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Number

1. Relevance

Select:

Good /
Very good

Problems

Serious
deficiencies

1.1. Does the project presently respond to the needs of the target groups?
Yes, very much so.
The main target groups, and also the direct beneficiaries of the Project, are primarily all the communities living in the 59 intervention unions
(a union comprises 9 wards, with a ward comprising 2-4 villages), and special focus is being given to the disadvantaged and vulnerable
people. The areas selected in the Project are the "hard-to-reach" (HtR) areas, but also the HtR people.
The "National Strategy for Water and Sanitation for Hard to Reach Areas of Bangladesh", December 2011, defines the hard-to-reach in
terms of remote geographical locations (difficult access) and "slipping population from all sorts of development activities": "areas having
poor water and sanitation coverage due to adverse hydro-geological condition, having poor and inadequate communication network, and
frequent occurrence of natural calamities which in turn results in higher rate of child mortality and accelerates the vicious cycle of poverty,
are referred as hard-to-reach areas and the people of those areas, as well as people who do not have any fixed place for living e.g.
gypsies, sex workers, are called hard-to-reach people due to their social exclusion from adequate WatSan services”.
The Strategy introduces several criteria on how to identify HtR areas and people, basically related to geographic location, hydro-geological
condition and socioeconomic profile, and this is also used as basis for selection in the Project: 1. Availability of water (indicated by the level
of groundwater table); 2. Improved drinking water coverage; 3. Hygienic sanitation coverage; 4. Climatic hotspots; 5. Poverty level; and
6. Child mortality. Mapping of HtR areas using multi-criteria analysis is however a dynamic process and the number of HtR unions at
different geographic locations may vary as data related to indicators change with time. Such changes may occur as a result of
improvement in some areas due to appropriate interventions (by government or NGOs/donors) or deterioration in other areas due to more
frequent natural disasters that have been predicted as possible impact of climate change.
Special attention is given to the women and children of the poorest and excluded groups, in addition to disabled. Another target group is
school children (from primary up to high level).Target groups are also community allies (traditional leaders, headmen, school teachers,
religious leaders, locally elected representatives of the local government, local opinion leaders, village doctors, etc); staff of the local
partner NGOs (27 NGOs in total) and Community-Based Organisations (CBOs); and private manufactures involved with the latrine
production.
Around 200,000 disadvantaged households in selected HtR communities, and about 3 million poor, excluded and vulnerable people in
hard-to-reach areas, will benefit directly and indirectly from the Project.

1.2. Is the action (including CD if relevant) adequate vis-à-vis the present capacity of the local
partner?
Yes.
The overall main implementing partner is the NGO Forum for Public Health (also referred to as "NGO Forum" or simply "NGOF"). This is
one of the largest NGOs in Bangladesh (BD), having 14 regional offices spread around the country, all fully equipped with training facilities
(training rooms/conference halls), overnight accommodation facilities for the trainees, kitchen, office equipment, etc.
In the head office in Dhaka, there are 15 full-time staff working with the Project: Project Coordinator, Programme Officer,
Epidemiologist/Medical Officer (Doctor), Accounts Officer, Advocacy Officer, Training Officer, Internal Auditor, Information and
Documentation Officer, HR & Administration Officer, Store Officer, Environment and Water Quality Officer, Technical Officer, Data Entry
Officer, and various support staff.
In addition, some staff are working part time on the Project and part time on other projects being implemented (approximate time allocation
to the Project indicated): Executive Director (10%), Cell/Section Heads (10%), Communication Officer (10%), Gender Focal Person (10%),
System Manager/IT (10%), and Procurement Officer (10%).
The Regional Offices have full-time programme facilitators, supported by Regional Managers (with around 25% time on the Project),
Accounts Assistants, and support staff (drivers, cleaners, cooks, office assistants, etc.). In addition there are 4 Field Engineers located at
strategic regional offices working full-time on the Project.
The NGOF has contracted 27 local NGOs to be implementing partners in the various locations around the country. Only a handful of these
are "large", also having a head office in Dhaka, and all are located within the intervention areas. The NGOs normally has an Executive
Director working part time on the Project, in addition to two Union Extension Workers in each area (in total 119 in the country working on
the Project) and various support staff.
The capacity of the NGO Forum and the local NGOs (also referred to as "Partner NGOs" - or "PNGOs") is adequate and sufficient to
undertake the activities, especially the capacity development/building (software component) activities. The construction work connected to
improved water supply and sanitation is normally undertaken by smaller local construction companies, locally hired masons, small
manufacturers, etc., all supervised and overseen by the local NGO staff.
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1.3. Do all key stakeholders still demonstrate effective commitment (ownership)?
Yes.
The ROM Expert observed that all project staff met with, from the head office staff of the NGO Forum, through the Regional Offices staff of
the NGOF, and down to the staff of the local partner NGOs, clearly showed enthusiasm and dedication to their work in the villages (leave
alone the fact that they would probably never express otherwise to an external reviewer....). Also the beneficiaries, being the villagers
represented by the members of the Village Development Committees (VDCs), the village caretakers and the end users of the facilities built,
convinced the ROM Expert that they really had an ownership to the project activities and the infrastructure constructed/rehabilitated, in
addition to largely appreciating the awareness raising and hygiene education undertaken. This also was the case with the school visited by
the ROM Expert, where the children (in a separate meeting with a few boys and girls) explained what they had learned and how their
hygiene practices had changed, and how they had brought their knowledge back home to their parents, their sisters and brothers, their
neighbours, etc.
It was especially noted that adolescent girls truly appreciated the focus on menstrual hygiene in the Project, explaining that the taboos
connected to their "periods" in their social environment had changed. They no longer stayed "shamefully" at home during such periods, but
now attended school.
Also the local government representatives (union) met with showed appreciation of the Project, and explained how they now were aware of
issues related to water supply and sanitation that they did not realize earlier. They also appreciated that the Project had involved them, in
addition to the villagers, from the very start of the Project and during implementation.
It was also realised, especially by talking to the local NGO staff, that there is still some way to go before the local government staff fully
understand the concept of bottom-up planning and implementation, as "old habits" are not easily changed, and surely not "overnight". It
should also be remembered that some of the local government staff is shifted every 5th year through elections and then part of the
ownership and enthusiasm with the local government might be "lost".

