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ABSTRACT

Effective allocation of investments is crucial cheeve the Water and Sanitation target
of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). The g@at paper exposes the main
results of a detailed study made about the Offibevelopment Assistance (ODA) and
the international private investment in the watectsr from 1995 to 2004. Public
available data sets from the Development Assistabammittee (DAC), the World
Bank, and from the Human Development Reports (@il and water and sanitation
access’ figures) have been collected in a sped#iabase. ODA programmes have been
analyzed individually, in order to separate wated ganitation subsectors, since DAC
reporting system does not make it directly. Thegincludes a comparative analysis of
public and private international investment; it lgnas the coherence, both geographical
and sub sectorial of aid allocation, as well as tdrens and conditions of the ODA
delivered. Special focus was made on the sanitatibsector. Finally it assesses private
participation success in the sector and evaluatess ccutting issues in ODA water
programmes.

Results of ODA’s analysis show how far donors laiibd their own commitments
both in terms of quantity and quality of aid. Dateow big geographical inequalities,
comparing the share of aid received by regiongeélto the number of people without
access living there. Regardless extremely low @meerin sanitation, donors are not
really committed to improve it. Results from intational private participation in water
and sanitation projects show a little contributionthe achievement of the MDG, as
well as a decrease tendency in participation. Cemphtarities between private and
public sector were not significant, if MDG are te &chieved.

As a main conclusion of the analysis, we can aftinat there is room for improvements
in the water sector’s aid. A global coordinationam&nism among donors is needed to
ensure more efficient sector's resources allocatainthe same time, donors should
fulfil their own recommendations on terms and ctiods of aid. International water
and sanitation funds should add on existing natiduads in order to effectively
increase sector investment. Consideration of pigactor’'s investments could improve
ODA'’s allocations. The tiny amount of ODA resourcdsdicated to sanitation
represents a huge contradiction with actual needs.

1. INTRODUCTION
Effective allocation of investments is crucial cheeve the Water and Sanitation target

of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). As itshaeen pointed out in studies and
reports, (Fay et al, 2005; UN, 2005) access toetheasic services will be quite



important to fulfil other health and poverty reldt®!DG. Despite its importance, there
has been a small increase of funds dedicated sos#ator during the last decade with
full data available (1995-2004). Annual investmant Water and Sanitation in
developing countries amounted around 28,000 milllohiars a year (including 14,000
for waste water treatment) during mid nineties ¢Boe, 1999; Global Water
Partnership, 2000). The estimation of contributiooming from main agents was the
following for that time (Camdessus, 2003): locablix sector 65-70%; local private
sector 5%; international donors (including NGO'€)}15%; and international private
sector 10-15%. Nowadays, overall investment remalightly under 30,000 million
dollars a year, but actor's share has changedrniienal donors and NGOs have
increased their participation from around 3,900 NDU8 5,500 MUSD a year (OECD,
2006); international private contribution has desexl from 3,700 million dollars
average engagement in the late nineties down satthes 2,000 millions in the last four
years (World Bank, 2006); and the contribution otdl public sector must be
considered as stationary at best, as many develauuntries have adopted economic
plans that limited public expenditure, sometimes asrequirement to receive
international aid. Reducing infrastructure investisénave been a normal mechanism to
decrease public expenditure, while expecting thermational private investment to
cover it. This fact also explains the reductionVgbrld Bank financial support for
infrastructures in later years (World Bank, 2003)ere has been an important growth
on local private sector, up to 4,300 million dadla year. The increase of relative local
private sector financing is due to their share aifrtipipation in operation and
maintenance, as well as to the lack of responsm fnational governments to the
demographic pressure, especially in large citidse €stimation of the evolution of
sector financing is summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Estimation of water sector financing in developaagintries. Comparison between 1995 and 2005.
Source: Own elaboration from collected data (citexhain text).

