such institutionalization are not commonly cited in 
the data, as respondents noted that they tended to be focused on specific RFSAs and had not widely shared their 
experiences within their organizations. It is plausible to suggest that this may be another example of siloed working 
within IPs, which acted as a barrier to institutionalizing learning, resources, and tools. Some exceptions were 
noted, particularly where PRO-WASH had engaged with IP Head Quarter WASH Advisors, which could be 
understood to be an enabler of institutionalization, though this tended to be in the form of sharing PRO-WASH 
materials with other units within the organization, rather than by creating new policies and approaches on the 
basis of PRO-WASH learning. This trend is somewhat echoed in the quantitative data. Of the 65 survey 
respondents who had engaged with PRO-WASH support, 32% (N=21) reported that new policies, processes, or 
systems had been developed within their organization on the basis of learning gained from PRO-WASH. Of these 
respondents, however, most examples provided were unclear, including responses such as ‘staff training on 
learning and development needs’, or ‘the development of the sanitation market for example’. 

4.3 Outreach to Implementing Partners 
This section explores the processes undertaken by PRO-WASH to engage RFSA IPs and generate demand for 
the WASH technical assistance being offered. Issues explored include the outreach processes, the timing of the 
outreach in relation to RFSA program cycles, the value of the outreach process from the perspective of IPs, and 
the role PRO-WASH played within the Inception and Culmination processes facilitated by the Program Cycle 
Support (PCS) Award. 

Learning Question | At what points in the RFSA cycle was the outreach to implementing 
partners most and least relevant and effective? Why? 

How effective was PRO-WASH’s outreach as part of the Program Cycle Support (PCS) 
Inception and Culmination workshops? How can this be improved? 

4.3.1 Initial Outreach 
As noted in Limitations, qualitative IP respondents tended to lack the historical knowledge of initial engagements 
with PRO-WASH. Other qualitative respondents noted that the PRO-WASH team initially ‘cold contacted’ IPs, 
sometimes finding their contact details through internet searches, to introduce the Award and the support it could 
offer. This is supported by survey data in which 53% (N=91) of 172 respondents noted that they first heard about 
PRO-WASH through an email from the Award team, while 37% (N=63) of respondents reported to have been 
referred to PRO-WASH by a manager or colleague. As the Program Cycle Support (PCS) Award became 
established, USAID/BHA and PCS began to introduce PRO-WASH to IPs during their initial Refine and Implement 
(RnI) activities, which appears to have created greater buy-in at the early stage of RFSA commencement, which 
data suggests is linked to greater perceived relevance, utility, and reported use of knowledge and resources. 
Overall, qualitative respondents who had engaged with PRO-WASH through the PCS Inception and Culmination 
workshops noted that this support was effective and influential in setting their strategic objectives for the Refine 
and Implement periods. Qualitative respondents typically did not give feedback on how this could be improved.  

Impact of Timing with the RFSA Cycle 
A clear thread emerging from the data is the relationship between the point in the RFSA program cycle at which 
PRO-WASH reached out to, and the ultimate value derived from the support provided. IPs who were already 
engaged in implementation when they began working with PRO-WASH noted challenges with scheduling time for 
PRO-WASH training sessions and adapting delivery strategies due to a lack of time and budget. Data suggest 
that as RFSAs have been launched throughout PRO-WASH’s program cycle, enabling PRO-WASH to engage 
during the refine and implement years, PRO-WASH has had more opportunity to influence logic model 
development, and IPs have had more of an ability to adapt and implement the learning gained. As demonstrated 
in Figure 3, this notion is supported by the quantitative data, which finds a decline in the perceived effectiveness 
of PRO-WASH’s initial outreach in relation to the implementation stage of the RFSA at the point of initial outreach. 
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Figure 4 | Perceived Effectiveness of PRO-WASH's Outreach to IPs in Relation to the Timing of Initial 
Outreach within the RFSA Program Cycle (N=74) 

 

4.4 Thought Leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, 
Program Quality 

Finally, this section presents findings related to thought-leadership on behalf of PRO-WASH, with particular 
reference to any influence PRO-WASH had on BHA Policies, Standards, and Program Quality mechanisms. 

Learning Question | How did the Awards inform advancements or changes to USAID/BHA 
policies, standards, and guidance? 

4.4.1 Examples of Influence 
IP respondents typically failed to recall any guidelines, standards, or policies provided to them by 
USAID/BHA that they were aware PRO-WASH had influenced. This finding is echoed in the quantitative 
data, as 92% (N=163) of 178 respondents reported that they were unaware of any changes to USAID 
policies, standard guidelines, or practices that were influenced by PRO-WASH. Other respondents with 
perhaps more positional insight into PRO-WASH’s thought leadership cited examples such as: 

• PRO-WASH driving interest in innovations such as Human-Centered Design 
• PRO-WASH promoting the need for the Make Me a Change Agent curriculum, where it met some 

resistance 
• PRO-WASH technical guides being included in USAID literature 
• PRO-WASH promoting adaptations of technical assistance processes, such as the inclusion of PRO-

WASH at the commencement of the Refine and Implement phase for new RFSAs 

4.4.2 Factors Affecting PRO-WASH’s Influence on USAID/BHA 
Diverse views on PRO-WASH’s ability to influence USAID/BHA are present within the data. 

PRO-WASH’s Positional Power 
One reflection some respondents shared suggests that PRO-WASH is well-placed to influence USAID/BHA 
thinking and delivery, given their proximity to decision-makers and their trusted position as a known entity with 
WASH expertise.  

Complexity of USAID Systems 
Alternative views suggest that the complexity of USAID bureaus and processes, as well as the multiple WASH-
focused units within the US Government overall, limit the extent to which PRO-WASH can capitalize on its position 
to affect change.  
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“one limitation though is… it's so confusing, WASH is like across so many different bureaus, not 
just at USAID, but also with the current US government. Like there's also WASH team at CDC. 

There's also the USAID Innovation lab, the Global WASH Cluster and Emergency WASH…” 

“the other thing that also limited it is the reach within BHA and the reach within [PRO-
WASH], like who takes into account BHA changes depends on who hears about [PRO-
WASH]. And so that's dependent… where are people in BHA able to widely share what 
[PRO-WASH has] done… and then [was PRO-WASH] able to share sufficiently as well” 

- Respondents with positional insight into PRO-WASH thought leadership 

PRO-WASH Level of Effort 
As stated above, other reflections noted that PRO-WASH may not have been sufficiently resourced to enable the 
team to strategically engage in thought leadership with USAID/BHA.  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
This section presents Causal Design’s assessment of PRO-WASH’s key achievements against its objectives as 
derived from the findings. Lessons presented have been generated on the basis of the evaluation evidence, with 
particular focus on those that have implications for future phases of technical assistance support. 

Distinct added value that PRO-WASH is perceived to have had for RFSAs | The findings present a clear 
and consistent portrayal of the significant added value that PRO-WASH has provided for RFSAs, above the 
technical support IPs could provide independently. Numerous examples of applied learning were presented. 
Though it was beyond the scope of this evaluation to determine the extent to which PRO-WASH contributed 
toward improved delivery of WASH interventions, or improvements in the outcomes of RFSAs’ WASH work, 
it is plausible to suggest that PRO-WASH’s work likely created positive impact in this regard on the basis of 
the evidence presented herein.  

The earlier the engagement, the greater value of the support | Findings clearly demonstrate that PRO-
WASH’s support has greater value for RFSAs if it is provided early on in their program cycle, and ideally, at 
the beginning of the R&I period. PRO-WASH not only responds to RFSAs’ known needs, but it also 
introduces new thinking and interrogations of RFSA logic models as functions that are most instrumental 
when RFSAs are determining their program strategy. 

PRO-WASH funding did not align with expectations of BHA from PRO-WASH | Findings demonstrate 
that PRO-WASH was limited in its ability to directly support certain programs, notably emergency programs, due 
to restrictions associated with the Award’s funding. This appears to have been in contradiction to expectations by 
USAID/BHA particularly following the BHA merger, though greater clarity was provided to PRO-WASH on the 
Award’s mandate. 

Demand-driven support is appropriate, but this design creates opportunities to miss RFSAs most in 
need | Though the findings present a clear case for retaining the design of PRO-WASH as a demand-driven 
service, given the benefits this strategy creates for IP buy-in, ownership, and application of the technical support 
received, it does mean that PRO-WASH has been limited in its ability to create meaningful impact where the 
services were not requested. Multiple factors influenced the uptake of technical support, the majority of which are 
outside of PRO-WASH’s control. Findings suggest that USAID/BHA has played a definitive role in generating 
demand, whilst factors related to RFSA leadership, team dynamics, and WASH technical team members are also 
key drivers of IP engagement with PRO-WASH. 

Reflections on the aid localization agenda | As USAID advances its commitment to localizing aid, the findings 
suggest that this agenda can be gainfully applied to PRO-WASH, and possibly other technical support functions 
that provide specialist advisory services for program delivery. It is clear that contextual knowledge, or the ability 
to quickly understand and adapt to various contexts, is imperative in the provision of technical support, which 
could be obtained through proactive and intentional measures designed in-line with localization efforts, such as 
investing in the technical expertise of specialists who are national to, and/or reside in, countries where RFSAs will 
likely be implemented over the medium to long-term, as detailed below (Recommendations). 

Risks to the program associated with staffing | The competencies and values ascribed to individual staff 
members on the PRO-WASH team, including personal beliefs in the value of collaboration and partnership, skills 
in diplomacy, time management and organization, as well as technical expertise in adult education and leadership, 
are exceptional qualities that may be difficult to recruit for. While this demonstrates Save the Children U.S.’s 
success in recruiting for PRO-WASH, it does highlight the risks for future phases of support, should individual 
team members decide to move on. This risk is heightened when the team is particularly lean and lacks specific 
roles that focus on key deliverables PRO-WASH needs such as knowledge management, adult learning, and 
communications. Given the clear relationship between individual staff members and the success PRO-WASH has 
realized in this first phase, as demonstrated in the findings, risks associated with staffing are a key concern.  

Political economy of aid agencies | Given the reported tendency of IPs and possibly RFSAs to operate in 
silos and as competitors, findings suggest that PRO-WASH being seen as a ‘Save the Children’ program may 
have negatively impacted the uptake of support.  
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PRO-WASH governance | The findings suggest a lack of clarity over the Steering Committees purpose and 
process has diminished the full benefit the SC could have provided to PRO-WASH. SC members appeared to 
have limited knowledge of strategic issues that influenced the achievement of PRO-WASH’s objectives, including 
its staffing structure and technical deliverables. Restructuring the Award’s governance structure may provide 
greater benefit to PRO-WASH insofar as the achievement of its objectives. 

Processes adopted by PRO-WASH resulted in relevant, quality, and useable technical deliverables | 
The findings suggest clear linkages between many of the processes adopted by PRO-WASH and the resulting 
value of the support they provided. These processes include early outreach to IPs, the creation of dialogue and 
feedback loops, creating access to tools and resources through the FSN Network website and more. There may 
be areas to improve procedurally, such as through the creation of a formal, confidential feedback and complaints 
mechanism, through which IPs could comfortably share concerns over support they have received. Relatedly, the 
contractual approval’s process agreed on between USAID and PRO-WASH appears to have been an inhibitor to 
PRO-WASH’s ability to be responsive and flexible to IPs’ needs. 

Findings related to the use of tools suggest that all forms of support are valuable | It is understood that 
PRO-WASH is eager to learn which types of support and which types of combinations of support are most effective 
and efficient in improving WASH and IWMR interventions delivered by RFSAs. The data suggest that RFSA's use 
of tools and resources and combinations of support are varying and likely to be influenced by a range of other 
factors, including those noted under ‘Factors Influencing Uptake of Technical Assistance,’ and those noted in 
Table 9 above, as well as the methodology of support itself. Given this wide range of confounding variables and 
small sample sizes, it is not possible to draw strong conclusions regarding these learning questions. The findings 
suggest, however, that PRO-WASH’s approach to tailoring technical support provision on the basis of agreements 
with the IPs has been instrumental in ensuring the value of the methodology of support.  

Coaching appears to be particularly instrumental | Where IPs have received one-on-one advisory support, 
either through the development and follow-up of a capacity-building workplan in the delivery of Applied Research 
or other means, this mentoring appears to have been instrumental in supporting IPs to utilize the technical support 
provided. This approach to coaching has facilitated problem identification and problem solving, has given 
confidence to WASH Leads within RFSA teams, and has motivated leaders to strive for continued improvement. 
The findings suggest that the cordial relationship developed between PRO-WASH and RFSAs has been integral 
to this process.  

The evaluation was limited in its ability to generate solid conclusions related to planned use of tools 
and resources | It is understood that PRO-WASH is eager to learn about IPs’ planned continued use of tools 
and resources following the end of this phase of PRO-WASH support. Data gathered in this regard is shared in 
the findings section, though respondents typically found it difficult to predict their planned use of tools in detail, 
often noting that this would depend on future need. Quantitative respondents rated all focal areas similarly and 
highly in terms of their likely continued use of tools and resources and reported that the factors most likely to 
influence this are their understanding of the guidance, their availability to apply the knowledge, and budget 
availability. The limited reflections on these learning questions may be related to the timing within which the 
evaluation took place in the final year of the Award, meaning that respondents were required to predict their future 
use, rather than provide clear examples of actual future use.  

COVID-19 had a negative impact on the perceived quality and utility of support, though PRO-WASH 
made an effort to minimize this impact | COVID-19 is referenced throughout the findings as a challenge that 
inhibited the delivery and achievement of PRO-WASH’s support. Numerous respondents noted PRO-WASH’s 
proactive attempts to mitigate this detriment, which likely did reduce the negative impacts on PRO-WASH’s 
objectives, though it is plausible to suggest that the outcome of PRO-WASH’s work would likely have been greater 
if the global pandemic had not occurred. 

IPs are unaware of planned next steps for PRO-WASH, which could impact their work | IPs currently 
drawing on PRO-WASH technical support are unaware of the plans for the next phase of PRO-WASH and 
lack clarity on what on-going support they can expect following the end of the first phase. 

PRO-WASH has had less impact beyond the objectives of supporting RFSAs | The findings suggest 
that, though PRO-WASH resources, tools, and knowledge are being widely used at a programmatic level, the 
extent to which these have been institutionalized within IPs and within USAID/BHA appears to be limited. This 
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may be a function of the limited LoE the small team could dedicate to engaging IP regional and headquarter 
Advisors and Program Managers who would have the positional power to institutionalize learning, and is likely 
also a function of the size and complexity of USAID/BHA as an institution. 
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6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section presents proposed approaches to build on, or improve, the approach to WASH technical assistance for future phases of support, presented 
through a Findings-Conclusions-Recommendations (FCR) Matrix. 

Table 11 | Findings-Conclusions-Recommendations (FCR) Matrix 

Findings Conclusions Recommendations 

Award Design and Objectives 

• The added value of 
PRO-WASH 

• IP perception of 
relevance 

• IP perception of quality 
• IP perception of utility 
• IP reflections on 

approaches to support 
• Use of PRO-WASH 

facilitated learning, 
resources, and tools  

Distinct added value PRO-
WASH is perceived to have 
had for RFSAs 

1. USAID/BHA should continue investing in PRO-WASH to retain this highly valued 
WASH technical support for RFSAs. 

• Limitations in scope due 
to funding streams 

PRO-WASH funding did not 
align with expectations the 
Award  

2. USAID/BHA should ensure that the funding streams of future iterations of PRO-WASH 
are aligned with the intended recipients of support. 