1.4. Is there an effective government led system of sector coordination (including CD) involving
the relevant local stakeholders and donors?
Partly, and in a continuous process of developing.
The administrative system of BD comprises, from the top: The Central Government; 8 Divisions; 64 Districts; 488 Sub-Districts/Upazilas;
and 4,553 Union Councils/Parishads (UPs, in the rural areas), the last being the smallest rural administrative and local government in BD.
Below the UPs there are Unions comprising 9 Wards each, with one ward comprising 2-4 villages.
The villages have no formal administrative power, but in several villages, notably also the ones covered by the Project, there are elected
committees having responsibility for various development sectors in the village. In relation to the Project the most significant ones are: the
Village Development Committee (VDC), being established under the Project and having the overall responsibility of development initiatives
in a ward, and the WatSan Committees taking care of the water supply and sanitation infrastructure and the related hygiene issues. (It is
noted that the VDC covers a ward, meaning 2-4 villages, and should thus in principle have been termed "Ward Development Committee”.
The EUD advised against having separate VDCs for each village, which was the intention at the beginning. The name of the committee
nevertheless remained).
The governmental system in BD is well established and is expected to function effectively in relation to development efforts in the areas.
Like in any country however, the effectiveness of the local governments (Union Parishads and the Upazilas) to a large extend depend on
the dedication and enthusiasm of the local government leaders. In the areas visited by the ROM Expert, the leaders met with (not
surprising) showed solid dedication to the project efforts. This could to a large extend be attributed to the awareness raising and advocacy
activities and involvement of the local governments in the Project from the very beginning and all through implementation. This has created
support and a positive attitude towards the development efforts by the local governments, both at Union and Upazila levels.
The advocacy of the Project towards elected local government leaders, and involving them in the project activities (seminars, workshops,
inspections, sites visits, etc.), is important in order to enhance an effective coordination system. The local government leaders might
change after election every 5th year and the sensitisation and advocacy is therefore a continuous process indeed.
(It is noted that there is an established "Union WatSan Committee", as there are committees at union level dealing with all other important
aspects of society. The Project has not linked up with these committees specifically, as they were said not to add value to the Project,
being very top-down and seemingly lacking the ability to act on emerging issues, comprising politicians only).
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1.5. Are there any complementarity issues with other ongoing/planned projects or
programmes (including CD) managed by donors that need to be addressed?
No, not really.
The ROM Expert learned that there have been several previous initiatives in the communities related to WatSan, some even in the villages
now targeted by the Project, mostly done by NGOs, in addition to a few local government initiatives. This include establishment of deep
water wells (where some had to be repaired under the Project), sanitary latrines, etc., but seemingly no initiatives ongoing simultaneously
with the Project in the same villages.
(In one village an Arsenic removal plant supplied with support of Japanese International Cooperation Agency (JICA) was observed. The
metal tanks were idling and had never functioned properly. The ROM Expert was told that the technology was not appropriate for removing
the Arsenic. The villagers claimed that they were never consulted in connection with the installation, and were never told why it did not
work. Neither were they trained in the operation and maintenance (O&M) of the equipment).
It is clearly up to the Union Parishad to coordinate the efforts of development in their area, but it is understood that there is a long way to go
before such coordination is effectively executed in most locations. Some advocacy on this has been relayed through the Project, but
obviously it will take some time before all duplications are avoided and proper synergy is secured between various initiatives supported by
donors/NGOs. In the project wards surely there has been proper coordination, thanks to the local NGOs’ efforts.
A World Bank (WB) financed project is being implemented in some poor remote villages through the Local Government Development
Project (LGDP), where funds (from WB loan) are channeled through the central government down to the local governments. This project is
implemented by the Union Parishad, and mainly comprises smaller infrastructure improvements (drainage, rural roads, drainage culverts,
school repairs, purchase of computer to schools, etc.), also some in the WatSan sector (establishing tube wells, improvement of latrines by
repairs of the squatting slabs and installing new, etc.). This project has no components of education, awareness raising, advocacy or
capacity building, and is implemented in other areas than the EU financed Project. There seems to be no connection between the two
projects.