The future might see an increase in ODA share & $ector. The OECD has
committed to raise the amounts destined to aid wagipect to the 0.25% of GNI which
was registered in 2005 (Gupta et al.,, 2006). Incednwith that trend, the fifteen

wealthier countries of EU have agreed to spend% .61 GNI in 2010, and 0.70% in

2015 (UN, 2005b). If commitments are fulfilled, ODgould triplicate for 2015.

Furthermore, United Nations has declared the de28@8-2015 “International Decade
for Action: Water for Life” (UN, 2004). The Resolah states that the main goal of the
Decade should be a greater focus on water-relasges at all levels and on the
implementation of water-related programmes in otdesichieve internationally agreed
water-related goals. Hence, a considerable rai€D# funds dedicated to water sector
is to be expected. One important challenge in teetos will be to ensure that



international funds do not displace national innestt. Since the biggest share of funds
will be channelled through national governmentserehis a risk that national
governments reduce their own investments to berwher politically prioritized
sectors. Water funds should be somehow earmarkedtal investment is to be
increased.

On the other hand, costs estimations to reach ieriium Development Goals target
for Water and Sanitation in 2015 present importifferences, ranging from annual
9.000 to 30.000 million USD requirements (Toubki®806), and last estimates on
countries advances towards them show discouragsgjts. 55 countries are off track
for water target and 74 for sanitation (UNDP, 2006/)th actual gaining access rate,
Sub-Saharan Africa would meet water target in 2846 sanitation target in 2076.
Investment requirements to achieve the MDG for toes with low access to services
range from at least 1% of GDP to more than 2% GDR, 2005).

Within this context it is undoubtedly clear thateetive resources allocation is crucial
to achieve the target, both from international denand within each aid receiver
country. General aid distribution patterns haverbeontinuously monitored (Alesina
& Dollar, 2000; Berthelemy & Tichit, 2002), relagnthem as well to MDG’s
achievement (Baulch, 2006); results show that aid avhole is still mainly politically
driven. Meanwhile, specific sector’s studies frtm aid receiving countries’ point of
view have been made (Mehta et al, 2005), as weltadinent’s specific analysis
(Mwanza, 2003). The present study mixes both pets@s. It analyzes international
contribution to the sector and relates it with lduek of services in each country.

Section 2 shows how all data sources collected baea joined to analyse resources
allocation. Evolution in the decade 1995 — 200dassidered. Section 3 presents main
results of the analysis done, which includes d#ffiérgeneral, geographical, subsectorial
and cross-cutting issues. Section 4 highlights itherovement areas for the crucial
forthcoming years.

2. METHODOLOGY

A data base combining the public available infoiorathas been compiled using the

following sources:

- Creditor Reporting System (CRS), from the Orgamrator Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD), that includes all officaDA operations from the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countrieBQD, 2007).

- World Bank private participation in infrastructuréastabase (World Bank, 2006).

- United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Datapa$ere population data
and water and sanitation indicators were extra@gi®&DP, 2007).

Des-aggregated economical information by projed been used (11,743 from CRS
and 306 from World Bank database). This made plesaimore complete analysis, as it
will be shown. Individual donors’ behaviours wergamined. Inclusion of both
population and water and sanitation indicatorshien database made possible a deeper
analysis, such as those relating level of accessraestments received.

Despite being the most complete development actiolatabase, the CRS does not
allow to separate directly the share of funds eadag water from those dedicated to
sanitation. Subsector’s description included In@RS is provided in table 1.



CODE DESCRIPTION

14010| Water resources policy & administrative management

14015| Water resources protection

14020| Water supply and sanitation -large systems

14030| Water supply and sanitation - small systems

14040| River development

14050| Waste management/disposal

14081| Education and training in water and sanitation

Table 1. Creditor's Reporting System (CRS) descriptioWHter and Sanitation subsectors. Source:
DAC (2002).