• Demand-driven support 
• Factors influencing the 

uptake of technical 
assistance 

Demand-driven support is 
appropriate, but this design 
creates opportunities to miss 
RFSAs most in need, and 
limits PRO-WASH’s ability to 
ensure technical advisory 
support is followed, and 
WASH interventions are 
improved as a result of this 
support 

3. PRO-WASH should position themselves as a ‘technical ally’ to RFSAs, such that their 
technical guidance is drawn from determining strategic direction during the Refine and 
Implement Year. PRO-WASH, therefore, would not be required to review or approve 
strategic workplans, as they would have been instrumental in developing these 
strategies. This approach would reinforce the collegial relationship between RFSAs and 
PRO-WASH. 

4. Building on recommendation 26, where PRO-WASH and a RFSA disagree on strategic 
direction or on a response to an implementation challenge, the redress mechanism 
outlined in the Partnership Agreement should be enacted. This could include an 
agreement from both parties to defer to USAID as an ultimate decision-maker, such 
that the RFSA’s trust in PRO-WASH is not undermined.  

5. USAID/BHA should consider agreeing on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) with 
RFSAs that outline the expectation that IPs will draw on PRO-WASH, thereby 
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motivating RFSA leadership to create space for, and encourage, team engagement with 
the Award.  

6. USAID/BHA should consider providing technical assistance for Leadership, 
Management and Coordination to RFSAs, to ensure that CoPs, DCoPs and their 
support structures are drawing on best leadership and managerial practice in 
overseeing large and diverse teams in challenging contexts. It is hypothesized that 
improved leadership, management, and coordination within the RFSAs will reduce the 
extent to which IP team members’ workloads are unpredictable and over-burdened, 
therefore creating more opportunity for IPs to engage with PRO-WASH. 

7. Building on recommendation 16, if PRO-WASH is provided with further investment to 
recruit RFSA Relationship Managers, PRO-WASH should be more intentional about 
reaching out to RFSAs from which demand is low, and tailoring their communication 
and delivery approaches to the working styles of the individuals involved. 

• Staffing  Risks to the program 
associated with staffing 

8. USAID/BHA should ensure that any tenders for future phases of PRO-WASH include 
the explicit requirement that PRO-WASH team members are highly competent in 
relationship management, adult education, and coordination. Team members should 
be further required to demonstrate the lived values of partnership and collaboration, 
which were so fundamental to the success of PRO-WASH in its first phase. 

9. PRO-WASH should ensure that any new team members to be recruited are assessed 
for these skills, competencies, and values. 

10. USAID/BHA should consider increasing its investment into PRO-WASH, such that the 
team can be restructured to bring in roles with specialist focusing on knowledge 
management, adult learning, and communications. 

• Factors affecting the 
uptake of technical 
assistance 

• The added value of PRO-
WASH 

Political Economy of aid 
agencies 

11. Save the Children U.S. should consider subtle adjustments, such as setting up email 
addresses using a PRO-WASH specific domain, such as name@pro-wash.org, which 
may minimize the risks outlined in the findings. 

• Steering Committee 
• Lack of clarity on the 

purpose of the SC 
• Limited knowledge of SC 

members regarding PRO-
WASH management and 
delivery 

PRO-WASH Governance 12. USAID/BHA and PRO-WASH should consider reviewing the governance structure of 
the Award. USAID and PRO-WASH may consider creating a larger ‘Technical Advisory 
Group’ comprised of technical experts in the field who would be expected to volunteer 
their time to review deliverables and provide technical guidance on strategy. From the 
Technical Advisory Group, a ‘Steering Committee’ could be elected or selected, which 
would have a more deliberate focus on governing the Award, which could include, 
amongst other responsibilities: 
• Guiding the strategic direction 
• Reviewing PRO-WASH’s capacity to deliver the strategic direction 

mailto:name@pro-wash.org
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• Limited interaction 

between the SC and 
USAID 

• Lack of clarity and 
consistency on time 
expectations 

• Composition of SC 
membership and a lack of 
representation from 
nationals of countries in 
which RFSAs are 
implemented 

• Acting as an advocate to USAID relating to issues that inhibit PRO-WASH’s 
capacity to deliver its strategic direction, including resourcing  

It is hypothesized that such an arrangement could generate greater buy-in from the 
WASH sector in general, provide greater clarity on roles and expectations, and provide 
a more independent voice to raise concerns to USAID as needed. 

13.  USAID/BHA and PRO-WASH should consider undertaking a process to ensure the 
meaningful engagement of often marginalized groups within the Technical Advisory 
Group and Steering Committee. This could include, but not be limited to, nationals of 
countries in which RFSAs are implemented, particularly women, young people, and 
people with disabilities. Steps to meaningfully engage these groups within the PRO-
WASH governance structure could include: 
a) Undertaking a consultation process of targeted groups, asking for their inputs on 

their interest in engaging, what barriers they would face when engaging, and how 
they could be supported to meaningfully engage. 

b) Accepting that it would not be appropriate to assume that members of these groups 
would be able to ‘volunteer’ their time in the same way that current members of the 
SC (who are primarily full-time employed and USA-based) are able to. Having an 
open conversation about appropriate mechanisms for compensating people’s time 
and expertise for their involvement in the governance structures. 

c) Considering how to intentionally address power imbalances through re-designing 
meeting agendas and governance processes, and ensuring that spaces are 
comfortable and open for members of marginalized groups. This re-design process 
should be undertaken with all members of the governance structures who should 
be consulted either individually or in peer-groups. 

d) Considering setting quotas for membership from various groups. Again, such 
quotas should be devised through a consultative process using an intersectional 
lens. Whilst quotas can create incentives for tokenistic engagement of vulnerable 
groups, this risk should be mitigated if all other steps outlined above are followed 
and documented, resulting in quotas that set minimum expectations for inclusion. 

Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 

• Flexibility from the 
perspective of the PRO-
WASH team 

• IP perception of utility 
• IP reflections on 

approaches to support 
 

Processes adopted by PRO-
WASH resulted in relevant, 
quality, and useable 
technical deliverables 
Findings related to the use of 
tools suggest that all forms of 
support are valuable  

14.  PRO-WASH should continue adopting similar methodologies, including coaching, 
applied research, technical guides, and in-person and online self-paced training 
workshops, to support future phases of programing, with particular emphasis on 
coaching and mentoring. Building on the fact that the best methodologies to adopt are 
likely to be specific to the RFSA and influenced by a range of confounding variables, 
the methodologies to be utilized for support provision should be discussed with IPs and 
built into an agreed Scope of Work, which may be annexed to the Partnership 
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Coaching appears to be 
particularly instrumental  

Agreement. The Scope of Work should be regularly reviewed and adapted based on 
feedback from the IP. 

15. PRO-WASH should revert to in-person training workshops as opposed to remote 
delivery, given the feedback that online sessions can be difficult for some team 
members to access and remain engaged in.  

16. USAID/BHA should consider increasing its investment in PRO-WASH, such that the 
team can be restructured to bring in RFSA Relationship Managers whose responsibility 
would be to act as the RFSAs’ focal coach or mentor within PRO-WASH to support their 
capacity-strengthening journey. The profile of a RFSA Relationship Manager could 
include a strong background in partnership management, organizational capacity 
strengthening, and adult education. 

17. As far as is possible within procurement policies, USAID/BHA should consider reducing 
the administrative burden on PRO-WASH to seek approval for delivery-related 
procurements or decisions. 

18. Drawing on their experience and engagement with RFSAs, PRO-WASH should 
consider developing a Short-Term Technical Advisory (STTA) pool of consultants with 
relevant expertise based on projections of focal areas likely for the coming year or 
years. The STTA pool should include multiple consultants with relevant technical 
expertise and should be submitted to USAID for pre-approval. USAID/BHA and PRO-
WASH should agree that if a consultant in the STTA pool has been pre-approved, PRO-
WASH may contract them for short-term deliverables, without the need for further 
approval from USAID. 

• Factors influencing the 
uptake of technical 
support 

• IP perception of utility 

Reflections on the aid 
localization agenda  

19. PRO-WASH should consider investing in national or regional technical expertise to 
build cadres of technical specialists in countries that are likely to receive continued 
RFSA support. Drawing on the substantive learning of WASH priority areas gained 
through this first phase of PRO-WASH, PRO-WASH could identify and train technical 
specialists in focal areas considered to be key for the coming years. This would create 
greater and more localized competition for RFPs published by RFSAs, would provide a 
cadre of potential consultants who have both specialized technical expertise and 
national contextual knowledge, and would be a more accessible resource to wider 
programming within countries. 

• Inconsistency of feedback 
loops 

Processes adopted by PRO-
WASH resulted in relevant, 
quality, and useable 
technical deliverables. There 
may be areas to improve 
procedurally, such as 
through the creation of a 
formal, confidential feedback 

20.  PRO-WASH should consider the creation of a formal feedback and complaints 
mechanism for IPs to provide anonymous feedback or complaints regarding the support 
they have received, should the need arise. The key steps involved in a Formal 
Feedback Loop are: 
a) Collect feedback. This requires the creation of an anonymous, accessible and 

‘known’ mechanisms through which IPs can share feedback or complaints 
b) Acknowledge and record the feedback 
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and complaints mechanism,  
through which IPs could 
comfortably share concerns 
over support they have 
received. 

c) Take action to investigate, refer, and follow-up on the feedback provided 
d) Communicate the actions and outcomes to IPs, whilst always protecting the 

anonymity of the individual who submitted the initial report. 
Clear policies and procedures guiding each step are required, and should be developed in 
consultation with IPs. 
The aid sector has progressed significantly in the development of Accountability to 
Affected People (AAP), and much of the literature available would be applicable to PRO-
WASH in this regard, though this would need to be adapted from a focus on communities 
to a focus on IPs. For example, the following resources may be helpful: 

• Community Feedback Mechanisms: Guidance and Toolkit by Danish Refugee 
Council 

• CHS Alliance website (The CHS Alliance is a global alliance of humanitarian and 
development organizations committed to making aid work better for people) 

• Lack of knowledge of 
PRO-WASH’s closeout 

IPs are unaware of planned 
next steps for PRO-WASH, 
which could impact their work  

21.  PRO-WASH should urgently liaise with all IPs receiving on-going support to provide as 
much information as is currently available regarding future plans following the end of 
the first phase of support. While PRO-WASH may not be in a position to provide 
certainty of future plans, the Award should open dialogue in this regard and support IPs 
to plan for various likely scenarios, based on the information available at this time.  

• Planned continued use of 
PRO-WASH learning, 
resources, and tools 

The evaluation was limited in 
its ability to generate solid 
conclusions related to the 
planned use of tools and 
resources  

22. USAID/BHA and PRO-WASH may wish to consider conducting a further review into 
the sustained use of PRO-WASH resources and tools after a defined period of time 
following the closure of the first phase of support. This will provide more solid examples 
and learning regarding the sustained use of resources and tools. 

Outreach to Implementing Partners 

• Impact of timing of 
outreach with the RFSA 
cycle  

The earlier the engagement, 
the more valuable the 
support 

23. USAID/BHA should consider including explicit expectations of RFSA engagement with 
PRO-WASH into tenders for future RFSAs. It may be beneficial to the RFSA design and 
tendering process for information relating to PRO-WASH to be publicly available and 
referenced within tenders, such that agencies bidding for RFSAs are able to build the 
LoE for this engagement into their initial bid workplans and budgets. If this 
recommendation is enacted, LoE should be included for PRO-WASH to respond to 
enquiries from agencies seeking to bid for RFSA tenders.  

24. PRO-WASH should continue to reach out to RFSAs at the earliest possible point in their 
Refine and Implement year, so that LoE for technical assistance can be built into 
detailed implementation plans. Continuing to engage through the PCS workshops 
appears to be the most coherent and efficient way to facilitate early outreach to new 
RFSAs. 

https://drc.ngo/media/vzlhxkea/drc_global-cfm-guidance_web_low-res.pdf
https://drc.ngo/media/vzlhxkea/drc_global-cfm-guidance_web_low-res.pdf
https://www.chsalliance.org/about/
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25. USAID/BHA should continue to provide an entry point for PRO-WASH to reach out to 

newly commencing RFSAs both to ease communications, and to generate buy-in to 
technical support on behalf of the RFSA. 

26. PRO-WASH should consider being intentional about developing Partnership 
Agreements with RFSAs outlining expectations of the partnership, communication 
channels, and an agreed redress mechanism, should disagreements arise. The redress 
mechanism should be devised based on what is acceptable to both parties – if an 
informal agreement is more acceptable, then this can be used rather than a ’legal’ 
mechanism, which may be intimidating and overly formal. The MoU could include an 
annexed Scope of Work or Capacity Building Plan, such as those developed during the 
first phase of PRO-WASH, given the finding that these plans were demonstrably 
valuable in ensure technical support was relevant to IPs’ needs. 

Thought Leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 

• Institutionalization of 
learning, resources, and 
tools 

• Factors influencing PRO-
WASH’s influence on 
USAID/BHA  

 

PRO-WASH has had less 
impact beyond the objectives 
of supporting RFSAs 

27. USAID/BHA and PRO-WASH should determine whether the institutionalization of 
resources and thought-leadership with USAID/BHA are clear objectives for PRO-
WASH. If this is the case, the design of the Award should be reviewed to ensure 
sufficient funding is allocated to increase the LoE for PRO-WASH to strategically meet 
this objectives. 

a. Regarding IP institutionalization of resources and tools, PRO-WASH should be more 
intentional about working directly with IP HQ/Regional WASH Advisors, who hold the 
mandate of institutionalizing policies and approaches across IPs, as well as WASH 
Leads within RFSAs, whose focus is directed at the RFSA delivery, rather than the 
wider organization.  

b. Regarding thought-leadership with USAID/BHA, with additional LoE, PRO-WASH 
should both think through the complex political economy within USAID and strategically 
plan how to engage in order to promote PRO-WASH's thought leadership. If funds were 
available, PRO-WASH could commission a Political Economy Analysis (PEA) to be 
undertaken to support this process. 
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Scope of Work for the PRO-WASH Final Evaluation  
Hiring Organization: Save the Children US  


Location: Remote 


Estimated number of days: 70-80 working days 


Contact information: prowash@savechildren.org 


 


Individuals, teams, and firms are eligible to apply.   


1. Background and Context 
Practices, Research and Operations in Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (PRO-WASH) is an initiative 
funded by USAID’s Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance (BHA) and led by Save the Children. PRO-
WASH aims to provide support to implementing partners in order to strengthen the quality of WASH and 
Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM)1 interventions through capacity strengthening, 
knowledge-sharing and applied WASH and IWRM research opportunities. PRO-WASH’s approach to 
providing support is driven by a commitment to empower BHA partners to become technical leaders in 
WASH and IWRM, particularly for vulnerable and food insecure communities. PRO-WASH focuses on: 


● Strategic Learning with Stakeholders: Knowledge sharing forums, webinars, learning notes, 
blogs, and conference presentations aimed at lifting up WASH and IWRM best practices, as well 
as individual implementing partners’ experiences in executing high-quality programming. 


● Capacity Strengthening for Effective Program Application: Effective and context-specific 
opportunities for increasing the knowledge and skills of WASH and IWRM (and related) technical 
staff, through training, ongoing coaching, and peer to peer learning. 


● Developing and Distributing High-Quality Technical Resources: Relevant and highly-
accessible technical resources, aimed at providing evidence-based, user-friendly tools that can be 
adapted to specific program contexts. This includes easy to use quick guides, training packages, 
and short video tutorials that leverage adult education principles. 


● Operational Research for Field-Viable WASH and IWRM Interventions: Applied WASH and 
IWRM research aimed at addressing partners’ key research needs and offering solutions that are 
accessible and ready-to-implement.  