1.6. Have changed circumstances (including critical constraints in the context) been taken into
account by updating the intervention logic?
Yes.
Although there have neither been any significant changed circumstances occurring during project implementation, nor any critical
constraints in the context. The Project is following the initial work plan, as the enabling environment is largely the same as at project
start-up.
The only exception is the reduced funds available due to the unfavorable exchange rate EURO to Taka (BDT). This has indicatively led to a
significant financial constraint (reference to the Head of the Finance Department in the NGO Forum). This has inevitably put some restraint
on project implementation and some activities have to be reduced in 2016 accordingly. Most planned activities for 2014, 2014 and 2015
have been implemented as planned.
It seems that the NGOF has been able to re-allocate funds within reasonable limits to "keep the wheels rolling". It is however noticed that
the NGOF and the local NGOs have not been allowed to increase the salaries of their employees during the implementation period, as is
normally being done annually in BD. The ROM Expert also realised that some staff had salaries lower than subsistence minimum (in the
range of BDT 6,500). (Obviously, NGOF increased the salaries in their budget/accounting, but EUD did not accept this, and NGOF had to
adjust the salaries down to the initial level in their budget).
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1.7. Indicators
a) Are the indicators well defined and relevant to measure the achievement of the
objectives?
Yes.
The initial logframe is very systematic and orderly presented in the Application. It is however important to note that the Project is very much
focused on activities and outputs, so the indicators are relatively easy to define. They are to a large extent countable (no. of training
sessions, no. of people trained, no. of tube wells established, no. of latrines built, etc.). A comprehensive baseline was developed as one
of the first activities in the Project (final version dated December 2013). The Annual Progress Reports for 2013 and 2014 give feedback on
the same activities and indicators as defined in the Application, with the 2014 report being more streamlined and consistent as to the
numbering than the 2013 one.
The NGO Forum had a very good idea of the requirements and what was possible to achieve within the budgeted sum of money, as they
have been working with similar interventions of WatSan in other locations earlier, partly supported by the EU (“Community-managed Water
Supply and Sanitation Programme (CMWSP) for the Rural Poor of Chittagong Hill Tracts-Bangladesh”) and the Swiss Agency for
Development and Cooperation (SDC, “Promotion of water supply, sanitation and hygiene in hard-to-reach areas of Rural Bangladesh”).
The indicators for the "Results" are a bit less specific, examples: “At least 90% of the 27 PNGOs capacitated in promoting context-specific
safe water supply and environmental sanitation services” (Result 1), and “At least 60% of poor & vulnerable population in target
communities are aware in practicing improved hygiene behavior” (Result 2), and “Policy-makers, Govt. officials, academicians, media
representatives, sector professionals, civil society representatives shared and informed on WatSan issues” (Result 3). However, as the
results are the overall and aggregated deliverables from the Project, resulting from all the activities and outputs jointly, and these
activities/outputs have very specific indicators, the ROM Expert finds the results indicators adequate.
Not so much effort has been put into formulating the indicators for the Specific Objective (“Good governance in promotion of pro-poor safe
and sustainable water supply and sanitation services”), realizing that the Specific Objective (purpose/outcome) constitutes the main level of
the logframe and is the reason why the interventions are undertaken at all. The indicators are of a more general and qualitative nature, for
example: “Policy-makers, LGIs, CSOs, PNGOs and service providers' capacity enhanced centering WatSan issues and concerns”;
“Average allocation and utilization of water & sanitation budget by UPs in the project area increased”; and “Safe and sustainable WatSan &
hygiene practices increased among 30% of poor & vulnerable HHs”. The latter should at least have mentioned the time/when this should
be measured.