In order to separate ODA'’s actions between water samitation, 14020 and 14030
codes should be further splitted. For our analyaisprogrammes reported under these
two codes were separated into three categoriese\@anitation and Mixed (water and
sanitation together). In order to reclassify thpsegrammes, we used the information
provided on the short description of each of thdinis enabled us to discover real
efforts dedicated by donors both to water and afoit, and makes possible the
comparison with the private investment, as desdribesection 3.6.

Besides, CRS include neither private transactioos fcountries that do not belong to
the DAC nor private agencies donations, which do inform their geographical
distribution. Data is obtained through donor’s mep.o

On the other hand, World Bank database about grigatticipation in infrastructures
includes type of contract, amount of investments miain actors involved. Information
is compiled through commercial databases, speethlzublications, companies and
multilateral organizations web resources. Total ant® are therefore estimative. Data
refers to commitments, not disbursements, and decthe whole investment foreseen,
regardless if part of the investment is not priv&latabase is updated with the public
information available about renegotiated contracts.

3. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

This section highlights and discusses the mainltesd the analysis, following these
aspects:

3.1. Overall trends.

3.2. Terms and conditions of official aid compared to@Erecommendations.

3.3. Coordination among donors.

3.4. The attention to sanitation.

3.5. Integral approach of ODA financed water and saoitgprojects.

3.6. Complementarities between public and private irggomal investment.

3.7. Success of international private participation.

3.1. Overall trends

Total ODA committed had an accumulated moderateease during the decade (33%).
Meanwhile, projects with private participation shemlvan irregular trend. With a
spectacular rise at the end of the nineties, itsstasharp decline after year 2001. Water
sector accounted for 5 % of total ODA as well a% 9f total private investment in
infrastructures. ODA investments for water sectawvenbeen mainly descendant during
the decade. Only an important increase from 2002004 commitments the highest
of the decade, but not for much (5,609 million dddlin 2004 compared to 5,435 in



1997). Accumulated commitments amounted to 46,3#8ibmUSD, with 27,870 from
bilateral donors and 18,490 from multilateral ingtons (figure 2).
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Figure 2. Evolution of ODA and private participation in inftaucture projects. Amounts in million dollars (200
Source: Own elaboration from CRS and World Bank data.

Projects with private participation commitments amed to 36,280 millions, but this
figure does not reflect real private investment.itABas been explained, World Bank
database includes the whole amount of the operategardless if other actors rather
than private ones are involved. When including ahly share of private participation
foreseen in the operations, results show that @icammitments amount to 26,841
MUSD, with 23,432 dedicated to infrastructure ane test to purchase of licenses and
administrative costs. Secondly, database is noategdwhen contracts change, unless
renegotiation is made public. Given the fact thawgie participation has been rather
conflictive (see detailed analysis in subsectioi),3with 28% of the investment
cancelled or under distress, it is reasonabletimate real commitments around 18,000
MUSD for the decade. Additionally, most of the qawts are long term operations, up
to 50 years, while ODA programmes rarely last miv@n 8 to 10 years. This is an
important fact when considering real disbursemehtsoth types of investors.

3.2. Terms and conditions of official aid compared to OECD recommendations

The analysis of terms and conditions of aid debdeshow important contradictions
with donor’'s own recommendations. Reported tiedramtesented 9% of the transfers
in the period. It is significant to recall that 168bbilateral funds did not report about
this aspect. This absence of reliable informatitwoud tied aid is surprising when
specific agreements on its reduction have beemthey ago (DAC, 1987, 1992).

From the whole aid engaged to the sector in thmgheonly 33.5 % were grants. Loans
are examined through their “grant element”. Thinaapt reflects the financial terms of
a transaction: interest rate, maturity (intervalfitmal repayment) and grace period
(interval to first repayment of capital). It is aeasure of the concessionality (softness)
of a loan. It is calculated as the difference betwéhe face value of a loan and the
discounted present value of the service paymergsbtrrower will make over the
lifetime of the loan, expressed as a percentagtefface value (DAC, 2002). The
reference rate of interest for calculating graehednts is set as 10%.