PRO-WASH is currently entering its fifth and final year of project implementation. This Scope of Work 
(SoW) outlines the purpose of the final evaluation, which is to assess specific aspects of PRO-WASH’s 
outreach and influence, award design and objectives, thought leadership and influence on BHA Policies, 
standards, and program quality. The evaluation will also generate recommendations for future food 
security support mechanisms and other capacity strengthening and learning activities. Given how closely 
PRO-WASH has worked with the food security support mechanism Strengthening Capacities in 


                                                      
1 Note that Integrated Water Resource Management activities were added as part of PRO-WASH’s 
workplan midway through Year 3.  
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Agriculture, Livelihoods and Environment (SCALE), it is anticipated that the consultant will also work 
closely with the SCALE evaluators  to coordinate and to undertake some joint stakeholder consultations 
and components of the desk review.   


 


2. Objectives and Scope of Evaluation  


As this is the final year of the PRO-WASH Award, we are seeking a review of the outcomes of the Award 
while simultaneously gathering and analyzing information about the interest and needs of implementing 
partners for future support related to these technical areas. The following learning questions will be 
explored: 


Learning Questions  
 
Award Design and Objectives  


● How did the technical design of the award and the level of flexibility affect the ability to respond to 
implementing partner and donor needs, collaborate with partners, and adapt to external 
circumstances (e.g., COVID-19 pandemic, Food for Peace/Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 
merger)?  


○ (Probing): What have been the favorable or impeding factors related to the design and 
management of the award that have affected the Award’s ability to meet its objectives? ?   


● How appropriate and effective is PRO-WASH’s organizational and staffing structure for the 
implementation of our work? 


○ (Probing): How effective was the design, composition and management of the PRO-
WASH Steering Committee? How could this be improved?  


● How did the design, staffing and management of the Award affect its ability to engage with and 
meet the needs of BHA-funded emergency partners?  


 
 


 Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence  
 


● How do Implementing Partners perceive the relevance, utility and quality of the different types 
of support offered by PRO-WASH (e.g. applied research, technical guides, learning briefs, 
coaching, remote and in-person training, technical knowledge sharing events, webinars, and 
communities of practice)?  


○ (Probing): To what extent do implementing partners perceive that PRO-WASH tailored 
priorities to their requests/needs?  


○ (Probing): Which technical focus areas were most useful?  
○ (Probing): What remaining gaps/existing challenges that have not been met through 


PRO-WASH learning and research? 
○ (Probing) What are barriers / enablers in terms of working with PRO-WASH on this 


research? 
 


● How did the combination of the different approaches to engagement (e.g. training, applied 
research, coaching, etc.) and the intensity of engagement influence the WASH/IWRM technical 
quality improvements? 



https://www.fsnnetwork.org/SCALE
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○ (Probing) Which approaches most effectively and efficiently influence WASH/IWRM 
technical quality improvements within RFSAs? 


○ (Probing): To what extent does layering engagements (e.g. coaching, mentoring, in-
person or virtual training, applied research) contribute to implementing partners being 
able to use the resources/tools? 


○ (Probing): How has PRO-WASH contributed to WASH/IWRM knowledge sharing and 
understanding of best practices and promising/innovative models for WASH service 
delivery among  Resilience Food Security Activities (RFSAs)? 
 


● To what degree did implementing partners use resources/tools (technical tools; training 
packages; learning briefs; webinars and applied research findings) developed by PRO-WASH 
within the specific projects that the Award supported? 


○ (Probing): How easy was it for partners to find and access resources/tools?  
○ (Probing) Which PRO-WASH resources/tools partners have been used and how often?  
○ (Probing): What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners using the 


resources/tools? 
○ (Probing):What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners replicating training? 


 
● To what degree do partners believe they will continue to use and share the resources/tools 


developed by PRO-WASH after the end of the Award?  
○ (Probing): Which resources?  
○ (Probing): How will they be used or shared, and with whom?  
○ (Probing): What are the barriers to continued use and sharing?  
○ (Probing): To what extent will the knowledge management platforms used by PRO-


WASH ensure sustainable access to and uptake of their respective resources? 
 


● To what degree did implementing partners institutionalize into their organizations the 
resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH beyond the specific project that the Award supported? 


○ (Probing): What are the barriers/enablers to implementing partners institutionalizing the 
resources/tools? 


 
Outreach to Implementing Partners 


● At what points in the RFSA cycle was outreach to implementing partners most and least relevant 
and effective? Why? 


● How effective was PRO-WASH’s outreach as part of the Program Cycle Support (PCS) Inception 
and Culmination workshops?  


○ (Probing): How can this be improved? 
 
Thought-leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 


● How did the awards inform advancements or changes to USAID/BHA policies, standards, and 
guidance? 
 


3. Evaluation Design and Methods 
The PRO-WASH team will work with the evaluation lead (external consultant) to clearly define the scope 
and role of the evaluation team members during the evaluation’s inception phase. The external consultant 
will work closely with the PRO-WASH and SCALE teams.  
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It is expected the consultant will first conduct a desk review (see Annex A) and interview select PRO-
WASH team members to inform the final methodology. The final evaluation is expected to utilize 
qualitative methods and secondary quantitative data. PRO-WASH will provide the evaluation team with 
full access to monitoring data and award documentation. Detailed methodologies for the evaluation will be 
agreed between PRO-WASH and the external consultant. 
 
Sources of existing activity information include  


● Desk Review (Annex A) 
● PRO-WASH resources on the FSN Network 
● Quantitative survey data that PRO-WASH can make available as part of the desk review (such as 


pre/post tests, training evaluations, etc.).   
 
Potential stakeholders to consult/interview  


● PRO-WASH staff and consultants (~7 interviews) 
● BHA Activity Manager, Award Agreement Officer, and other technical staff(~5 staff) 
● Select BHA implementing partners, determined in close collaboration with PRO-WASH  (~10-12) 
● Steering Committee members (~5) 
● Other Food Security Support Mechanisms (e.g. PCS, IDEAL) 
● Other PRO-WASH partners (iDE, applied research partners, Water for People etc.) (~3-5) 


 


4. Activities and Deliverables  
 


● Kick-off meeting online 
● Inception report with a work plan timeline, evaluation approach (methodology, methods, and 


complete set of evaluation questions as agreed upon with BHA and PRO-WASH) and analysis 
plan  


● Desk review of relevant literature including quarterly reports, end of training reports, and post-
training monitoring reports (See Annex A) ,  


● Online survey of key stakeholders (e.g. PRO-WASH Steering Committee members, USAID, 
implementing partners) 


● Online interviews with program staff, PRO-WASH Steering Committee members, USAID, 
implementing partners (from different levels of leadership, different geographies, and different 
levels of engagement with PRO-WASH), and other food security support mechanisms.  


● Draft evaluation report, including raw data sets as appendices (e.g. qualitative matrices used for 
analysis)  


● Internal and external briefing on evaluation findings, including a briefing with USAID. 
● Final evaluation report, to include case studies on PRO-WASH’s different forms of support to 


partners  
● Online Learning Workshop (not to exceed half a day) + 1-2 pager/summary of key takeaways to  


○ Disseminate findings and recommendations from the evaluation; 
○ Review in-depth the key lessons and their implications for future RFSAs and support 


mechanisms--what did we learn from PRO-WASH’s capacity strengthening activities and 
how can it be improved?  
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○ Discuss recommendations and generate a dialogue that captures stakeholder input, 
thoughts, and ideas on the technical approach used to achieve Award results as 
presented in the evaluation.  


○ PRO-WASH: Capture specific, and actionable next steps that could be used to inform 
future WASH and IWRM capacity strengthening, knowledge sharing and learning support 
mechanisms  
 


5. Estimated Timeline:  
 


Month Activity  


February 2022 Consultant start-up and inception Report 


March and April  2022 Desk review, stakeholder interviews 


May 2022 Data Analysis and Report Writing  


June 2022 Draft report + briefings 


July 2022 Final report and learning workshops  


 
 


6. Required Competencies  
 


● Hands-on experience leading evaluations of global support mechanisms for international 
development activities  


● Experience with USAID Food for Peace and/or USAID BHA food security programming  
● Minimum of 15 years’ experience with evaluation design, implementation, and analysis of 


development and emergency programs, including those focused on providing technical 
assistance, capacity strengthening and coordination, etc. 


● Technical expertise in evaluation methods  
● Cultural sensitivity 
● Desirable: French language skills to conduct interviews with francophone stakeholders and 


review programmatic documents that are in French 
 


7. Proposal Requirements   


Individuals, teams, and firms are eligible to apply. Total proposal must be less than 10 pages, 
excluding annexes/attachments 


● Proposal must include the following:  
○ Description of the individual(s) and/or firm and their relevant experience 
○ Proposed team structure (and CVs of all team members) 
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○ Proposed approach (not a full methodology) and timeline 
○ Budget (including a breakdown of expected LOE and cost per deliverable)  


 
Please submit complete proposals to prowash@savechildren.org by Tuesday, February 8, 2022 by 
5 p.m. ET (USA).  


 


8. Scoring Evaluation 
Trade-Off Method 


The Review Committee will conduct a technical evaluation which will grade technical criteria on a weighted 
basis (each criteria is given a percentage, all together equaling 100%). Offeror's proposals should consist 
of all required technical submittals so that the committee can thoroughly evaluate the technical criteria 
listed herein and assign points based on the strength of a technical submission. 


Award criteria shall be based on the proposal’s overall “value for money” (quality, cost, delivery time, etc.) 
while taking into consideration donor and internal requirements and regulations. Offeror(s) with the best 
score will be accepted as the winning offeror(s), assuming the price is deemed fair and reasonable. 


When performing the Scoring Evaluation, the committee will assign points for each criteria based on the 
following scale: 


Point Rationale 


0 Not acceptable; has not met any part of the specified criteria 


1-4 Has met only some minimum requirements and may not be acceptable 


5 Acceptable 


6-9 Acceptable; has met all requirements and exceeds some 


10 Acceptable; has exceeded all requirements 


  


 
 
 



mailto:prowash@savechildren.org
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Evaluation Criteria Weight 
(%) 


Possible 
Points 


(1 to 10) 


Weighted 
Score 


(A) (B) (A*B) 


Experience conducting quantitative and qualitative 
final evaluations for food security programs, 
learning awards, or similar initiatives  


25% 10 25 


Oversight team/individual profile, competence and 
experience relevant to the service provision 


20% 10 20 


Feasibility of the proposed approach and timeline 
20% 10 20 


Firm/team experience conducting evaluations for 
USAID/FFP or BHA-funded activities 


15%  10 15 


Competitive pricing – providing visibility of costs, 
clear value add and justification of the spend, and 
simply structured payment options 


20% 10 20 


TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE: 100% 50 100 
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Annex A: Desk review  
 
 


● End of training evaluation reports and post-training monitoring reports for: 
○ Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) in DRC, Uganda, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Bangladesh, 


and Zimbabwe and  the Lessons Learned MMCA Trainings 
○ Market-Based Sanitation in Niger, Burkina Faso, and potentially Ethiopia  
○  WASH Systems Strengthening (French and English cohorts) 


● Post-event surveys and participation evaluations (where available) 
● Desk mapping findings + results from Year 2 
● Quarterly reports and Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP)  
● Annual workplans 
● PRO-WASH Steering Committee Terms of Reference & call notes 
● Annual capacity strengthening strategy  
● Review of PRO-WASH resources including technical guides, learning briefs, online events, blogs, 


FSN Network content, and training packages developed under the Award 
● Terms of Reference for the market-based sanitation Working Group 


 


 



https://www.fsnnetwork.org/sites/default/files/2020-09/Lessons%20Learned%20MMCA%20Trainings.pdf
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ANNEX 5 | Quantitative survey respondents 
categorized by position and country or 
region 


Quantitative survey respondents are categorized as shown in the below tables. 
 


 
 
 


 
 


Respondent Organization type    Freq. Percent 
International organization 54 30.34% 
BHA-funded RFSA 46 25.84% 
Local organization 18 10.11% 
BHA-funded emergency program 13 7.30% 
USAID-funded Associate Award/Food Security Support Mechanism 11 6.18% 
National/local government 11 6.18% 
Other 10 5.62% 
Research/academic institution 9 5.06% 
USAID BHA staff 4 2.25% 
USAID non-BHA staff 2 1.12% 
Total 178 100 


 


Respondent role or position  Freq. Percent 
WASH staff 84 47.19% 
Other 21 11.8% 
M&E/Learning staff 13 7.30% 
WASH staff 13 7.30% 
SBC staff 11 6.18% 
Agriculture, Livelihoods, or Natural Resource management (NRM) staff 9 5.06% 
Food Security/Nutrition staff 9 5.06% 
CoP or DCoP 8 4.49% 
M&E/Learning staff 6 3.37% 
Agriculture, Livelihoods, or Natural Resource management (NRM) staff 3 1.69% 
SBC staff 1 0.56% 
Total 178 100 


 







 


Respondent Region or Country Freq. Percent 
Region: East Africa and the Horn 18 10.11% 
Region: West Africa and the Sahel 18 10.11% 
Region: Global 15 8.43% 
Region: Central and Southern Africa 13 7.3% 
Region: Asia 7 3.93% 
Region: Latin America and the Caribbean 4 2.25% 
Country: Congo, Democratic Republic of the 10 5.62% 
Country: Ethiopia 10 5.62% 
Country: Bangladesh 9 5.06% 
Country: Madagascar 9 5.06% 
Country: Niger 7 3.93% 
Country: Nigeria 6 3.37% 
Country: Burkina Faso 5 2.81% 
Country: Syria 5 2.81% 
Country: Uganda 5 2.81% 
Country: Zimbabwe 5 2.81% 
Country: South Sudan 4 2.25% 
Country: Benin 2 1.12% 
Country: India 2 1.12% 
Country: Kenya 2 1.12% 
Country: Malawi 2 1.12% 
Country: Mozambique 2 1.12% 
Country: Myanmar 2 1.12% 
Country: Nepal 2 1.12% 
Country: Somalia 2 1.12% 
Country: Burundi 1 0.56% 
Country: Cameroon 1 0.56% 
Country: Ghana 1 0.56% 
Country: Haiti 1 0.56% 
Country: Indonesia 1 0.56% 
Country: Liberia 1 0.56% 
Country: Mali 1 0.56% 
Country: Qatar 1 0.56% 
Country: Sudan 1 0.56% 
Country: Togo 1 0.56% 
Country: Yemen 1 0.56% 
Country: Zambia 1 0.56% 
Total 178 100% 


 








ANNEX 7 | QUALITATIVE CODE BOOK 


 
 
 


Code Name Description 
A. Activities Implemented Information related to PRO-WASH implementation, for program backgrou  


review 
B. Award Responsiveness Comments that relate to the way USAID designed the award. Vis-a-vis the w  


SCUS 'managed' the award are coded to 'D. Factors influencing the meeting  
objectives'. 
How did the technical design of the award and the level of flexibility affect  
ability to respond to implementing partner and donor needs, collaborate w  
partners, and adapt to external circumstances (e.g., COVID-19 pandemic, Fo  
for Peace/Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance merger)? 


C. Comments on Approach 
to / Intensity of Engagement 


How did the combination of the different approaches to engagement (e  
training, applied research, coaching, etc.) and the intensity of engagem  
influence the WASH/IWRM technical quality improvemen  
(Probing): How has PRO-WASH contributed to WASH/IWRM knowled  
sharing and understanding of best practices and promising/innovative mod  
for WASH service delivery among Resilience Food Security Activities (RFSA  


C.a. Networking among 
RFSAs and external 


(Probing): How has PRO-WASH contributed to WASH/IWRM knowled  
sharing and understanding of best practices and promising/innovative mod  
for WASH service delivery among Resilience Food Security Activities (RFSA  


D. Factors Influencing the 
Meeting of Objectives 


AB - I am coding everything here that relates to the way SC managed the awa   
Vis-a-vis the way USAID 'managed' the award which I'm coding to 'B. Awa  
Responsiveness'. 
 