b) Are all related data available?
Yes.
There was a baseline survey undertaken the first year of the Action (report dated December 2013). A total of 3,717 households (HHs) were
sampled and 50 union representatives. The households were sampled according the so-called “Multi Stage Sampling”, which basically is a
random sampling method. (3 wards from each union were determined using a “Random Table”; 21 HHs from each ward were selected
according to “Lot Quality Assurance” method, and first sample from each ward was selected by random sampling and the next 21 HHs by
“Systematic Sampling”).
The project staff of the NGO Forum is undertaking monitoring surveys every year using a similar selection method, but not covering so
many households (had to reduce the number due to less available project money resulting from exchange rate loss): In 2014 - 1,260 HHs
and in 2015 - 714 HHs.
In addition, the various local NGOs are reporting quarterly on the progress, and the information is verified by the NGOF regional staff
through visits to the sites.
The NGO Forum has a well functioning Management Information System (MIS) into which all data are entered and can be retrieved.
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c) Are all indicators sex-disaggregated, if relevant?
Yes.
All data in the Baseline Report and in the Monitoring Reports are divided into males and females, in addition to listing disabled persons,
pro-poor households/people, etc.

d) Are baselines set and updated for each indicator?
Yes.
A baseline survey was carried out at the start-up of the Project with final report dated December 2013 (see Point 1.7 b) above). Although
the baseline survey is not structured strictly according to the listed activity numbers in the logframe, it is not difficult to attribute the various
topis to the different activities and indicators.
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e) Are targets values set and are they realistic or do they need to be updated?
Yes, they are realistic and do not need to be updated.
The target values of the activity indicators are set based on long-time experience by NGO Forum from undertaking similar interventions in
the poor remote areas, and are thus realistic.

Conclusion
• The areas selected in the Project are the "hard-to-reach" (HtR) areas (remote geographical locations, hydro-geological conditions), but
also the HtR people (socio-economic profile). This is defined in the "National Strategy for Water and Sanitation for Hard to Reach Areas of
Bangladesh", from December 2011.
• The main target groups are primarily all the communities living in the 59 intervention unions (a union comprises 9 wards, with a ward
comprising 2-4 villages), and special focus is being given to the disadvantaged and vulnerable people. Around 200,000 disadvantaged
households in selected HtR communities and about 3 million poor, excluded and vulnerable people in HtR areas will benefit directly and
indirectly from the Project. Special attention is given to the women and children of the poorest and excluded groups.
• The overall main implementing partner is the NGO Forum for Public Health ("NGO Forum"), having 14 regional offices spread around the
country, all fully equipped with training and accommodation facilities.
• NGO Forum has contracted 27 local NGOs to be implementing partners in the various locations around the country.
• The ROM Expert observed that all staff met with, from the head office staff of the NGO Forum, through the Regional Offices of NGOF and
down to the staff of the local NGOs, clearly showed enthusiasm, dedication and ownership to their work in the villages. It was however also
observed that there is still some way to go before the local government staff fully understand and practices the concept of bottom-up
planning and implementation.
• The effectiveness of the local governments (Union Parishads and the Upazilas) to a large extend depend on the dedication and
enthusiasm of the local government leaders.
• User committees have been elected in the project wards, being responsible for various development sectors in the wards, the most
important being: the Village Development Committee (VDC), and the WatSan Committee taking care of the water supply and sanitation
infrastructure and the hygiene issues related to this.
• There have been several previous initiatives in communities related to WatSan, some even in the villages targeted by the Project, mostly
done by NGOs, and with a few local government initiatives, but there is no overlap of activities in project villages during the project period.
• It is clearly up to the Union Parishad to coordinate the efforts of development in their area, but there seems to be a long way to go before
such coordination is effectively executed in most areas.
• The initial logframe is very systematic and orderly presented in the Application. It is however important to note that the Project is very
much focused on activities and outputs, so the indicators are relatively easy to define.
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• A baseline survey was undertaken in the first implementation year.