For the decade studied, there was a 62.12% of gtantent, with 81.53% for bilateral
transactions and 32.16% for multilateral ones. Asfarence, DAC agreed to have an
overall ODA grant element of at least 86%, incrdage 90% for Least Developed
Countries (DAC, 1978)Four of the five most important donors in the se¢lapan,
Germany, European Union and France), amountingthlege&7.65% of bilateral aid,
have very low concessionality rates, respectival®,89%, 87.93%, 70.55% and
65.70%. Of this top five, only USA provided a gagrdint element (100%). Loans given
by multilateral banks at commercial terms do notehgrant element; these amounted
for 59.88% of all multilateral transfers during tiperiod studied. The terms and
conditions of aid committed are summarised in &g8r

WATER AND SANITATION OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE: 4.636 MUSD/year

BILATERAL DONORS(60%): 2.787 MUSD/year MULTILATERA(40%): 1.849 MUSD/yea
TIED . NO
(%) UNTIED OR PARTIALLY TIED (75%) REPORT(16%)
NOT REFUNDABLE: GRANTS (33,5%) REFUNDABLE: LOANS 665%)
GRANT ELEMENT (62 %) NOT CONCESSIONAL FUNDS (38%4

Figure 3. Terms and conditions of water sector's ODA. Agerdrom 1995-2004. Source: Own elaboration from
collected data.

3.3. Coordination among donors

Current donor’s efforts are focused on improvinghagal aid efficiency, through
alignment and coordination at national level in #@ recipient countries (EU, 2006).
Nevertheless, up to date no coordination is takilage among donors to set priorities
based on the needs of each region. As a resuladf politically important regions
might receive more aid (regardless their level eiviee) while other more needed
remain ignored.

Regarding the water and sanitation sector, no ledioe was found between the amount
of aid received and the number of people withoutise living there. Figure 4 presents
the percentage of investment per region in theopdeti995-2004. Center-South Asia
region (including India) hosts 45.19% of all peopidng without access to basic
sanitation and 34.57% of all people without acdessater, but it only received 14.87%
of investments. Sub-Saharan Africa hosts 26.77%eople without access to water and
16.68% of those without sanitation, but commitmestsounted to the 17.42%. East
Asia (including China) received a more even treatmleosting 28% of people without
access to both services and receiving 23.99% @fstnvents. On the side of the regions
better treated by donors, we find America, thattingsonly 5% of people without
access, received 17.91% of investments; simildtyith Africa and Middle East that
host less than 2% of world population living with@ccess to water and sanitation but
received around 10% of sector’s investment each.
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3.4. The attention to sanitation

World’s average access to water is estimated at ft@%vater and 48% to sanitation
(UNDP, 2007). In order to asses donors’ cohereaadlbcate funds within the sector,
the share of funds that each donor dedicates totges with less than 80% of access to
water and less than 50% of access to sanitatiorbéas examined. Definitive results
have been found. If we look at access to wateritevia, the share of funds allocated to
countries under world’s average access amount 12374 of all bilateral funds and
78.65% of multilateral. If we regard sanitation'scass as criteria, the share of funds
allocated to countries below world average accesseahds to 36.88% of bilateral funds
and 47.02% of multilateral. From the five most impat donors in the sector, Japan
and France dedicated their efforts to water, bgcaling 77.48% and 77.45% of their
funds to countries below access average. Germattigated 67.14% of funds to water
deprived countries, and 35.75% to sanitation deprivihe European Commission,
56.96% to water, and 27.26% to sanitation, andUh&ed States, 46.83% to water
deprived and 2.92% to sanitation. None of bilatdaors dedicated more than 75% of
their funds to sanitation deprived countries, amall cases, water deprived countries
received bigger share of funds than sanitation .oResm the three most important
multilateral donors, the International Developméssociation (IDA) performed the
best, by allocating 95.47% of funds to water degivcountries and 78.53% to
sanitation deprived ones.