What have been the favorable and impeding factors related to the design a  
management of the award that have affected the Award’s ability to meet  
objectives? 


E. Institutionalization of 
Tools/Resources 


To what degree did implementing partners institutionalize into their organizatio  
the resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH beyond the specific project t  
the Award supported? 


F. IP Perception of Quality How do Implementing Partners perceive the quality of the different types  
support offered by PRO-WASH (e.g., applied research, technical guid  
learning briefs, coaching, remote and in-person training, technical knowled  
sharing events, webinars, and communities of practice)? 


G. IP Perception of 
Relevance 


How do Implementing Partners perceive the relevance of the different types  
support offered by PRO-WASH (e.g., applied research, technical guid  
learning briefs, coaching, remote and in-person training, technical knowled  
sharing events, webinars, and communities of practice)? To what extent  
implementing partners perceive that PRO-WASH tailored priorities to th  
requests/needs? Which technical focus areas were most useful? W  
remaining gaps/existing challenges that have not been met through PRO-WA  
learning and research? 


H. IP Perception of Utility How do Implementing Partners perceive the utility of the different types  
support offered by PRO-WASH (e.g., applied research, technical guid  
learning briefs, coaching, remote and in-person training, technical knowled  
sharing events, webinars, and communities of practice)? 


I. Outreach to IPs Outreach to Implementing Partners At what points in the RFSA cycle w  
outreach to implementing partners most and least relevant and effective? Wh  
How effective was PRO-WASH’s outreach as part of the Program Cycle Supp  
(PCS) Inception and Culmination workshops? How can this be improved? 


 







 
 


I.a. Frequency Any comments on the frequency with which PRO-WASH reached out to I  
I.b. Timing within Cycle Any comments on the timing within the RFSA program cycle at which PR


WASH initially reached out. 
J. Planned Use of Tools / 
Resources after Award 


To what degree do partners believe they will continue to use and share  
resources/tools developed by PRO-WASH after the end of the Award? 


K. Staffing Structure How appropriate and effective is PRO-WASH’s organizational and staff  
structure for the implementation of our work? 


L. Steering Committee How effective was the design, composition and management of the PROWA  
Steering Committee? How could this be improved? 


L.a.  SC lack of knowledge Incidents of Steering Committee members stating that they don't ha  
knowledge of something to do with PRO-WASH. 


M. Thought Leadership and 
In fluence 


How did the awards inform advancements or changes to USAID/BHA polici  
standards, and guidance? 


N. Use of Tools/TA Within 
Projects Supported by 
Award 


To what degree did implementing partners use resources/tools (technical too  
training packages; learning briefs; webinars and applied research findin  
developed by PRO-WASH within the specific projects that the Award supporte  
How easy was it for partners to find and access resources/tools? Which PR
WASH resources/tools partners have been used and how often? What are  
barriers/enablers to implementing partners using the resources/tools? What a  
the barriers/enablers to implementing partners replicating training? 


O. Covid Complications Comments relating to COVID-19 
P. Communication with P-W Comments relating to ongoing communication with PRO-WASH 
P.a. Knowledge of P-W 
closeout 


Comments relating to IPs being unaware of PRO-WASH's planned close out 


Possible case study To flag possible case studies 
Q. Uptake: Factors Affecting Comments relating to factors that influenced the extent to which IPs took up  


offer of support from PRO-WASH 


R. Three Words Three words or phrases used to describe PRO-WASH 
S. Recommendations Recommendations arising directly from respondents 


 








ANNEX 8 | EVALUATION ETHICS 
 
Though risks of harm and perpetration of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse, and Harassment (SEAH) are 
minimized by the nature of the online data collection process, Causal Design nevertheless applied its 
rigorous approach to evaluation ethics to this assignment, as outlined below. 


Code of Conduct | All team members were trained in, and signed up to, the Causal Design Employee 
Handbook, which includes a rigorous Code of Conduct, whistleblowing procedures, and policies and 
procedures with reference to gender equality and social inclusion. 


Responding to power dynamics | The Causal Design team was cognizant of power imbalances 
between researcher and respondent and designed tools to create freedom of expression for key 
informants. Data collectors are highly experienced in research exercises and brought a commitment to 
empowering approaches to their work. 


Confidentiality and informed consent | All respondents to both quantitative and qualitative data 
collection processes were provided a full overview of the use of the information provided, and any 
benefits or risks to them as a result of their participation. Respondents were given the opportunity to 
decline to participate, to end the interview at any time, and to later withdraw information provided if they 
so wished.  One target respondent declined to participate, and their decision was respected. No 
respondents who initially consented to participate later withdrew their consent. Respondents were 
assured of their anonymity in final reports and learning products developed as a result of the evaluation, 
which was assured through the data management processes outlined below. 


Do no harm | Given the nature of the evaluation, Causal Design did not consider the data to be of a 
sensitive nature, and therefore did not employ mechanisms to mitigate the risks of harm related to the 
nature of questioning. For example, where an evaluation relates to a Violence Against Women and Girls 
prevention program, which would necessitate questioning about sensitive issues including experience 
of violence, counselling and referral mechanisms would be available to respondents. 


Participation, not extraction | Causal Design collaborated with PRO-WASH to ensure that 
respondents involved in the evaluation will be provided the full report and invited to learning workshops 
as appropriate. 


 
 








Annex 9 | Case Studies 
Budikadidi RFSA 
Budikadidi is a RFSA being implemented in the Kasaï Oriental Province of Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), 
by a consortium led by Catholic Relief Services (CRS) in partnership with Caritas Mbuji Mayi, Réseaux Femmes 
et Développement (REFED) and Human Network International (HNI). Budikadidi has a total budget of $44million 
over 5 years, later extended for a further 2 years, and aims to “ensure that nutrition and food security for 
households improve to achieve sustained nutrition, food security, and economic well-being outcomes”1. 


Budikadidi started in 2016, before the launch of PRO-WASH, a Technical Assistance Associate Award focusing 
on WASH and IWRM, and initially began working with PRO-WASH following the program’s mid-term review. The 
mid-term review identified issues relating to the program’s sanitation strategies and approaches, which prompted 
Budikadidi to take up PRO-WASH’s support. Senior team members within CRS had previously attended PRO-
WASH webinars, but the first direct engagement for targeted support developed following the mid-term review. 
Budikadidi Senior Management noted that earlier engagement with PRO-WASH may have been more beneficial 
for the RFSA, as this earlier engagement would have allowed the RFSA greater opportunity to strategize and 
implement based on learning gained from the Associate Award. 


Budikadidi engaged in a range of technical support avenues with PRO-WASH. Initially the IP team participated in 
a Make Me A Change Agent training workshop, and from there worked with PRO-WASH to develop a range of 
learning briefs about the program. The Budikadidi team also participated in the web-based WASH Systems 
Strengthening course led by IRC, and senior team members were invited by IRC to speak at training workshops 
facilitated for other partners. PRO-WASH further supported the Budikadidi team to submit abstracts to 
international conferences. In the two years prior to the endline evaluation, PRO-WASH had supported Budikadidi 
with consultants to train the team on Market-Based Sanitation, which had particular relevance to the areas for 
attention identified in the RFSA’s mid-term review. Finally, PRO-WASH has supported Budikadidi to engage with 
a Hydrologist, to support the strengthening of the RFSA’s Water Quality Testing instruments. These various 
engagements have been underpinned by a continuous, open challenge for direct questions and support, which 
has been instrumental for the Budikadidi team to respond to emerging issues as they arise. The cordial work 
relationship between Budikadidi and PRO-WASH has been a key driver in Budikadidi’s continued engagement 
with the Associate Award.  


The technical support needs that led to the provision of the various types of support outlined above were identified 
through Budikadidi’s proactivity in response to both program learning and learning gained through attendance at 
webinars. A key point noted by the Budikadidi Senior Management representative relates to the expansiveness 
of WASH as a technical field. Given the broad range of topics included under WASH, it is not feasible for an IP to 
retain staff members who can cover all of the relevant issues. PRO-WASH has been able to reach out to wider 
breadth of expertise, therefore, to support Budikadidi over and above what the CRS Regional WASH Advisors 
can provide, particularly in Market Based Sanitation. 


Budikadidi has applied the learning gained from PRO-WASH. For example, the Budikadidi representative shared 
reflections over the value ‘clients’ will bequeath to an item that they have paid for such as a cement slab for a 
latrine. The Budikadidi representative stated that  


“Maybe programs that were just distributing cement slabs free to households, the households may sell it or may 
not use it. They will not use it for their bathroom because their house is made with soil, and they may think ‘why 
will my latrine be a slab when my house is soil’. So programs in which items are distributed freely, the cement 
slab for the latrine failed. But through learning gained from PRO-WASH, we said ‘No. We need to understand first 
how much people can afford and what type of slab they want to have, what is their preference?’ So we start with 
that. We saw the need to understand the client's perspective and then started from them to develop the product. 
This was really great for everyone in my team. We realized that behavior change.  When it comes to paying some 
money for the slab…then you have to really ensure that it will meet the customers’ needs so that is one big 
application in our work.” 


                                                           
1 See https://www.fsnnetwork.org/resource/budikadidi-development-food-security-activity-democratic-republic-congo 



https://www.fsnnetwork.org/resource/budikadidi-development-food-security-activity-democratic-republic-congo





Moreover, Budikadidi’s monitoring data demonstrates that this shift in strategy is yielding improved results. The 
program has generated evidence that there has been an impact on the prevalence of diarrhea in their target areas, 
a result which the team believes PRO-WASH’s support has directly contributed toward. 


The Budikadidi team intends to share the learning gained from PRO-WASH with the wider CRS team, though time 
had not permitted this shared learning at the time of the PRO-WASH End Line Evaluation.  


Niger RFSAs 
PRO-WASH has supported three RFSAs in Niger: Girma, Hamzari, and Wadata. 


Hamzari is a $33 million, 5-year RFSA being delivered by CARE-led consortium in partnership with WaterAid, 
ANBEF, DEMI-E, FORSANI and KARKARA. The RFSA aims to directly address underlying causes of food 
insecurity and malnutrition, while reinforcing and strengthening community systems2.  


Wadata is a 5-year RFSA implemented by Save the Children in partnership with NCBA CLUSA, Kaisen Company 
and the NGO DEMI-E. Wadata seeks to “enhance collective action to address food, nutrition and water security, 
to increase capacities, assets and agency for improved access to diverse food at all times of the year, and to 
improve nutrition, health and hygiene and sanitation of pregnant women, young mothers, adolescents, children 
under five and their families”3. 


Girma is a 5-year RFSA being delivered by CRS in partnership with the Government of Niger, ICRISAT, DEMI-E, 
Education Development Centre, Community Development Assistance, the Institute for Reproductive Health at 
Georgetown University, Tufts University and Viamo. Girma aims to improve and sustain food and nutrition security 
and resilience among extremely vulnerable and very vulnerable households and communities in Niger. 


As individual RFSAs, the IPs had engaged with PRO-WASH in various ways to access relevant support. 
Significantly, however, the RFSAs had all identified challenges with the market for WASH construction materials 
and other items in Niger as a key issue. Through this needs identification process, facilitated by PRO-WASH, the 
RFSAs agreed to access an Applied Research grant to undertake a joint study into issues related to market-based 
WASH in Niger.  


The study has been instrumental in the adaptations of the RFSAs to respond to the findings. For example, one 
RFSA created a new position within the team to bring in specific expertise in Marketing, which has “changed the 
quality of [the team’s] thinking and [their] resolution”. The findings of the Applied Research Grant, moreover, have 
been instrumental in profiling the RFSAs nationally within Niger. The Niger Government was seeking to undertake 
a similar study, but on receiving the report produced with PRO-WASH support, the government determined that 
an additional study would no longer be required, given that the findings were considered good quality and relevant 
to the country as a whole. The Government of Niger is now promoting the study as a “document of reference for 
the nation” to inform the market-based WASH programing of other development partners. 


The IPs delivering the three RFSAs are now working collaboratively to influence the development of national 
strategy emerging from the findings of the report.  


The IP representatives reflect that by working together, they were able to succeed in solving problems that would 
have been insurmountable had they worked alone. The IPs also report to have learnt a lot from each other and 
are grateful that PRO-WASH brought them together for this significant piece of work. 


 


                                                           
2 See https://www.care.org/our-work/food-and-nutrition/nutrition/hamzari/  
3 See https://ncbaclusa.coop/project/wadata-development-food-security-activity/  



https://www.care.org/our-work/food-and-nutrition/nutrition/hamzari/

https://ncbaclusa.coop/project/wadata-development-food-security-activity/
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ANNEX 2 | PRO-WASH IMPLEMENTATION 
TIMELINE 


 








ANNEX 6 | IDENTIFICATION OF TARGET 
QUALITATIVE RESPONDENTS 


The sampling strategy that was adopted was agreed in collaboration with the PRO-WASH team. KII 
and FGD respondents were selected from the network of individuals who are known to the PRO-
WASH team to have engaged with the award. Respondents were purposively targeted across a range 
of partners, including those who engaged with high, medium and low intensity1, to elicit information 
relating to enablers and barriers to participation in PRO-WASH activities. Respondents were also 
selected across a range of types of engagement, including knowledge sharing event participants, 
training workshop participants, and recipients of learning briefs and technical guides, and 
subsequently represent a broad geographic coverage as well, allowing for very effective 
representation across participants and stakeholders.  


 


The evaluation aimed to conduct 20-25 KIIs or FGDs and completed 25 KIIs and FGDs. Target 
respondents were determined through a weighting of the focus of the learning questions, which was 
then applied to determine the breakdown of targeted respondents as shown in table 1. 


 


Table 1 | Weighting of Learning Questions and Associated Target Respondents 


 


Furthermore, to identify target IPs, Causal Design analyzed the regional and engagement breakdown 
of all IPs targeted by PRO-WASH, to determine the number of IPs to target within specific groups, as 
shown in tables 2 and 3. 


 


                                                           
1 Intensity of engagement has been defined as below: 
None No memorable (from the perspective of the PRO-WASH team) engagements or PRO-WASH had a one-off call with the individual/institution where 


PRO-WASH offered support or asked them to provide input into the desk mapping, but there was no further engagement (for example, the 
programme was closing out) 


Low Actor or institution attended a webinar, small group discussion or similar 
Medium Actor or institution participated in a one-off training and received little to no follow-on support. Or the actor or institution worked closely together 


with PRO-WASH to co-write a learning brief/conference abstract. 
High Actor or institution participated in multiple trainings, mentorship or refreshers, applied research support, etc. For example, a partner had a MBS 


training + coaching (ViMPlus), or training + applied research (Niger RFSAs or SHOUHARDO) 
 


 


Focus of Learning Question Proportion of all 
questions 


Target Respondent Group Number of Targeted 
Respondents 


Learning questions 
focused on IPs’ 
perceptions, use, sustained 
use of tools, and outreach 
to IPs 


Approximately 
67% 


Implementing Partners 15 - 16 


Learning questions 
focused on award design 
and objectives 


Approximately 
27% 


USAID/BHA staff, PRO-WASH 
Steering Committee, PRO-WASH 
Staff, SCALE Staff, PCS Staff 


6 - 7 


Learning question focused 
on thought-leadership 


Approximately 
9% 


USAID/BHA staff, PRO-WASH Staff 2 


  Total 23 - 25 
 







Table 2 | Regional Breakdown of Implementing Partners 


 


Table 3 | Engagement Level Breakdown of Implementing Partners 


 


These matrices were discussed with the PRO-WASH team, who supported the identification of IPs that 
met the criteria outlined herein. Where there were an insufficient number of appropriate IPs that met 
the criteria outlined, a mutual agreement was derived, to increase IPs from another category. For 
example, it was not possible to identify 4-5 low engagement IPs, which had staff members who were 
contactable by PRO-WASH, and so the number of low-engagement IPs was reduced, and the number 
of high engagement IPs was increased. The final list of IPs was agreed between Causal Design and 
PRO-WASH and was assessed by Causal Design to represent a sufficiently broad range of IPs in line 
with the learning questions. 
 