2. Efficiency

Select:

Good /
Very good

Problems

Serious
deficiencies

2.1. Are the chosen implementation mechanisms (incl. choice of implementation modalities,
entities and contractual arrangements) conducive for achieving the expected results?
Yes, very much so.
The NGO Forum is the lead implementing partner, who has undertaken similar interventions earlier in the rural pro-poor and hard-to-reach
(HtR) areas in the country. In addition to having 15 permanent project staff, and some part time staff, at the head office in Dhaka, NGOF
has 14 regional offices with permanent staff around the country, taking part in the Project.
NGOF has contracted 27 local NGOs each covering one Sub-District/Upazila (27 in total), covering a total of 59 unions. Each union has 9
wards and each ward comprises 2-4 villages, with in total 531 VDCs (each representing a ward). (The Project is undertaken in 25 Districts,
but the district administrations are not directly involved in the implementation). Each local NGO has dedicated 2 Union Extension Workers
to each union (118 Extension Workers in total). These local NGOs are not “hit-and-run” organisations. Most have been working in the areas
for many years, their staff is coming from the very areas, and they have a long-term perspective of support to the communities there. This
means that the staff will be operating in the area even after the Project has ended, with other projects, and will follow-up the project
communities from time to time in connection with different other errands or in “passing by”.
The implementation covers six regions with different geophysical characteristics in the country, also referred to as HtR agro-ecological
zones:
• Char (areas and islands formed from river sedimentation, are extremely vulnerable to natural disasters)
• Coastal (located in the large river deltas, having problems with high salinity content of groundwater, arsenic and iron in water).
• Drought (areas that experience drought during the dry season)
• Flood (areas experiences frequent flooding during the rainy season)
• Haor (is a wetland ecosystem in the north eastern part of Bangladesh, also known as a "backswamp". Areas where one third of all land
can be termed as wetlands).
• Hilly (the mountainous and hilly forest-covered areas in the Chittagong Hill Tract (CHT)).
Different technologies are utilized in the different areas, found to be appropriate for the prevailing circumstances.
The institutional set-up of the Project, and the various areas selected with the HtR people amongst the poor, seems to be very well planned
and is considered to be the ideal set-up for this kind of project.

2.2. Do local partners effectively lead in the planning of the action (including CD if relevant)
beyond formal endorsement?
Yes.
The NGO Forum has 14 regional offices, all equipped with training and accommodation facilities. These facilities are frequently used in the
Project, but they are also rented out on a commercial basis (to other projects, companies, institutions). The Regional Managers of NGOF
are working actively in facilitating the activities in the Project.
The local Partner NGOs (PNGOs), some very small with just a few staff, are established in the implementation areas, all having a view to
support "their own" communities. They know the socio-cultural characteristics, habits and procedures of the people living in these areas.
The Union Extension Workers from the PNGOs (2 in each PNGO full time on the Project) have been actively facilitating the processes all
the way; participated in the awareness raising activities, supported by the NGO Forum staff; meeting with the local governments; frequently
following up the villagers during implementation, both through visits to the communities and counseling/communicating by mobile phone.
The community mobilization and sensitisation processes are following guidelines prepared by the NGOF at the start of the Project (this was
the first task of the Project Coordinator when he joined the NGOF in February 2013), being based on several years of experience with
similar work. The starting point is the creation of ownership with the communities of being responsible for their own development (What are
our problems? Who can solve them? How should we solve them?, etc.)
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2.3. Inputs
a) Do the resources correspond to the needs of the action?
Yes, largely.
The project activities and adjacent budget were prepared based on experience from several years of similar interventions in the country.
The exchange rate EURO-BDT has however developed unfavorably for the Project since the start-up. The initial implementation plan has
been followed to a large degree during the the years 2013 and 2014, but the project management informed that the level of activities partly
in 2015, but especially in 2016, would be adjusted to the remaining available funds, which will be known when the full agio loss has been
calculated.
All the activities listed in the Application and the logframe have been undertaken, notably with a few delivering less outputs than initially
planned for, mostly due to the mentioned exchange rate loss (examples: The mobile emergency water supply treatment plant has not been
purchased; counselling (follow-up) efforts to the Arsenicosis patients have been reduced; the number of new dug wells has been reduced,
but existing wells have been repaired instead, etc.).
It is recommended, and anticipated, that the Contingency item in the budget could be used to cover up for the loss of funds due to
exchange rate fluctuations. Nevertheless, some of the activities initially planned for implementation in 2016 will eventually have to be
skipped altogether, because not even the Contingency item will be enough to compensate for the total exchange rate loss.
In general, It is however realised that the total needs in the areas where the Project is implemented are much larger than could possible be
covered by the Action. No single project budget is large enough to cover all the requirements of the poor people. Only maximum 3 unions
in each upazila (sub-district) are targeted in the Project, but similar needs are also present across the board in all other unions. This was
clearly confirmed by both the project staff and the local governments (although being beside the issue at stake in this question).
Nevertheless, the Project has started a very good process in the areas, and it is now clearly up to the local governments and the
implementing partners to replicate the process in other unions and wards with the funds available at any time. Some of the sensitisation,
advocacy and awareness raising components in the Project do not require so much financial resources to be implemented, and surely
could be replicated in other areas in the same upazilas where the Action has been implemented.