63% of ODA in the decade of study was dedicatedutasectors 14020 (water supply
and sanitation-large systems) and 14030 (waterlguwpm sanitation-small systems).
Bilateral donors dedicated 75% of funds, and naitilal, 49%. If we deepen the
analysis separating these subsectors in threear@eg@water, sanitation and mixed), as
we explained in section 2, the results confirmdbaeral overview. Figure 5 represents
the five most important donors (covering 77% o#tlkdiilateral funds dedicated to the
sector), and the share of funds engaged for eatieahree mentioned categories. The
rest of donors have been aggregated, as well andhigateral aid.



100%
90% -
80% -
70% A
60% -
50% -
40%
30% -
20% -
10% -

0%

46% 50%

EC FRANCE GERMANY JAPAN USA REST OF MULTI
DONORS LATERAL

‘\: WATER @ SAN @ MIXED ‘
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All of the bilateral donors (with the exception d&fortugal and Sweden), and
significantly the most important ones (figure 5daated more funds to water-alone
programmes than to sanitation-alone ones. Averagestment from bilateral donors
was 2.41 times more in water-alone projects thasaimtation-alone ones. Water-alone
projects share (39,14%) was bigger than sanitadioth mixed-water and sanitation-
share together (36,21%). Multilateral donors réae#o be more equal, but the share of
aid dedicated to these subsectors was significémirgr (49%). Globally, from the aid
dedicated to subsectors 14020 and 14030, 43.13%mwested in water-alone projects,
26.50% in sanitation-alone ones, and 30.37% in chptejects.

3.5. Integral approach of ODA financed projects

By integral approach, we refer to the goals of g@emdjuality, environmental orientation
of actions, poverty focus, and good governancepanticipatory orientation, as defined
by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC, 200@nors qualify as principal,
significant or not considered the activity’s imp@limn with each of the cross cutting
iIssues mentioned. The results of the 11,743 ppatalyzed are shown in table 2.

Principal or significant Not considered Not reported
GENDER 11.77% 29.36% 58.87%
ENVIRONMENT 32.87% 10.60% 56.53%
POVERTY FOCUS 9.59% 13.36% 77.05%
PARTICIPATION 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Table 2. Share of funds dedicated and their score towenaiss cutting issues. Source: Source: Own elaloor&bm
collected data.

The most important result when analyzing thesedasps the lack of data provided by
donors, impeding a reliable interpretation abownth This might occur as result of
donors’ reluctance to report that these aspecte na¢ been adequately considered,;
DAC definitions might be as well too vague, butdh@re only hypotheses. Gender was
only reported as principal or significant in 11.7%¥the cases, and environment in
32.87 %. Less than 10% of projects reported to deepy focused, with 77.05% of
projects not reporting about this aspect. In teahparticipation aspect, it is to recall
that not a single project reported it as princifit all of them as significant. At any



case, these aspects seem to be ignored when ngpabiout the projects. DAC should
insist on a more rigorous reporting from their menstin these crucial aspects.

3.6. Complementarities between public and private international investments

Regarding income level of aid recipient countritgg, bilateral donors destined 44% of
their resources to low income countries and 53%nmedium income countries.
Multilateral institutions dedicated 54% to low ime countries and 45% to medium
level income countries. 98% of the investment emedady projects with private
participation was destined to medium income coasjriwhile Africa attracted only
0.95% of it. A display of these results by contitsgemepresenting the annual investment
per person living in those regions, is given inufg 6. In Asia the joint contribution
from public and private international sector is magful (many people without service
receiving low rate of aid per capita, figure 4)h@twise, public ODA contributed to
raise (and sometimes co-financed) the private invexst in Europe and America. As it
has been said, the private sector was almost afveemtAfrica.

< 1

25— E—

- T e ——,—— .