Respondents falling into the other categories, including PRO-WASH staff, USAID/BHA representatives, 
representatives of co-Associate Awards, were then selected on the basis of knowledge of PRO-WASH, 
and availability. 
 
Selected respondents were given the opportunity to decline to participate. One target respondent 
declined and was replaced with an alternative that met similar criteria.  Another respondent did not 
respond to Causal Design’s request for their participation and was replaced with a respondent from a 
different category, given time availability to identify an alternate. 


 
 


Region Proportion of IPs across regions Number of Targeted IPs 
West Africa and the Sahel 14% 2 
Central and Southern Africa 33% 5 
East Africa and the Horn 33% 5 
Asia 14% 2 
Latin America and the Caribbean 5% 1 
 Total 15 


 


Intensity of Engagement Proportion of IPs across engagement levels Number of Targeted IPs 
High 36% 5 - 6 
Medium 21% 3 - 4 
Low 28% 4 - 5 
None 14% 0 
 Total 12 - 15 
 








ANNEX 3 | KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW AND 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION SEMI-
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDES 


Core Module 
Communication Protocol and Informed Consent 
 
Introduction and program information: Hello, my name is ________________. I am working with 
Causal Design to undertake an endline evaluation of the PRO-WASH Associate Award, delivered by 
Save the Children, funded by USAID’s Bureau for Humanitarian Assistance. 


Our evaluation aims to review the outcomes of the award, and how processes delivered under PRO-
WASH influenced these outcomes.  PRO-WASH is particularly interested to learn about the interests 
and needs of implementing partners for future support. 


The Goal of this Interview: We have invited you to this interview as you have been identified as a 
key respondent who could shed light on our areas of interest. We would like to discuss and get your 
perspective on the responsiveness of PRO-WASH, the relevance, quality and utility of the technical 
support offered by PRO-WASH, and the processes they undertook to reach out to partners. 


We anticipate that the interview should take up to 60 mins of your time. 


Informed Consent:  With your permission, I will be recording this interview. What you say during this 
interview will be shared with a team of analysts but nobody else. We will remove your name and other 
personally identifying information from the recording, and your name will not appear in the analysis or 
any report. You do not have to participate and you can choose to withdraw at any time by asking me 
to stop.  If you wish, you can ask for all information you have provided to me to be removed from our 
data set.  You can also contact me after the interview has finished to decline to participate and ask 
that any information you have provided me be removed from the data set.  I will provide you with my 
email address for you to do so if you wish.  We do not foresee any risks to you for participating, and 
the benefits to you will be knowing that you have contributed your feedback to improve future phases 
of support.  


So please, speak openly to us – PRO-WASH are eager to learn from this process, so that they may 
build on strengths and improve their performance going forward. 


Do you agree with being interviewed by us and recording our conversation? 


[CONFIRM CONSENT] 


Thank you very much for agreeing to take part in this interview. 


Do you have any questions before we begin? 


Interview Information 
Interviewer  


Interview Date  


Approx Interview Length 
Delete as appropriate 


<30 mins   /   30mins   /   45 mins  /   1hr   / 
1hr+ 


 
Respondent Information 


Respondent Type  
Delete as appropriate 


BHA-funded RFSA 
BHA-funded emergency program 


USAID-funded Associate Award or food security support mechanism 
Non-BHA funded organization 







PRO-WASH Staff 
PRO-WASH SC Member 


USAID staff <if outside BHA, note which USAID bureau of office> 


Interviewee Name/s  


Interviewee 
Program/Organization 


 


Interviewee Position/Role   


Gender  


Observations  
Please provide details about 
the interview setting, 
interviewee’s 
responsiveness, and any 
other relevant information  


 


 
Opening 
 
1. How and when did you first come into contact with PRO-WASH? 
2. What three words would you use to describe the PRO-WASH program? 
3. What was your experience of outreach from PRO-WASH?  


a. Probe: What inputs/discussions did they reach out to you for? 
b. Probe: At what point in your program cycle did they reach out to you? <If not mentioned, 


ask specifically about the Program Cycle Support Inception and Culmination Workshops1> 
c. Probe:  Was the outreach process a valuable use of your time? 
d. Probe: To what extent did PRO-WASH respond to feedback you provided through this 


process? 
e. Probe: Do you have any recommendations on improving PRO-WASH’s approach to 


communicating and engaging with partners? 
 
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 
 
PRO-WASH aimed to provide WASH technical assistance needed by yourself and your team.  This 
requires that: 


a) The technical focus areas are relevant to you 
b) The delivery/methodology of providing support is appropriate. 


 
4. I first want to ask about the technical focus areas.  Which WASH technical focus areas that PRO-


WASH offered were most aligned to your needs? [if not mentioned, prompt with SBC, 
infrastructure maintenance and sustainability, water quality, human centered design, market-based 
sanitation, IWRM, COVID-19, WASH and Nutrition, gender and WASH]  
a. Probe: Did you/your teams have any technical needs that were not addressed by PRO-


WASH? If so, which?  
b. Probe: You’re already working in WASH and have expertise in this area.  What added value 


did PRO-WASH provide, and how did you incorporate that into your existing knowledge? 
 


Thank you.  Let’s move on to discuss the delivery/methodologies used to provide technical support. 
 
5. PRO-WASH adopted a range of approaches to provide assistance.  This included: 


● Applied research findings 
● Technical guides 
● Learning briefs 


                                                           
1 NB – this probe is only relevant for partners in Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger, Malawi, Zimbabwe, Haiti, Ethiopia  







● Coaching 
● Remote training workshops 
● In-person training workshops 
● Technical knowledge sharing events 
● Webinars 


a. Which approaches did you engage with? 
b. Why did you engage with those approaches? What made you select this over other 


activities/opportunities? <NB ask opened ended but prompt with ‘timing, relevance, 
recommendation’ if needed> 


c. Of the approaches you engaged with, which did you find most effective in terms of learning 
gained, your ability to apply that learning to your work, and improvements in the quality of 
your work? 


 
6. Did you engage in more than one approach? (For example, perhaps you attended a training 


workshop, and received technical guides?  Or you received coaching as well as attending 
webinars.)  If yes, by engaging in more than one ‘delivery methodology’, do you feel this had an 
influence on your ability to use tools or resources? 
 


7. How frequently did/do you use PRO-WASH’s resources and which resources did/do you use 
most/least? 


 
a. Probe: If you participated in a training workshop, did you participate in any follow up 


processes, <NB if need be, prompt with such as refresher training workshops, follow-up 
surveys or interviews>?  


b. Probe: Did the frequency that you engaged with PRO-WASH influence the extent to which 
you were able to use the tools/resources in your work?  If yes, how? 


 
 


Thank you.  I now want to ask about the extent to which PRO-WASH did or did not adapt to 
changing needs and contexts. 
  


8. Did your/your team’s technical focus area needs change during your engagement with PRO-
WASH?   
a. Probe: If yes, what was the cause of that change? [if not mentioned, prompt with COVID-19, 


national emergencies, changes in donor priorities, formative research, midterm 
review/evaluation findings] 


 
9. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its technical focus areas to align with the change in 


your/your team’s needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of how PRO-WASH adapted to your needs?   
b. Probe: How did you tell PRO-WASH about these changes?   
c. Probe: What adaptations were there in terms of technical focus?  Were these the changes 


you needed? 
d. Probe <If COVID-19 is mentioned above> Were you provided with specific insights on how to 


implement your programming under COVID-19 restrictions, and how to operate in the COVID-
19 response?  
 


10. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its delivery methodology/approaches to respond to the 
change in your/your team’s needs? 


a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to your needs?   
b. Probe: How were you able to express the change in your needs?   
c. Probe: What adaptations served you most? 


 
 
11. You mentioned PRO-WASH did/didn’t adapt to your programme/needs.  Do you have any view on 


what factors may have influenced PRO-WASH’s ability to adapt?  You may consider aspects 
related to the technical design of the award, the staffing structure, the opportunities they had to 
adapt, and the team’s motivations regarding adaptation 


 







Thank you.  I would like now to ask more specifically about how, if at all, you have used learning, tools 
or resources gain from PRO-WASH. 
 


12. Firstly, how easy or hard was it for you to be able to find resources and tools created or shared by 
PRO-WASH?  Where did you go when you were trying to find tools or support? 


 
13. Which specific learning, tools or resources have you used in your BHA-funded program?   


a. Probe: How did you use this?  What change in practice did you implement on the basis of 
your learning? 


b. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you used the learning, tools or 
resources?  You might consider factors relating to your knowledge and skills, the 
opportunities you had including facilities like internet, funds for internal workshops, 
openness from others, and your own opinions on how useful the resources are. 


 
14. <For those who reported to have attended a training workshop> Were you able to replicate 


the training for other members of your program team? 
a. Probe: If yes, please provide details. If not, why not? 
b. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you replicated training for others?  You 


might consider factors relating to your own capability, the opportunities you had including 
openness from others, and your own motivations. 


 
15. Will you use the learning, resources or tools gained from PRO-WASH in your future work, now that 


PRO-WASH is closing? 
a. Probe: Which learning, resources or tools will you use? 
b. Probe: In what way will you use them? 
c. Probe: What factors will influence the extent to which you continue to use the learning, 


tools or resources?  You might consider factors relating to your own capability, the 
opportunities you anticipate having including openness from others, and your own 
motivations 


d. Probe: With the program closing, where do you anticipate accessing tools and resources 
that you plan to use in the future?  


 
16. Did you create any organizational policies, procedures or systems based on your learning, 


resources or tools gained from PRO-WASH?  If yes, please tell me about these. 
a. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you institutionalized your learning in 


this way?  You might consider factors relating to your own capability, the opportunities you 
had including openness from others, and your own motivations. 


 
 
Award Design and Objectives 
 
17. How appropriate is PRO-WASH’s governance and staffing structure for the delivery of its 


objectives? 
 


a. Probe: Did you find that PRO-WASH had the right technical and management skills to meet 
the goals? 


b. Probe: Were there enough regular staff to respond to your needs?  Do you have any 
reflections on the continuity of team members? 


c. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in staffing? 
 
Thought leadership and influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 
 
18. Did PRO-WASH contribute toward any changes or developments in USAID/BHA policies, 


standards or guidance? 
a. Probe: If yes, please give details.   
b. Probe: If yes, did this change in polices/standards/guidance result in any improvements in 


the quality of work delivered by partners? 
c. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which PRO-WASH influenced these 


processes?  You might consider factors relating to USAID’s own capability or motivations to 
be influenced, the opportunities presented to PRO-WASH to influence. 







 
 


Implementing Partner (IP) Module 
 
Opening 
 
1. How and when did you first come into contact with PRO-WASH? 
2. What three words would you use to describe the PRO-WASH program? 
3. What was your experience of outreach from PRO-WASH?  


a. Probe: What inputs/discussions did they reach out to you for? 
b. Probe: At what point in your program cycle did they reach out to you? <If not mentioned, 


ask specifically about the Program Cycle Support Inception and Culmination Workshops2> 
c. Probe:  Was the outreach process a valuable use of your time? 
d. Probe: To what extent did PRO-WASH respond to feedback you provided through this 


process? 
e. Probe: Do you have any recommendations on improving PRO-WASH’s approach to 


communicating and engaging with partners? 
 
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 
 
PRO-WASH aimed to provide WASH technical assistance needed by yourself and your team.  This 
requires that: 


c) The technical focus areas are relevant to you 
d) The delivery/methodology of providing support is appropriate. 


 
4. I first want to ask about the technical focus areas.  Which WASH technical focus areas that PRO-


WASH offered were most aligned to your needs? [if not mentioned, prompt with SBC, 
infrastructure maintenance and sustainability, water quality, human centered design, market-based 
sanitation, IWRM, COVID-19, WASH and Nutrition, gender and WASH]  
a. Probe: Did you/your teams have any technical needs that were not addressed by PRO-


WASH? If so, which?  
b. Probe: You’re already working in WASH and have expertise in this area.  What added value 


did PRO-WASH provide, and how did you incorporate that into your existing knowledge? 
 


Thank you.  Let’s move on to discuss the delivery/methodologies used to provide technical support. 
 
5. PRO-WASH adopted a range of approaches to provide assistance.  This included: 


● Applied research findings 
● Technical guides 
● Learning briefs 
● Coaching 
● Remote training workshops 
● In-person training workshops 
● Technical knowledge sharing events 
● Webinars 


a. Which approaches did you engage with? 
b. Why did you engage with those approaches? What made you select this over other 


activities/opportunities? <NB ask opened ended but prompt with ‘timing, relevance, 
recommendation’ if needed> 


c. Of the approaches you engaged with, which did you find most effective in terms of learning 
gained, your ability to apply that learning to your work, and improvements in the quality of 
your work? 


 
6. Did you engage in more than one approach? (For example, perhaps you attended a training 


workshop, and received technical guides?  Or you received coaching as well as attending 


                                                           
2 NB – this probe is only relevant for partners in Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger, Malawi, Zimbabwe, Haiti, Ethiopia  







webinars.)  If yes, by engaging in more than one ‘delivery methodology’, do you feel this had an 
influence on your ability to use tools or resources? 
 


7. How frequently did/do you use PRO-WASH’s resources and which resources did/do you use 
most/least? 


 
c. Probe: If you participated in a training workshop, did you participate in any follow up 


processes, <NB if need be, prompt with such as refresher training workshops, follow-up 
surveys or interviews>?  


d. Probe: Did the frequency that you engaged with PRO-WASH influence the extent to which 
you were able to use the tools/resources in your work?  If yes, how? 


 
 


Thank you.  I now want to ask about the extent to which PRO-WASH did or did not adapt to 
changing needs and contexts. 
  


8. Did your/your team’s technical focus area needs change during your engagement with PRO-
WASH?   
a. Probe: If yes, what was the cause of that change? [if not mentioned, prompt with COVID-19, 


national emergencies, changes in donor priorities, formative research, midterm 
review/evaluation findings] 


 
9. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its technical focus areas to align with the change in 


your/your team’s needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of how PRO-WASH adapted to your needs?   
b. Probe: How did you tell PRO-WASH about these changes?   
c. Probe: What adaptations were there in terms of technical focus?  Were these the changes 


you needed? 
d. Probe <If COVID-19 is mentioned above> Were you provided with specific insights on how to 


implement your programming under COVID-19 restrictions, and how to operate in the COVID-
19 response?  
 


10. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its delivery methodology/approaches to respond to the 
change in your/your team’s needs? 


a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to your needs?   
b. Probe: How were you able to express the change in your needs?   
c. Probe: What adaptations served you most? 


 
 
11. You mentioned PRO-WASH did/didn’t adapt to your programme/needs.  Do you have any view on 


what factors may have influenced PRO-WASH’s ability to adapt?  You may consider aspects 
related to the technical design of the award, the staffing structure, the opportunities they had to 
adapt, and the team’s motivations regarding adaptation 


 
Thank you.  I would like now to ask more specifically about how, if at all, you have used learning, tools 
or resources gain from PRO-WASH. 
 


12. Firstly, how easy or hard was it for you to be able to find resources and tools created or shared by 
PRO-WASH?  Where did you go when you were trying to find tools or support? 


 
13. Which specific learning, tools or resources have you used in your BHA-funded program?   


a. Probe: How did you use this?  What change in practice did you implement on the basis of 
your learning? 


b. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you used the learning, tools or 
resources?  You might consider factors relating to your knowledge and skills, the 
opportunities you had including facilities like internet, funds for internal workshops, 
openness from others, and your own opinions on how useful the resources are. 