b) Do local partners provide the inputs (human or physical) that would be required to enable
the action (including CD if relevant) to be effective?
Yes.
The Partner NGOs (PNGOs) implementing the Project all have a contract with the NGO Forum within which their obligations and budgets
are fixed. It was obvious to the ROM Expert that these PNGOs are all fulfilling their contracts to their best ability, and notably putting up
appropriate human resources to undertake the activities.
As the PNGOs are also working with other projects in the same areas, related to other or similar sectors, but surely involving community
sensitisation and contact, their communication with the project communities are assumed to be more frequent than if they had been "hit
and run" NGOs coming from outside the areas. The PNGOs are using their own vehicles and motorbikes, and own office facilities that they
use for all assignments, including for the Action.
As to the communities, they have contributed in the Project with in-kind labour in connection with the construction of water supply
structures (tanks, wells, stand posts) and construction of latrines. Some villages have obviously also with own funds and own initiative
constructed water stand posts and built latrines based on the design and methods used in the Project (the ROM Expert saw this in a couple
of the places visited).
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c) To what degree are resources (inputs) available on time from other stakeholders?
Not really relevant.
The communities targeted (beneficiaries) are the "hard-to-reach", especially the ultra-poor, the disabled, women and children, etc., and
these target groups normally have very few resources to contribute with. As mentioned, they have however to some extent contributed with
free labour in connection with the construction services, and in a few instances also implemented some infrastructure from own resources.
As regards input from other stakeholders, such as the local governments (Union Parishads or Upazilas), such has been virtually
non-existent. The union level has very little money to spent on any development activity in their areas, as the tax income from various
sources is low and the allocations from higher level central government institutions is indeed limited.
In one place visited by the ROM Expert (in the Chittagong Hills Tract), the Union Parishad Chairman claimed that he was prepared to
assist in the repair and maintenance of WatSan facilities in his area with money he had set aside in a "fund", coming from the payments
under the LGSP, supported by the World Bank and implemented by the local governments. To judge from other observations in the field,
this is however assumed to be an exception, as this chairman showed enthusiasm and dedication far above average.

2.4. Delays
a) If there are delays, how important are they?
No.
No major delays were recorded. The physical startup was a couple of months delayed, waiting for the Project Coordinator to be recruited
and start his work. The Coordinator also spent the first weeks preparing operational guidelines for all the activities in order to secure that all
the PNGOs were following the same implementation modality and procedures.
It was however noted that the Baseline Survey was a bit delayed, with the final report dated December 2013. It would have been expected
that the report had come some months earlier, as the draft report was completed by May. The reason for the delay was basically a lot of "to
and fro" between the parties on verification of data and information. The delayed final version does however not seem to have hampered
the progress of the implementation of the activities per se, as this continued as planned independent of the baseline report preparation.
The Project Coordinator claimed that all activities will be completed in time (although some to a limited extent due to the exchange rate
loss), and that at the point of the ROM mission, no extension of the Project was expected. The ROM Expert believes that this is true by
judging from the good progress during the first three years of the Project as compared to what was planned for.
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b) Have the reasons been identified?
Not applicable.