USD/ person and ye

14— b Lo ___
S I H ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
0 T T T T

AFRICA AMERICA ASIA EUROPE OCEANIA

O ODA mPROJECTSWITH PRIVATE PARTICIPATIOI#I

Figure 6. Public and private international investment papita (water and sanitation) by continent. Average5 —
2004. Source: Own elaboration from collected data.

In terms of sub sector’s allocation, large watgumy and sanitation systems received
56.32% of total ODA funds (bilateral and multila&Br followed by 17.16% for water
resources policy and administrative management.l|Snader supply and sanitation
systems received 13.13% of funds allocation. Roevelopment projects had great
support at the end of nineties, but average indibeade is 6.06%. The rest of sub
sectors (Water resources protection, waste manageamsl disposal, education and
training in water and sanitation) receive less tdaf, with a tiny 0.38% given to
education and training. Compared to bilateral denarultilateral institutions focused
more on policy issues (25.05%) and paid very létention to small systems (3.75%)
and training (0.07%). The Millennium Declaratiorsi@osted funds engaged for small
systems (65% of funds for the sub sector were cdrdhiafter 2000); however,
investment for large systems remain above 50% bathmultilateral and bilateral
donors in the period 2000-2004, despite rural lackervices-71% for water and 40% to
for sanitation compared to urban-95% and 85% resadye (UN, 2003).

If we represent ODA subsector’'s allocation (modtfyiit as explained in section 2)
compared with private participated projects (figur we observe each actor’'s



contribution in terms of access-oriented projegtatér access, sanitation and mixed
projects). ODA funds engaged to these three catgg@mounted to 33,808 MUSD,
while private participated ones summed 26,040 @dlisting cancelled or under
distressed investments, as explained in section &.6nust be considered that real
private investment engaged was lower, since figgres total project costs (including
also other participant’'s contribution, such as naitral institutions or national
governments) and will be slowlier disbursed, sinoatract periods are much longer
(up to 50 years) than ODA programmes (rarely longgn 8-10 years). Privately
participated projects avoided sanitation-alone ajpans; thus, the greatest amount of
private funds was dedicated to mixed projects itnatlved as well the more attractive
water supply subsector. As a result of that, adguglic and private investment gives
mixed projects the first place (23,683 million),lldeved shortly by water (23,658
million USD), and doubling funds dedicated to satimin-alone projects (11,011 million
USD).
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Figure 7. Public and private international investment persgabor.(1995 — 2004), in USD million from 2003.
Source: Own elaboration from collected data, asaéx@d in main text.

In terms of size of the projects, there are bided#nces between public and private
actors. 61.33% of private investment was oriented45 mixed projects (water and
sanitation) with an average size of 153 million d&lars (MUSD); 31.20% to 102
water projects, with an average size of 111 MUSH, 447% to 59 sanitation projects,
with an average size of 46 MUSD. On the ODA sid&§73large operations (code
14020) and 3503 small ones (code 14030) were mghontith an average size of 8.24
MUSD and 1.74 MUSD respectively.

3.7. Success of international private participation

At the time of this study, 37 projects with intetioaal private participation, amounting
10,143 MUSD were cancelled or under distress, 2894 of investment engaged in the
decade. In regional trends, the most significasiesaare East Asia, with 16.98% of
projects and 31.41% of the investment (4,856 MUS$D}his situation, and Latin
America and Caribbean region, with 12% of projentid 32.17% of investment (5,278
MUSD) cancelled or under distress. Data show ti@tcbncession projects were the
most conflictive, especially in the water supply sector (17% of projects cancelled or
under distress), as shown in figure 8.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

The effective allocation of investments is vitallie Millennium Development Goal’s
(MDG) target for Water and Sanitation wants to bhieved. The study about 1995-
2004 decade shows interesting and discouragindtsesuout international participation
in water and sanitation projects. One importantaiénias to do with reporting systems.
Private and public investments are not easily coalpa, since aspects as geographical
regionalization and sub sector divisions are ndtecent among them. It is worth to
recall that CRS divides access oriented projedsiju“large” or “small”, and does not
make distinction between water and sanitation stibse