 







14. <For those who reported to have attended a training workshop> Were you able to replicate 
the training for other members of your program team? 


a. Probe: If yes, please provide details. If not, why not? 
b. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you replicated training for others?  You 


might consider factors relating to your own capability, the opportunities you had including 
openness from others, and your own motivations. 


 
15. Will you use the learning, resources or tools gained from PRO-WASH in your future work, now that 


PRO-WASH is closing? 
a. Probe: Which learning, resources or tools will you use? 
b. Probe: In what way will you use them? 
c. Probe: What factors will influence the extent to which you continue to use the learning, 


tools or resources?  You might consider factors relating to your own capability, the 
opportunities you anticipate having including openness from others, and your own 
motivations 


d. Probe: With the program closing, where do you anticipate accessing tools and resources 
that you plan to use in the future?  


 
16. Did you create any organizational policies, procedures or systems based on your learning, 


resources or tools gained from PRO-WASH?  If yes, please tell me about these. 
a. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which you institutionalized your learning in 


this way?  You might consider factors relating to your own capability, the opportunities you 
had including openness from others, and your own motivations. 


 
 
Award Design and Objectives 
 
17. How appropriate is PRO-WASH’s governance and staffing structure for the delivery of its 


objectives? 
 


a. Probe: Did you find that PRO-WASH had the right technical and management skills to meet 
the goals? 


b. Probe: Were there enough regular staff to respond to your needs?  Do you have any 
reflections on the continuity of team members? 


c. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in staffing? 
  
Thought leadership and influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 
 


18. Did your USAID AOR, HAO or BHA Technical Advisors share any guidance or standards with 
you that were from PRO-WASH or adapted from PRO-WASH? 


a. Probe: If yes, please give details.   
b. Probe: If yes, did this change in police/standards/guidance result in any improvements in 


the quality of your work? 
 
 


PRO-WASH Staff Module3 
Opening 
 
1. How did you first come into contact with PRO-WASH? 
2. What three words would you use to describe the PRO-WASH program?  
3. How did you engage in outreach to IPs?  


a. Probe: What inputs/discussions did you reach out to IPs for? 
b. Probe: At what point in IPs program cycle did you reach out to them? <If not mentioned, 


ask specifically about the Program Cycle Support Inception and Culmination Workshops> 
c. Probe: How relevant to you was the outreach process? 


                                                           
3 One KII respondent is the former Director of PRO-WASH but now at USAID. Use this module for that 
interview. 







d. Probe: To what extent did you respond to feedback you gained through this process? 
e. Probe: Do you have any recommendations on improving PRO-WASH’s approach to 


outreach? 
 
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 
 
PRO-WASH aimed to provide the technical assistance needed by IPs.  This requires that: 


e) The technical focus areas are relevant to IPs 
f) The delivery/methodology of providing support is appropriate. 


 
4. Did Implementing Partners’ technical focus area needs change during PRO-WASH delivery?   


a. Probe: If yes, what was the cause of that change? [if not mentioned, prompt with COVID-19, 
national emergencies, changes in donor priorities] 


 
5. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its technical focus areas to align with the change in 


IP’s needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to IP needs?   
b. Probe: How were IPs able to express the change in their needs?   
c. Probe: What adaptations were there in terms of technical focus?   
d. Probe <If COVID-19 is mentioned above> Did you provide specific insights on how to 


implement programming under COVID-19 restrictions, and how to operate in the COVID-19 
response? 


 
6. To what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its delivery methodology/approaches to respond to the 


change in IPs’ needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to IPs’ needs?   
b. Probe: How were IPs able to express the change in their needs?   


 
7. Do you have any view on what factors may have influenced PRO-WASH’s adaptability?  You may 


consider aspects related to the technical design of the award, the staffing structure, the 
opportunities you had to adapt, and the team’s motivations regarding adaptation 


 
 
Award Design and Objectives 
 
8. How appropriate is PRO-WASH’s governance and staffing structure for the delivery of its 


objectives? 
 


a. Probe: Did you find that PRO-WASH had the right technical and management skills to meet 
the goals? 


b. Probe: Were there enough regular staff to respond to IP needs?  Do you have any 
reflections on the way in which PRO-WASH engaged consultants on a need basis? 


c. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in staffing? 
 
Thought-leadership and influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 
 


9. Did PRO-WASH contribute toward any changes or developments in USAID/BHA policies, 
standards or guidance? 


a. Probe: If yes, please give details.   
b. Probe: If yes, did this change in police/standards/guidance result in any improvements in 


the quality of work delivered by partners? 
c. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which PRO-WASH influenced these 


processes?  You might consider factors relating to USAID’s own capability or motivations to 
be influenced, the opportunities presented to PRO-WASH to influence. 


 


PRO-WASH Steering Committee Member FGD Module 
 
Opening 
 







1. How and when did you first come into contact with PRO-WASH/join the SC? 
2. What was the nature of your engagement with PRO-WASH as SC members? 
3. What three words would you use to describe the PRO-WASH program? 
 
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence4 
 
PRO-WASH aimed to provide the technical assistance needed by IPs.  This requires that: 


g) The technical focus areas are relevant to IPs 
h) The delivery/methodology of providing support is appropriate. 


 
10. Did Implementing Partners’ technical focus area needs change during PRO-WASH delivery?   


a. Probe: If yes, what was the cause of that change? [if not mentioned, prompt with COVID-19, 
national emergencies, changes in donor priorities] 


 
11. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its technical focus areas to align with the change in 


IP’s needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to IP needs?   
b. Probe: How were IPs able to express the change in their needs?   
c. Probe: What adaptations were there in terms of technical focus?   
d. Probe <If COVID-19 is mentioned above> Did you provide specific insights on how to 


implement programming under COVID-19 restrictions, and how to operate in the COVID-19 
response? 


 
12. To what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its delivery methodology/approaches to respond to the 


change in IPs’ needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to IPs’ needs?   
b. Probe: How were IPs able to express the change in their needs?   


 
13. Do you have any view on what factors may have influenced PRO-WASH’s adaptability?  You may 


consider aspects related to the technical design of the award, the staffing structure, the 
opportunities you had to adapt, and the team’s motivations regarding adaptation 


 
 
Outreach to Implementing Partners 
 
4. To what extent did PRO-WASH inform the SC about engagement with/outreach to IPs?  


a. Probe:  What learning did they share, if any, with the SC that had been derived from IP 
outreach processes? 


b. Probe: Do you have any recommendations on improving PRO-WASH’s engagement of 
IPs with SC members? 


  
Award Design and Objectives 
 
5. The Steering Committee’s key responsibilities included: 


● Review and provide feedback on the WASH award capacity strengthening and learning 
agenda. 


● Update Steering Committee on known developments, innovations, and results in the WASH 
sector and support identification of case studies and research to be shared within the 
community of practice. 


● Assist the WASH Team in revising and updating the project’s research and capacity 
building priorities to keep current with implementation needs. 


● Assist in dissemination of tools, research, and other materials developed by the WASH 
award.  


● Use professional networks to connect WASH award to relevant partners and engage 
experts in WASH award discussions and identification of case studies and successes. 


6. How appropriate are these objectives?   
                                                           
4 Some of the SC members will be able to speak to this, such as Rod and Allen, who support IPs. But others, like the Researchers/University staff 


likely cannot 







7. How appropriate is PRO-WASH’s governance structure for the delivery of its objectives? 
 


a. Probe: How effective was the design and composition of the SC to fulfil its mandate? 
b. Probe: Did you find that the SC had the right technical skills, experience and networks to 


fulfil its mandate? 
c. Probe: What were some strengths of the SC? Did you feel that your role on the SC met 


your expectations?  
d. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in the Steering Committee? 


 
8. Please share any recommendations you may have on how the Steering Committee could be better 


utilized, or serve the goals of PRO-WASH.  


 
 


USAID Staff Module 
Opening 
 
9. How and when did you first come into contact with PRO-WASH? 
10. What three words would you use to describe the PRO-WASH program? 
 
Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 
 
PRO-WASH aimed to provide the technical assistance needed by your BHA-funded partners.  This 
requires that: 


i) The technical focus areas are relevant to them 
j) The delivery/methodology of providing support is appropriate. 


 
11. I first want to ask about the technical focus areas.  To what extent did the technical focus areas 


selected by PRO-WASH align with your partner's technical needs? 
 


a. Probe: Which technical focus areas were most aligned to their needs? [if not mentioned, 
prompt with SBC, infrastructure maintenance and sustainability, water quality, human 
centered design, market based sanitation, IWRM, COVID-19, WASH and Nutrition, gender 
and WASH]  


b. Probe: Your partners are already working in WASH and have expertise in this area.  What 
added value did PRO-WASH provide, and how did they incorporate that into their existing 
knowledge? 


c. Probe: Did your partners have any technical needs that were not addressed by PRO-WASH? 
If so, what were they?  


d. Probe: Why do you think these technical areas were not addressed?  
 
12. Did your partners’ technical focus area needs change during your engagement with PRO-WASH?   


a. Probe: If yes, what was the cause of that change? [if not mentioned, prompt with COVID-19, 
national emergencies, changes in USAID priorities] 


 
13. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its technical focus areas to align with the change in 


your IP’s needs? 
a. Probe: Can you give some examples of how PRO-WASH adapted to your IPs’ needs?   
b. Probe: How did you/ your IPs tell PRO-WASH about these changes?   
c. Probe: What adaptations were there in terms of technical focus?  Were these the changes 


your IPs needed? 
d. Probe <If COVID-19 is mentioned above> Were your IPs provided with specific insights on 


how to implement your programming under COVID-19 restrictions, and how to operate in the 
COVID-19 response?  
 


14. If yes, to what extent did PRO-WASH adapt its delivery methodology/approaches to respond to the 
change in your/your IP’s needs? 


a. Probe: Can you give some examples of PRO-WASH adaptations to your/ your IPs’ needs?   
b. Probe: How were you/ your IPs able to express the change in your/their needs?   







c. Probe: What adaptations served you/your IPs most? 
 
 
15. You mentioned PRO-WASH did/didn’t adapt to your IPs’/needs.  Do you have any view on what 


factors may have influenced PRO-WASH’s ability to adapt?  You may consider aspects related to 
the technical design of the award, the staffing structure, the opportunities they had to adapt, and 
the team’s motivations regarding adaptation 


 
 


Outreach to Implementing Partners 
 
16. What was your experience of outreach from PRO-WASH to implementing partners?  


a. Probe: What inputs/discussions did they reach out to your partners for? 
b. Probe: Do you think the outreach process was a valuable use of IP time? 
c. Probe: To what extent did PRO-WASH respond to feedback you or IPs provided through 


this process? 
d. Probe: Do you have any recommendations on improving PRO-WASH’s approach to 


outreach to IPs? 
  
Award Design and Objectives 
 
17. How appropriate is PRO-WASH’s staffing structure for the delivery of its objectives? 


 
a. Probe: How effective was the design, composition and management staffing structure? (NB, 


if needed, probe about technical skills in the team, number of team members, use of 
consultants) 


b. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in the staffing structure of 
PRO-WASH? 


 
18. The Steering Committee’s key responsibilities included: 


● Review and provide feedback on the WASH award capacity strengthening and learning 
agenda. 


● Update Steering Committee on known developments, innovations, and results in the WASH 
sector and support identification of case studies and research to be shared within the 
community of practice. 


● Assist the WASH Team in revising and updating the project’s research and capacity 
building priorities to keep current with implementation needs. 


● Assist in dissemination of tools, research, and other materials developed by the WASH 
award.  


● Use professional networks to connect WASH award to relevant partners and engage 
experts in WASH award discussions and identification of case studies and successes.  


Were these the appropriate responsibilities?    
a. Probe: Did you feel that the SC met your expectations/delivered on these responsibilities? 
b. Probe: Was the SC comprised of the right balance of IP HQ advisors and researchers?  


What were the strengths and gaps of the SC members? 
c. Probe: How effective was the way in which PRO-WASH engaged with the SC?  How could 


it have been more effective?   (NB, if not raised, ask about frequency of SC inputs) 
d. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for improvements in the structure of the Steering 


Committee or its member profiles? 
 
Thought-leadership and influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality 
 


19. Did PRO-WASH contribute toward any changes or developments in USAID/BHA policies, 
standards or guidance? 


a. Probe: If yes, please give details.  If no, why not? Are there different ways that PRO-WASH 
could have sought to influence USAID that would have made it more effective at creating 
changes or developments in USAID/BHA policies, standards or guidance? 


b. Probe: If yes, did this change in police/standards/guidance result in any improvements in 
the quality of work delivered by partners? If no, why not? 







c. Probe: What factors influenced the extent to which PRO-WASH influenced these 
processes?  You might consider factors relating to USAID’s own capability or motivations to 
be influenced, the opportunities presented to PRO-WASH to influence. 


d. Probe: Do you have any recommendations for increasing PRO-WASH’s influence in future? 
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ANNEX 4 | QUANTITATIVE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 


Variable Filter Question text Response options Notes and 
instructions 


PART 1: BACKGROUND INFO (12 questions) 


  


Thank you for taking the time to respond to our 
survey.  As noted in our introductory email, we 
anticipate that the survey will take up to 20 
minutes of your time. 


The survey aims to elicit your feedback on the 
support provided by PRO-WASH, SCALE or both 
awards.  You will choose which award(s) 
specifically you would like to comment on. 


 


Both PRO-WASH and SCALE are interested to 
learn from your views on the outcomes of the 
awards, how processes delivered under the awards 
influenced these outcomes, and particularly about 
the interests and needs of implementing partners 
for future support. 


The responses you provide in this survey will be 
confidentially recorded, and will be shared with a 
team of analysts but nobody else. Neither your 
name nor other personally identifying information 
will appear in the analysis or any report.  You may 
opt out at any time by closing the browser window, 
though we hope you feel comfortable responding 
in full. 


  







We are grateful for your inputs into this process.  
Please feel comfortable to respond openly and 
truthfully – SCALE and PRO-WASH are eager to 
learn from this process, so that they may build on 
strengths and improve their performance going 
forward. 


A1 ALL A1. Organization type: 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = BHA-funded RFSA 


2 = BHA-funded emergency program 


3 = USAID-funded Associate Award/Food Security Support 
Mechanism 


4 = USAID BHA staff 


5 = USAID non-BHA staff 


96 = Other 


 


A2 A1 = 96 A2. If other, please specify your organization type 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Research/academic institution 


2 = National/local government 


3 = Local organization 


4 = International organization 


96 = Other 


 


A3 A1 = 1, 2, 3 A3. Name of USAID/BHA-funded program [Open-ended]  







A4 ALL A4. Your role/position:  


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = CoP or DCoP 


2 = Agriculture, Livelihoods, or Natural Resource 
management (NRM) staff  


3 = WASH staff 


4 = SBC staff 


5= M&E/Learning staff 


96 = Other 


 


A4x A4 = 96  A4x. If other, please specify you role/position [Open-ended]  


A5 ALL A5. What country or region do you work in? 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1 = Global 


2 = Region: Asia 


3 = Region: Central and Southern Africa 


4 = Region: East Africa and the Horn 


5 = Region: West Africa and the Sahel 


6 = Region: Latin America and the Caribbean 


X = [List of all countries] 


 


List of countries 


https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fwNCF7p9bkoxWQ


 



https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fwNCF7p9bkoxWQ06tIEVA9URmTxif-St/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103542056379472161718&rtpof=true&sd=true





06tIEVA9URmTxif-
St/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103542056379472161718&rtpof
=true&sd=true 


 


A6 ALL 


A6. Which Technical Support Program(s) do you 
want to provide feedback on? 