c) Are the revisions of planning been properly implemented? Effective?
Yes.
Notably, there has not been major changes in the plans during implementation. As mentioned, all activities listed in the Application and
original logframe have been implemented. However, a few has been and will be implemented to a lesser degree than initially planned for in
2016, mostly due to the reduced amount of available funds from EU, resulting from the fluctuations of the exchange rate EURO-BDT. The
total reduction of activities will be clear when the annual progress report for 2015 is completed and the agio loss is finally calculated.
At the time of the ROM, the ROM Expert has no detailed overview of which activities might be reduced, but the Project Coordinator
indicated that there are mainly the "number of items delivered" in the activities that will have to be reduced, and not the actual activities
themselves. These are considered to be "minor changes" as compared to the initial plan, some of which will be postponed and undertaken
the last year of implementation, in case the Contingency item in the budget could be used for such purposes, covering up for the loss due
to exchange rate fluctuations.
The shortcomings in fulfilling parts of the annual plans have been duly reported in the annual reports under a separate section in the
reporting template ("2.3. Please list activities that were planned and that you were not able to implement, explaining the reason for these").
These shortcomings are however reasonably explained and in the broad picture only represent minor changes to the plans, some
postponed to be undertaken the following year.
The Project Coordinator also indicated that one approach could be to cut the implementation period short by a few months in 2016, in order
to save on the operation costs (salaries, office costs, etc.). To the ROM Expert this seems like a reasonable backup plan, and it shows that
the project management at any time is trying to make the most efficient use of the available project funds at any time.
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2.5. Have the outputs been produced/delivered in a cost-efficient manner?
Yes.
The ROM Expert, based on own experience from rural development projects in other countries, believes that the only way to anchor such
development initiatives with the local communities and create the required ownership, is to undertake a real bottom-up planning and
implementation. This Project is doing exactly that. So many development projects have failed due to top-down planning and
implementation, also in Bangladesh, and even in some of the villages visited by the ROM Expert. By facilitating a process of the villagers
themselves identifying their own problems, suggesting solutions to these and assessing practical ways of implementing remedial actions;
the Project efforts will hopefully be relatively sustainable and the communities will most certainly be protecting the assets built and
maintain/repair them as required.
However, the most important element of the Project is not necessarily the hardware constructed, but the sensitisation and awareness
raising at community level, and the advocacy at various governmental levels. Changing people’s mind-set and behavior related to water
use and sanitation/hygiene practices is the key to success. This however takes time, as the issues must be re-addressed and the hygiene
education refreshed at various intervals to prevent people from falling back to "old habits". In the Project, the sensitisation and awareness
raising is the backbone of the intervention and this is undertaken as efficient as it could be done under the prevailing circumstances.
The awareness raising in schools is especially noted. This is truly the right level to approach beneficiaries, as not only will it have an effect
on the children themselves, but also on their parents, brothers and sisters, neighbours, etc.
Most of the activities have been implemented within the time expected, some have delivered results beyond what was planned for, and
some will not reach the expected target values within the implementation period (amongst other due to the exchange rate loss).

2.6. Is the action adequately monitored and/or assessed by the local partners?
Yes.
The 27 partner NGOs (PNGOs), subcontracted by the NGO Forum to undertake implementation of the local activities, have been given a
standardised reporting template by the NGOF, and report monthly in Bangla and quarterly in English to the regional office of the NGOF.
The Regional Manager is reviewing and commenting on the reports of the PNGOs, and some revisions might take place. The reports are
then submitted to the NGOF head office in Dhaka, where the information and data are entered into the NGOF Management Information
System (MIS), developed for the purpose of the Project. The same procedures are used for the annual reporting.
Each of the local NGOs has their own monitoring system developed locally, adopted to the local circumstances and the resources
available. The Union Extension Workers follow up the communities at regular/irregular intervals depending on the activities taking place at
any moment in time.
The NGO Forum is monitoring the project regularly, undertaken by its own department (Research Monitoring and Evaluation Cell),
focussing on the results and specifically the change in knowledge/awareness level of the final beneficiaries, being the households (HHs),
towards use of water, sanitation and environmental and personal hygiene practices, etc. This is done quarterly and is following the same
approach and modality as the baseline survey undertaken in the first year of implementation, although fewer households were interviewed
in 2014 and 2015, due to lack of funds to undertake a full-scale monitoring. The results are presented in Quarterly Monitoring Reports (2 in
2013 and 4 in 2014 and 2015). The Monitoring Reports also contain an assessment of the capacity of the PNGOs, their management
practices, etc. during the monitoring period.
The NGO Forum is reporting annually to the EUD, or any time when particular issues have to be discussed and concluded.
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Conclusion
* The implementation mechanism is very appropriate to achieve the expected results. The NGO Forum is the lead implementing partner,
having undertaken similar interventions earlier in the rural pro-poor and hard-to-reach (HtR) areas in the country.
* NGOF has contracted 27 local NGOs ("Partner NGOs" – "PNGOs"), each covering one Sub-District/Upazila (27 in total), covering a total
of 59 unions. Each union has 9 wards and each ward comprises 2-4 villages, with in total 531 VDCs (each representing a ward). Each local
NGO has dedicated 2 Union Extension Workers to work in each project union (118 Extension Workers in total).
* The implementation covers six regions with different geophysical characteristics in the country, also referred to as HtR agro-ecological
zones: Char, Coastal, Draught, Flood, Haor and Hilly (the Chittagong Hill Tract (CHT)).
* NGO Forum has an appropriate institutional structure to lead the implementation, with 14 regional offices, all equipped with training and
accommodation facilities.
* The financial resources of the Project correspond to the needs of the Action, although the exchange rate loss (due to fluctuations
EURO-BDT) has lead to somewhat reduced activities towards the end of the Project (mostly reduced number of items delivered).
* The PNGOs implementing the Project all have a contract with the NGO Forum, within which their obligations and budget is defined. It was
obvious to the ROM Expert that these PNGOs are fulfilling their contracts to their best ability, and notably putting up appropriate human
resources to undertake the activities.
* As to the communities, they have contributed in the Project with in-kind labour in connection with the construction of water supply
structures (tanks, wells, stand posts) and construction of latrines.
* There has been no financial input from other stakeholders. The union level has very little money to spend on any development activity in
their areas, as there is limited tax income.
* There have been no major delays in the Project, nor any major changes in the implementation plan (rather than those instigated by the
exchange rate loss) .
* The Project has anchored the development initiatives with the local communities and created the required ownership through undertaking
a real bottom-up planning and implementation.
* The awareness raising in schools is especially noted. This is truly the right level to approach beneficiaries, as not only will it have an effect
on the children themselves, but also on their parents, brothers and sisters, etc.
* Reporting and monitoring procedures both by the Partner NGOs and NGO Forum seem to be appropriate and sufficient, with
standardized reporting templates, monthly reports in Bangla and quarterly in English to the regional office of the NGOF. NGO Forum has its
own appropriate Management Information System (MIS) developed for the Project.
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3. Effectiveness