Results of ODA analysis show how far donors lagifetheir own commitments both
in terms of quantity and quality of aid delivereml the sector. In terms of quantity,
during the 2000-2004 period donors and multilatématitutions only committed 50
MUSD/year more as in the 1995-1999 period, despaeMillennium Declaration. Data
show big geographical inequalities, comparing thare of aid received by regions
related to the number of people without accessdivihere, evidencing lack of
coordination among donors to set priorities. Indisl analysis did not show better
results. Some of the most important donors of dwtos (Japan, European Commission,
Germany and France) score a very low performanaasigaid’'s terms and conditions.
When looking at sub sector’s allocation, the gt of funds was dedicated to large
systems, both by multilateral and bilateral dontmgthis last case, it is not reasonable,
provided the lack of access that rural populatiaffess and the theoretical poverty
orientation of ODA.

Regardless extremely low coverage in sanitatiomenof bilateral donors dedicated
more than 75% of their funds to sanitation deprigedntries, and in all cases, water
deprived countries received bigger share of furiusn tsanitation ones. Average
investment from bilateral donors was 2.41 timesamarwater-alone projects than in
sanitation-alone ones. Water-alone projects siz8e14%) was bigger than sanitation
and mixed-water and sanitation- share togethe2{36).

Creditor Reporting System (CRS), though completedasbase, is not being filled
rigorously by donors. Crucial aspects in developm@oegrammes, such as gender,
beneficiaries participation, and environmental poderty focus orientations are widely
overlooked and frequently absent from reports.



International private participation in water andnisaion projects show a little
contribution to the achievement of the MDG: 98%mviestment was dedicated either to
medium or high income countries and mostly orientednixed projects over 100
MUSD each; meanwhile, Africa attracted only 0.95¢4h@ investment in the period.
At the same time, private participation has beéhneraconflictive and shows a decrease
tendency, with 28% of the investment engaged duttmegdecade cancelled or under
distress. Little complementarities were found hestv international public and private
investment, from the point of view of the peoplethout access, since biggest
aggregated investment per capita was destined teriday Europe and Oceania, the
continents with less un-served people.

As a result of the analysis made, we can affirnt & was insufficient, of low quality
and bad targeted, both geographically and sedprf@uantity commitments until 2015
are already agreed from most of OECD donors. Cugttarts and debates are focused
on improving general aid efficiency, through aligemh and coordination at national
level in the recipient countries. But the water MD&eds a wider approach: a global
coordination mechanism among donors to ensure fmss#s] resources allocation is
urged, and donors must fulfil their own recommermiest on terms and conditions of
aid. International water and sanitation funds stiadd on existing national funds in
order to effectively increase sector investmengyventing national governments from
shifting their own funds to other sectors. It is nission to fight poverty, thus a
greater focus should be put on deprived areasl)rama subsectors. The tiny amount
of ODA resources dedicated to sanitation represartisge contradiction with actual
needs.

ACKNOLEDGMENTS

The author/s would like to extend thanks to Dr. S8amCarpintero (Universidad
Politécnica de Madrid) for supervising the MSc Tikdhat initiated this work. Special
thanks are also given to Gonzalo Marin for his icmmus advice. Support from
Ingenieria Sin Fronteras-ApD, Civil Engineeringh8al (Universitat Politecnica de
Catalunya) and Agencia Catalana de Cooperacioraisfglly acknowledged.

REFERENCES

Allesina, A., & Dollar D. (2000). “Who gives forgm aid to whom and why?Journal
of Economic Growt; 33-63.

Baulch, B. (2006). “Aid Distribution and the MDG#Vorld Developmentol. 34, No.