 


Please choose on the basis of your knowledge of, 
and engagement with, SCALE and/or PRO-WASH. 
You are welcome to provide feedback on one or 
both awards.  If you would like to provide feedback 
on both awards, please click both boxes. You may 
respond on a program with which you have had 
little engagement if you have feedback to provide. 
Select all that apply.  


[Multiple Select] 


 


1 = SCALE 


2 = PRO-WASH 


 


A7 A6 = 1 


A7. Which learning documents or technical 
tools have you received from SCALE, if any? 


 


[Select all that apply] 


 


[Multiple select, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Technical guide 


2 = Training manual or facilitator’s guide 


3 = Learning brief or impact assessment 


96 = Other (please specify) 


0 = None 


 


A7x A7 = 96 
A7x. If other, please specify what other learning 
document or technical tool you received or 
accessed through SCALE. 


[Open-ended]  



https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fwNCF7p9bkoxWQ06tIEVA9URmTxif-St/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103542056379472161718&rtpof=true&sd=true

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fwNCF7p9bkoxWQ06tIEVA9URmTxif-St/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103542056379472161718&rtpof=true&sd=true

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fwNCF7p9bkoxWQ06tIEVA9URmTxif-St/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103542056379472161718&rtpof=true&sd=true





A8 A6 = 1 


A8. Which knowledge sharing events or 
activities have you participated in with SCALE, if 
any? 


[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple select, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Community of Practice (Anglophone) 


2 = Community of Practice (Francophone) 


3 = Learning Groups 


4 = Webinars 


96 = Other (please specify) 


0 = None 


 


A8x A8 = 96 A8x. If other, please specify what other knowledge 
sharing event facilitated by SCALE you attended. [Open-ended]  


A9 A6 = 1 


A9. Which training or capacity strengthening 
activities have you participated in from SCALE, if 
any? 


[Select all that apply] 


 


[Multiple select, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training (in-person) 


2 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training 
(online/remote) 


3 = Permagarden or Resilience Design (RD) training (in-
person) 


4 = Permagarden or Resilience Design (RD)  training 
(online/remote) 


5 = Coaching / Mentorship (in-person) 


6 = Coaching / Mentorship (online/remote) 


0 = None 


[Evaluation 
teams to share 
data from this 
response] 







A10 
A1  ≠ 4,5 


A6 = 2 


In relation to PRO-WASH: 


 


A10. Which PRO-WASH authored  learning 
documents or technical tools have you received 
from PRO-WASH, if any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Applied Research Report 


2 = Technical Guide 


3 = Learning Briefs 


4= Training materials 


0 = None 


 


A11 
A1  ≠ 4,5 


A6 = 2 


A11. Which knowledge sharing events or activities 
have you participated in with PRO-WASH, if 
any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Webinars 


2 = Small Group Discussions 


3= Support from PRO-WASH to write-up learning brief or 
conference abstract 


4= WhatsApp Groups 


5 = Other (please specify) 


0 = None 


 


A11x A11 = 5 A11x. If other, please specify [Open-ended]  


A12 
A1  ≠ 4,5 


A6 = 2 


A12. Which research, training or capacity 
strengthening support have you participated in 
from PRO-WASH, if any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training  


2 = Market-based Sanitation training  


[Evaluation 
teams to share 
data from this 
response] 







3 = WASH Systems Strengthening training  


4 = 1-to-1 Coaching / Mentorship  


5= Learning journey on human-centered design  


6= Groundwater/Water Quality  


7 = Applied research  


0 = None 


A13 
A1 = 4,5 


A6 = 2 


In relation to PRO-WASH: 


 


A13. Which PRO-WASH authored  learning 
documents or technical tools have you or your 
partners received from PRO-WASH, if any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Applied Research Report 


2 = Technical Guide 


3 = Learning Briefs 


4= Training materials 


0 = None 


 


A14 
A1 = 4,5 


A6 = 2 


A14. Which knowledge sharing events or activities 
have you or your partners participated in with 
PRO-WASH, if any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Webinars 


2 = Small Group Discussions 


3= Support from PRO-WASH to write-up learning brief or 
conference abstract 


4= WhatsApp Groups 


5 = Other (please specify) 


0 = None 


 







A15 A14 = 5 A15x. If other, please specify [Open-ended]  


A16 
A1 = 4,5 


A6 = 2 


A16. Which research, training or capacity 
strengthening support have you or your partners 
participated in from PRO-WASH, if any? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training  


2 = Market-based Sanitation training  


3 = WASH Systems Strengthening training  


4 = 1-to-1 Coaching / Mentorship  


5= Learning journey on human-centered design  


6= Groundwater/Water Quality  


7 = Applied research  


0 = None 


 


SCeng [Automatically 
coded variable] 


If respondent has received or accessed support 
form SCALE 


0 = A7 = 0 & A8 = 0 & A9 = 0  


1 = A7 != 0 or A8 != 0 or A9 != 0 
 


PWeng [Automatically 
coded variable] 


If respondent has received or accessed support 
form PRO-WASH 


0 = A10 = 0 & A11 = 0 & A12 = 0  


1 = A10 != 0 or A11 != 0 or A12 != 0 
 


PART 2: FEEDBACK ON SCALE (Part 2 Filter - A6 = 1) (32 questions in total) 


Relevance and Effectiveness of SCALE Support (3+6+3+4=16 questions) 


B1 ALL 
B1. To what extent are the types of resources and 
support SCALE offers relevant to the needs of 
your agriculture, NRM and/or livelihoods work? 


[Single select] 


 
 







1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


B2 ALL 


B2. Which of SCALE’s technical focus areas is 
most relevant to your agriculture, NRM and/or 
livelihoods work? 


[Please select up to 3 responses] 


[Multi-select, max 3 options] 


 


1 = Climate services 


2 = Resilient agriculture (e.g., Permagarden, Resilience 
Design)  


3 = Seed systems 


4 = Multi-use water systems 


5 = Livelihoods and markets 


6 = Social and behavior change (SBC) 


 


B3 ALL 


B3. What additional focus areas related to 
agriculture, NRM and/or livelihoods would be 
useful to you? 


 


[If none, please enter ‘None’] 


[Open-ended]  


B4 A7 ≠ 0 
B4. To what extent have you applied the 
knowledge from SCALE’s learning documents 
and/or technical tools in your work? 


[Single select matrix] 


 


Column: 


99 = N/A 


 







1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


 


Row (only if selected in A7):  


1 = Technical guide 


2 = Training manual or facilitator’s guide 


3 = Learning brief or impact assessment 


96 = Other (that you previously specified) 


B5 A7 ≠ 0 


B5. Which of the following descriptions applies to 
the learning documents and/or technical tools that 
you have received from SCALE?  


[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Easy to access 


2 = User friendly 


3 = Focused on technical areas relevant to your needs 


4 = Provided the right level of technical information 


0 = None of the above 


 


B6 A7 ≠ 0 
B6. Which learning document and/or technical tool 
was the most beneficial to you? Please explain 
why. 


[Open-ended]  


B7 A7 ≠ 0 
B7. With whom have you shared any of SCALE’s 
learning documents and/or technical tools, if 
anyone? 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 
 







[Select all that apply] 1 = Colleagues (within your program) 


2 = Community members or program participants 


3 = Colleagues  (outside of your program) 


0 = No one 


B8 
A7 ≠ 0 & 


B7 ≠ 0 


B8. Which learning documents and/or technical 
tools have you shared? [Open-ended]  


B9 A7 ≠ 0 


B9. To what extent do you think you will continue 
to use and access SCALE resources after the 
SCALE program ends (e.g., through the FSN 
Network website) ? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


 


B10 A8 ≠ 0 


B10. To what extent have you been able to apply 
in your work the knowledge you gained through 
participating in SCALE’s knowledge sharing 
platforms? 


 


SCALE’s knowledge sharing platforms include 
Communities of Practice, Learning Groups and 
Webinars. 


[Single select matrix] 


 


Column: 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


 


Row (only if selected in A8): 


 







1 = Community of Practice (Anglophone) 


2 = Community of Practice (Francophone) 


3 = Learning Groups 


4 = Webinars 


96 = Other (that you previously specified) 


B11 A8 ≠ 0 


B11. Which of the following descriptions applies 
to the SCALE knowledge sharing platforms you 
participated in? 
[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Convenient to attend 


2 = Well-organized and facilitated 


3 = Focused on relevant technical areas 


4 = Provided practical knowledge that my program could 
apply 


5 = Provided networking opportunities 


6 = Was participatory and engaging  


0 = None of the above 


 


B12 A8 ≠ 0 


B12. Which knowledge sharing event was the most 
beneficial to you     ? Please explain why. 


 


This could be a type of event, or an individual 
event or knowledge sharing session with a specific 
topic. 


 


[Open-ended]  







B13 A9 ≠ 0 


B13. To what extent has      the capacity 
strengthening support      you received from 
SCALE improved your ability to do your job? 


 


SCALE’s capacity strengthening activities include 
online and in-person training and 
coaching/mentoring sessions. 


[Single select matrix] 


 


Column: 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


 


Row (only if selected in A9): 


1 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training (in-person) 


2 = Make Me a Change Agent (MMCA) Training 
(online/remote) 


3 = Permagarden or Resilience Design (RD) training (in-
person) 


4 = Permagarden or Resilience Design (RD)  training 
(online/remote) 


5 = Coaching / Mentorship (in-person) 


6 = Coaching / Mentorship (online/remote) 


 


B14 A9 ≠ 0 


B14. Which of the following descriptions applies 
to the SCALE capacity strengthening activities you 
participated in?  


[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Convenient to attend 


 


3 = Focused on relevant technical areas 


 







4 = Had the right level of technical information 


      


5 = Included      practical tools to help me apply learnings in 
my work 


6 = Was participatory and practical   


0 = None of the above 


B15 A9 ≠ 0 


B15. How have you been able to pass on the 
knowledge you received from SCALE’s capacity 
strengthening activities (for example, training 
others on what you learned)?  


[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Trained or mentored staff within your program 


2 = Trained or mentored community members / program 
participants 


3 = Trained or mentored staff from outside of your program 


0 = Did not pass on the knowledge to anyone 


 


B16 B15 ≠ 0 B16. Which type of knowledge or training have 
you been able to pass on? [Open-ended]  


Impact and Sustainability of SCALE Support (6 questions) 


C1 SCeng = 1 


C1. In what ways has your engagement* with 
SCALE improved your program’s agriculture, 
NRM, and/or livelihood activities? 
[Select all that apply] 
 
*Engagement with SCALE includes, for example, 
downloading/receiving SCALE learning 
documents or resources, attending SCALE 
webinars or communities of practice, or 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Additional, relevant activities were added to my 
program’s implementation plan 


2 = The quality of your activities improved (i.e., program 
participants received more benefit) 


3 = The implementation of your activities improved (i.e., 


 







participating in any SCALE capacity strengthening 
activities. 


rollout of activities was smoother with less problems) 


4 = The skills of program staff increased 


96 = Other (please specify) 


0 = No improvement 


C1x C1 = 96 


C1x. If other, please specify what other way(s) has 
support received from SCALE improved your 
program’s agriculture, NRM and/or livelihood 
activities? 


[Open-ended]  


C2 ALL 


C2. What barriers (if any) have limited your 
ability to apply SCALE resources, guidance and 
tools into your work? 


[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Limited understanding of the guidance 


2 = Limited time available to apply new learning 


3 = Lack of team willingness to adapt our work 


4 = Lack of manager’s willingness to adapt our work to new 
learning 


5 = Donor restrictions on adapting our work to new learning 


6 = Budget availability 


7 = External contextual factors (eg. COVID-19) 


96 = Other (please specify) 


0 = None 


 


C2x C2 = 96 
C2x. If other, please specify what other barriers 
have limited your ability to incorporate SCALE 
resources, guidance and tools into your work? 


[Open-ended]  







C3 SCeng = 1 


C3. To what extent do you feel you will continue 
to use the knowledge or learnings you gained 
from SCALE after the SCALE Award and your 
program ends? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


 


C4 SCeng = 1 


C4. What barriers (if any) will likely limit your 
ability to continue using SCALE resources, 
guidance, or knowledge after the SCALE Award 
has ended? 


[Select all that apply] 


 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Limited understanding of the new learning 


2 = Limited time available to apply new learning 


3 = Lack of team willingness to adapt its work to new 
learning 


4 = Lack of manager’s willingness to adapt work to new 
learning 


5 = Donor restrictions on adapting work to new learning 


6 = Budget availability 


96 = Other 


0 = None 


 


C5 SCeng = 1 
C5. Within your organisation, were any new 
policies or practices developed due to new 
knowledge or learnings gained through SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


 







3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much 


C6 C5 ≠ 1 


C6. Could you please provide      an example of a 
new policy or practice your organisation 
developed due to knowledge or learnings gained 
through SCALE? 


[Open-ended]  


Efficiency of SCALE engagement (12 questions) 


D1 ALL D1. How did you first hear about SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = FSN Network website 


2 = FSN Network newsletter 


3 = Email from SCALE  


4 = Your manager or colleagues 


5 = PCS-led Refine and Implement (R&I) Workshop 


6 = Other listserv or website 


96= Other (please specify) 


 


D1x D1 = 6, 96 D1x. If other, please specify how you first heard 
about SCALE? [Open-ended]  


D2 SCeng = 1 D2. When did you first engage with SCALE or 
first receive any support or resources from them? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = 2018 


 







2 = 2019 


3 = 2020 


4 = 2021 


5 = 2022 


97 = I do not remember  


D3 SCeng = 1 D3. How frequently did you engage with/access 
support from SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Only once 


2 = Approximately once per year 


3 = Approximately once every six months 


4 = Approximately quarterly 


5 = Approximately monthly 


6 = Approximately weekly 


7 = Approximately daily 


 


D4 ALL 


D4. How effective was the way SCALE reached 
out to you and/or your program? 


 


D4. Did the way you heard about SCALE facilitate 
effective engagement with SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = Very much so 


 


D5 ALL D5. In your opinion, what is the best method for 
SCALE to reach out to implementing partners 


[Single select]  







and stakeholders     ?  


1 = FSN Network website 


2 = FSN Network newsletter 


3 = Email from SCALE  


4 = Through reaching out to program leadership 


5 = Through workshops and learning events (e.g., PCS-led 
Refine and Implement (R&I) Workshop for BHA-funded 
programs) 


96= Other (please specify) 


D5x D5 = 96 
D5x. If other, please specify the best method for 
SCALE to reach out to implementing partners and 
stakeholders     . 


[Open-ended]  


D6 SCeng = 1 D6. At what point in your program cycle did you 
begin engaging with SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Inception phase 


2 = Beginning of program implementation  


3 = During program implementation  


4 = Wrap-up stage / end of program 


 


D7 ALL 


D7. B7e. Which of the following factors, if any, 
has limited your desire or ability to engage with 
or access support from SCALE?  
[Select all that apply] 


[Multiple Selection, or 0 only] 


 


1 = Not sure how to engage/access support from SCALE 


2 = Not sure what resources and/or support was available 
from SCALE 


 







3 = Technical areas were not of value to me 


4 = Type of support activities did not match my needs 


5 = Quality of SCALE’s support was poor, and therefore not 
of value to me  


6 = Geographic scope of the SCALE Award made support 
not relevant 


7 = Timing / duration of the SCALE Award did not match 
my program’s timing 


8 = Difficulty working with the SCALE team 


9 = Language barriers 


10 = Lack of time to engage/access support from SCALE 


96 = Other 


0 = Nothing limited my desire or ability to engage with 
SCALE 


D7x D7 = 96 
D7x. If other, please specify what other factor has 
limited your desire or ability to engage with or 
access support from SCALE. 