Berthelemy, J.C., & Tichit, A. (2002)Bilateral Donors’ aid allocation decisions:
discussion paper 2002/123Norld Institute for Development Economics Resbkar

Briscoe, J. (1999). “The financing of hydropowerigation, and water supply
infrastructure in developing countriesiiternational Journal of Water Resources
DevelopmentVol 15, no. 4. 459-491



Camdessus, M. (2003Financing Water for All Report of the World Panel on
Financing Water Infrastructure’®3Vorld Water Forum. 16-23 March 2003, Kyoto.

Development Assistance Committee (1978). “Recommatmwal on Terms and
Conditions of Aid” in Reporting Directives for the Creditor Reporting ®ys
publication number DCD/DAC(2002)21, Development i8ssce Committee,
Directorate for Co-operation and Development, OECD.

Development Assistance Committee (1987). “DAC @GwgdPrinciples for Associated
Financing and Tied and Partially Untied Official \Bdopment Assistance”, in
Reporting Directives for the Creditor Reporting ®y3 publication number
DCD/DAC(2002)21, Development Assistance Commitiiegctorate for Co-operation
and Development, OECD.

Development Assistance Committee (1992). “New $dees in the Field of Tied Aid.
Development Assistance Committee”, Reporting Directives for the Creditor
Reporting Systeympublication number DCD/DAC(2002)21, Developmerdsitance
Committee, Directorate for Co-operation and Develept, OECD.

Development Assistance Committee (2000PAC statistical reporting directives
publication number OECD/DAC(2000)10, Development sidgance Committee,
Directorate for Co-operation and Development, OECD.

Development Assistance Committee (200RAC guidelines on poverty reduction
publication number DCD/CAD(2001)3/FINAL, DevelopnteAssistance Committee,
Directorate for Co-operation and Development, OECD.

European Union (2006)European Consensus on Developmedfficial Journal of
European Union, 24.02.2006.

Fay, M., Leipziger, D.,Wodon, Q., & Yepes, T. (300“Achieving Child-Health-
Related Millennium Development Goals: The Role lofrastructure”. World
Developmenvol. 33, No. 8, pp. 1267-1284.

Global Water Partnership (2000jowards Water Security: A Framework for Action
Presented at the 2nd World Water Forum, La Hago@0.2

Gupta, s., Pattillo, C., & Wagh, S. (2008ye Donor Countries giving more or less
Aid?. International Monetary Fund, Working Paper 06/01.

Mehta, M., Fugelsnes, T., & Virjee, K. (2005). "Bimcing the Millennium
Development Goals for Water and Sanitation: Whatl \iVi Take?”. International
Journal ofWater Resources Developmeviol. 21, No. 2, 239-252.

Mwanza, D. D. (2003).”"Water for sustainable deveilept in Africa”. Environment,
Development and Sustainabily 95-115, 2003.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Developmg007). Development
Statistic portal _http:// www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonlim@st visit August 2007.




Toubkiss, J. (2006). Costing MDG Target 10 on Water Supply and Sanitatio
Comparative Analysis, Obstacles and Recommendati@hswWorld Water Forum,
México 2006.

United Nations, (2003)ndicators for Monitoring the Millennium DevelopntgBoals
Publication number ST/ESA/STAT/SER.F/95. Unitediblag. New York

United Nations (2004). “United Nations declarat&8i217”. 9" February 2004.

United Nations (2005).Health, Dignity, and Development. What will it t&ke
Millennium Project, United Nations, New York.

United Nations (2005b). “Press Note: SG/SM/9888/#513”. 25" May 2005.
United Nations Development Program (2006luman Development Report, 2006.
Beyond scarcity: Power, poverty and the global watgisis. United Nations

Development Programme. 1 UN Plaza, New York, NewkyY©0017, USA

United Nations Development Program (2007). Stassti by country.
http://hdr.undp.orglast visit, August 2007.

World Bank (2003)Infrastructure Action Plan World Bank, Washington DC

World Bank (2006). http://ppi.worldbank.ord ast visit, December 2006