[Open-ended]  


D8 SCeng = 1 


D8. Overall, to what extent did the resources 
and/or support you received from SCALE meet 
your needs for technical assistance (related to 
agriculture, NRM and/or livelihood)? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = A lot 


4 = Very much 


 







D9 ALL 


D9. Based on your needs relating to 
agriculture/NRM/livelihood, what do you think are 
the most effective tools or support activities 
offered by SCALE?  


[Select up to three choices] 


[Multi-select, up to three options] 


 


1 = Technical guides 


2 = Training manual or facilitator’s guides 


3 = Learning briefs or impact assessment papers 


4 = Communities of Practice meetings 


5 = Learning Groups 


6 = Webinars 


7 = Make Me a Change Agent Training 


8 = Permagarden or Resilience Design 


9 = Tailored Coaching / Mentorship 


 


D10 ALL 


D10. To what extent do you feel that SCALE’s 
choice of technical focus areas and support 
activities responds to the most pressing needs of 
current agriculture, NRM and/or livelihood 
programs? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = A lot 


4 = Very much 


 


D11 SCeng = 1 


D11. To what extent was SCALE able to adapt its 
support to respond to the changing needs of 
agriculture, NRM and/or livelihood programs due 
to COVID-19? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


 







3 = A lot 


4 = Very much 


D12 ALL 
D12. Do you have any other feedback or 
comments to provide about the SCALE Award, 
including how it could improve? 


[Open-ended]  


E1 ALL 
E1. Would you be willing to participate in a short 
follow-up discussion if requested by the evaluation 
team for SCALE? 


[Single select] 


 


1 = Yes 


0 = No 


 


E2 E1 = 1 E2. What is your email address? [Open-ended]  


PART 3: FEEDBACK ON PRO-WASH (Filter for all of Part 3 - A6 = 2) 


Award Design and Objectives (Whole sub-section filter - A1≠ 4, 5 and PWeng = 1) 


F1 As per section 
filter 


Please rate the extent to which PRO-WASH 
responded to your needs for WASH technical 
assistance. 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = A lot 


5 = Very much 


 







F2 As per section 
filter 


Would you say that  your WASH technical 
assistance needs changed over the period of 2018 - 
2021, whether because of context changes or 
demands on your team, for instance? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Yes 


2 = No 


 


F3 F2 = 1 


What was the cause of the change in your needs 
for WASH technical assistance? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1 = COVID-19 outbreak required adaptation of my 
program’s technical focus 


2 = COVID-19 outbreak required adaptation of my 
program’s operational delivery 


3 = An significant change in context in the country I work in 


4 = A significant change in requirements from my donor 


5 = Other 


 


 


 


F4 F2 = 1 
Please rate the extent to which PRO-WASH 
responded to the change in your need for WASH 
technical assistance 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = A lot 


5 = Very much 


 







F5 As per section 
filter 


In your opinion, what influenced the extent to 
which PRO-WASH responded to your needs for 
WASH technical assistance? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 11 only] 


 


1 = The staffing of PRO-WASH 


2 = The systems PRO-WASH established to seek feedback 
from partners 


3 = The technical areas in which PRO-WASH focuses 


4 = The approaches PRO-WASH used (e.g. webinars, 
trainings, technical briefing notes) 


5 = The duration of the PRO-WASH Award 


6 = The timing of the PRO-WASH Award  


7= The geographical scope of the PRO-WASH Award  


8= PRO-WASH’s mandate to work primarily with CDF and 
Title II funded partners 


9 = Other (please specify) 


10 = I don’t know 


 


 


F6 
F5 = 9           


 
If other, please provide details [Open ended]  


Implementing Partner Engagement and Impacts of Technical Assistance and Influence 


The next set of questions will relate to your opinion on the relevance, quality and utility of the various types of support provided by PRO-WASH 


Whole section filter (Whole Sub-section filter - A1≠ 4, 5 and PWeng = 1) 


G1 As per section How would you rate your experience with the 
following types of support provided by PRO-


[Single select matrix]  







filter WASH in terms of its utility to you? (Poor 
experience = 1; Excellent experience = 5) 


 


Column: <  n/a  1  2  3  4  5   > 


 


Row: 


1 = WASH Behaviour Change (Make Me A Change Agent) 


2 = Human Centred Design approaches to WASH  


3 = Market Based Programming for Humanitarian WASH 


4 = Market Based Sanitation 


5 = Integrated Water Resource Management 


Water Quality 


6 = COVID-19 


7 = WASH Operation and Maintenance 


8 = WASH Systems Strengthening 


9 = Gender and WASH 


10 = WASH and Nutrition 


G2 As per section 
filter 


Please name any technical capacity gaps that you 
raised with PRO-WASH, but that they did not 
provide guidance or support on. 


 


[Type in ‘None’ if there are not any] 


[Open Ended] 


 
 


G3 As per section 
filter 


Please name any technical capacity gaps that you 
did not raise with PRO-WASH, and still exist      
as technical support needs. 


[Open Ended] 


 
 







 


[Type in ‘None’ if there are not any] 


G4 As per section 
filter 


Please rate the overall quality* of all types of 
support offered by PRO-WASH 


 


Quality = technical accuracy, up to date with latest 
evidence, offers new learning, is applicable in your 
context, delivered professionally 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 - Very poor quality 


2 - Poor quality 


3 - Average quality  


4 - Good quality 


5 - Excellent quality 


 


G5 As per section 
filter 


How would you rate the effectiveness (contributed 
toward improvements in your work; applicable 
with readily utilizable information) of the 
following PRO-WASH support? (Lowest  = 1, 
highest = 5) 


[Single choice] 


 


Column:  <  n/a  1  2  3  4  5    > 


 


Row: 


1 = Applied research findings 


2 = Newsletters 


3 = Technical guides 


4 = Learning briefs 


5 = Coaching 


6 = Remote training workshops 


7 = In-person training workshops 


 







8 = Technical knowledge sharing events 


9 = Webinars 


10 = PRO-WASH website 


11 = WASH related resources in the FSN Network library 


12 = Video tutorials / YouTube channel 


G6 As per section 
filter 


Did you combine various types of support* to 
improve the technical quality of your work? 


 


Types of support = Applied research findings, 
Newsletter, Technical guides, Learning briefs, 
Coaching, Training workshops, Technical 
knowledge sharing events, webinars 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Yes 


2 = No 


 


 


G7 G6 = 1 


Please describe which types of support you 
combined, and whether/how the combination 
resulted in greater improvements in the technical 
quality of your work. 


[Open ended]  


G8 As per section 
filter 


Did PRO-WASH provide you an opportunity to 
share best practice, promising practice or 
innovations with other Resilience Food Security 
Activity partners? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Yes 


2= No 


 


G9 G8 = 1 Please provide an example of sharing best practice, 
promising practice or innovations with another 


[Open ended]  







Resilience Food Security Activity partner. 


G10 As per section 
filter 


Please rate how easy it was for you to access the 
PRO-WASH tools and resources you needed 


 


*Ease of access = the extent to which you knew 
where to find a resource, how easy it was to search 
for the resource, the extent to which PRO-WASH 
sent out resources 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Very difficult  


2 = Difficult  


3 = Neither difficult or easy 


4 = Easy  


5 = Very easy  


 


G11 As per section 
filter 


Which resources or tools have you used in your 
work to deliver your programme? 


 


[Choose all that apply] 


[Multiple select, or Option 10 only] 


 


1 = Learning I gained through a webinar 


2 = Learning I gained through another knowledge 
sharing platform 


3= Learning I gained through mentoring or coaching 


4 = Learning gained from a Technical Guidance note 


5 = Learning gained from a Learning Brief 


6 = Learning gained from Applied Research Reports 


7 = Learning I gained through Make Me A Change 
Agent training 


8 = Learning I gained through Market-based sanitation 
training 


9= Learning gained from WASH Systems Strengthening 
training 


 







10 = None 


G12 G11 != 10 How frequently have you used these resources? 


[Single choice matrix] 


 


Column: 


1 = Only once 


2 = Approximately once per year 


3 = Approximately once every six months 


4 = Approximately quarterly 


5 = Approximately monthly 


6 = Approximately weekly 


7 = Approximately daily 


 


Row (only if selected in G11): 


1 = Learning I gained through a webinar 


2 = Learning I gained through another knowledge 
sharing platform 


3= Learning I gained through mentoring or coaching 


4 = Learning gained from a Technical Guidance note 


5 = Learning gained from a Learning Brief 


6 = Learning gained from Applied Research Reports 


7 = Learning I gained through Make Me A Change 
Agent training 


8 = Learning I gained through Market-based sanitation 


 







training 


9 = Learning gained from WASH Systems 
Strengthening training 


G13 As per section 
filter 


What factors influenced the extent to which you 
have used these resources/tools in your every day 
work? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1 = My understanding of the guidance 


2 = My time availability to apply new learning 


3 = The degree to which my team was open to adapting 
our work  


4 = External context factors (e.g. COVID-19 outbreak) 


5 = My manager’s flexibility to adapt my work based on 
new learning 


6 = Donor flexibility to adapt my work based on new 
learning 


7 = Budget availability 


8 = Other 


 


G14 As per section 
filter 


Please rate the likelihood that you will continue to 
use resources, tools or learning gained from PRO-
WASH after the PRO-WASH program has ended. 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Definitely not 


2 = Unlikely 


3 = Possible 


4 = Likely 


5 = Definitely will 


 







G15 G14 = 3, 4, 5 


 


To what extent are you likely to continue using 
the following items (Not likely = 1, Very likely = 
5)? 


[Single select matrix question] 


 


Column 


 


< N/A  1  2  3  4  5 > 


 


[Rows] 


- Learning I gained through a webinar 
- Learning I gained through another knowledge 


sharing platform 
- Learning I gained through mentoring or coaching 
- Learning gained from a Technical Guidance note 
- Learning gained from a Learning Brief 
- Learning gained from Applied Research Reports 
- Learning I gained through Make Me A Change 


Agent training 
- Learning I gained through Market-based sanitation 


training 
- Learning gained from WASH Systems 


Strengthening training 


 


G16 As per section 
filter 


What factors will influence the extent to which you 
continue to use tools, resources or learning gained 
from PRO-WASH? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1 = My understanding of the guidance 


2 = My time availability to apply new learning 


3 = The degree to which my team is open to incorporate 
my ideas 


4 = My manager’s openness to incorporate my ideas 


5 = Donor’s openness to incorporate my ideas  


 







6 = Budget availability 


7 = Other 


G17 G16 = 7 If other, please specify [open ended]  


G18 As per section 
filter 


Within your organisation, were any new policies, 
processes or systems developed on the basis of 
learning gained through PRO-WASH? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Yes 


2 = No 


 


G19 G18 = 1 
Please give examples of a new organisational 
policy, process or system developed on the basis of 
learning gained through PRO-WASH 


[Open ended]  


Outreach to Implementing Partners (No Sub-section Filter) 


H1 
PWeng = 1 


 


When did you first engage with PRO-WASH or 
first receive any support or resources from them? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = 2018 


2 = 2019 


3 = 2020 


4 = 2021 


5 = 2022 


6. I do not remember  


7. I have not engaged, nor received support from PRO-
WASH 


 







H2 A1≠ 4, 5  
How did you first hear about PRO-WASH? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1 = FSN Network website  


2 = FSN Network newsletter 


3 = Email from PRO-WASH 


4 = My manager or colleagues 


5 = PCS-led Refine and Implement (R&I) Workshop  


6 = Attended a PRO-WASH event (e.g. training or webinar) 


7= Other listserv or website 


55 = Other (please specify) 


 


H2* H2=7 If other, please specify [open ended]  


H3 H1  ≠ 7 How frequently did you engage with/access 
support from PRO-WASH? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Only once 


2= Approximately once per year 


3= Approximately once every six months 


4 = Approximately quarterly 


5 = Approximately monthly 


6 = Approximately weekly 


7 = Approximately daily 


 


H4 H3  = 1,2,3,4 What prevented you from engaging with/accessing [Multiple Selection]  







or 


H1 = 7 


or  


PWeng = 0 


 


 


support more frequently from PRO-WASH? 


Select all that apply 


 


1 = I did not know how to engage/access support from the 
program 


2 = I did not have time to engage/access support from the 
program 


3 = The technical areas were not of value to me 


4 = The quality of support was poor, so was not of value to 
me 


5 = The PRO-WASH team made me feel uncomfortable 


6 = Language barriers 


7 = Other 


H5 H4 = 7 If other, please specify [Open ended]  


H6 
A1≠ 4, 5 


 


Did PRO-WASH reach out to ask for your views 
on technical area priorities, or feedback on their 
support? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Yes 


2 = No 


 


H7 H6 = 1 


At what point in your program cycle did PRO-
WASH reach out to you? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection] 


 


1= Inception phase  


2 = Commencement of delivery 


3 = During delivery 


4= Wrap-up stage 


 







5 = Following the end of the program 


H8 H6 = 1 


Please rate the effectiveness of PRO-WASH’s 
outreach to you. 


 


Effectiveness = the extent to which you felt your 
inputs would contribute toward appropriate 
technical support for you and your program 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not effective 


2 = A little effective 


3 = Effective 


4 = Very effective 


 


USAID Staff specific questions  (Whole Sub-Section filter A1 = 4,5) 


I1 As per section 
filter 


Please rate the extent to which PRO-WASH 
responded to any changes in your, or your 
partners’ need for WASH technical assistance 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = A lot 


5 = Very much 


6 = I don’t know. 


7 = N/A 


 


I2 As per section 
filter 


In your opinion, what influenced the extent to 
which PRO-WASH responded to your/your 
partners’ needs for WASH technical assistance? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 10 only] 


 


1 = The staffing of PRO-WASH 


 







2 = The systems PRO-WASH established to seek feedback 
from partners 


3 = The technical areas in which PRO-WASH focuses 


4 = The approaches PRO-WASH used (e.g. webinars, 
trainings, technical briefing notes) 


5 = The place/timing in the award cycle of partners 


6 = The type of funding your partners receive 


7 = How long/short you’ve been engaging with PRO-WASH 


8 = Other 


9 = I don’t know 


 


I3 I2 = 8      If other, please provide details [Open ended]  


I4 As per section 
filter 


To what extent did PRO-WASH effectively 
engage you in review processes for resources, tools 
or learning to be shared with your partners? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = A lot 


5 = Very much 


6 = I don’t know. 


7 = N/A 


 







I5 As per section 
filter 


To what extent did you share tools, resources, 
learning derived from PRO-WASH with your 
partners? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = Not at all 


2 = A little 


3 = Somewhat 


4 = A lot 


5 = Very much 


6 = I don’t know. 


7 = N/A 


 


I6 As per section 
filter 


What factors influenced the extent to which you 
shared tools, resources or learning with your 
partners? 


Select all that apply 


[Multiple Selection, or 7/8 only] 


 


1 = My understanding of the guidance 


2 = My time availability to share new learning 


3 = The degree to which my partners were open to 
incorporate new ideas 


4 = The utility of the guidance within the context of our 
partners   


5 = Budget availability 


6 = Other 


7 = I don’t know 


8 = N/A 


 


I7 I6 = 6 If other, please specify [Open Ended]  







Thought-leadership and Influence on BHA Policies, Standards, Program Quality (No Sub-section Filter) 


J1 ALL for Part 3 
Are you aware of any changes to USAID policies, 
standards, guidelines or practices which were 
influenced by PRO-WASH? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1= Yes 


2 = No 


 


J2 J1 = 1 
Please provide all examples of changes to USAID 
policies, standards or guidelines which were 
influenced by PRO-WASH 


[Open Ended]  


Closing (No Sub-section Filter) 


K1 ALL for Part 3 K1. Would you be willing to participate in a short 
follow-up interview with the PRO-WASH team? 


[Single Choice] 


 


1 = YES 


2 = NO 


 


K2 
K1 = 1 


ELSE END 
K2. What is your email address? [Open-ended]  


SURVEY END 


 
 