Select:

Good /
Very good

Problems

Serious
deficiencies

3.1. Has the expected progress in term of outputs being properly achieved?
Yes.
By the time of the ROM, the 2015 Annual Progress Report had not yet been finalised, but upon request to the NGOF, the ROM Expert
received the draft output data for 2015. In addition to the progress reports from 2013 and 2014, these last data gives a good overview of
the total progress when one year remains of the Project. The progress is largely as planned and expected under the prevaling
circumstances (with the reduced funds due to the exchange rate loss).
The Project is divided in 3 components, represented by one main result each:
Result 1: “Capacity of Local Government Institutions (LGI) and Civil Society enhanced for facilitating effective delivery of safe water supply
and environmental sanitation services”. (Comprising 4 training/capacity building (CB) activities.)
Result 2: “Increased access to safe water supply, sanitation and hygiene practices for reducing health burden among poor and vulnerable
communities in rural hard-to-reach areas”. (Comprising 14 main activities, amongst which the most money-demanding are the
installation/construction/repairing of safe water and sanitation facilities. However, very important activities include sensitisation and
awareness raising of the target groups on improved sanitation and hygiene practices, e.g. the communities, the school children,
Arsenicosis patients, et.).
Result 3: “Increased sensitization of relevant actors, service providers, LGIs and other stakeholders on the importance of effective water
supply and sanitation services”. (Comprising 8 main activities related to various advocacy, sensitisation and information sharing efforts
towards various stakeholders).

3.2. Is the quality of outputs (including those of CD support) satisfactory?
Yes.
The physical infrastructure visited by the ROM Expert was all of good quality, made of local or imported materials. It was especially noted
that the locally produced concrete seemed to be of a durable standard.
The ROM Expert got a very good impression of the awareness raising activities and capacity development (CD) through the interviews with
the stakeholders. They all seemed to have got a good insight into their own development challenges and how to tackle these by
themselves (with some support from outside). It was obvious that the bottom-up approach had worked, and indeed this is the only way to
develop such rural development projects in general.
The ROM Expert especially noted the high level of awareness with the school (adolescent) children interviewed (randomly selected). The
menstrual awareness raising with the girls seemed to have been very effective, and they openly talked to the ROM Expert about this,
without feeling this being a taboo theme.
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3.3. Are the outputs (including CD) still likely to lead to the expected outcomes?
Yes.
The outputs will surely contribute to the outcome of the Project, represented by the Specific Objective formulated: “Good governance in
promotion of pro-poor safe and sustainable water supply and sanitation services”.

3.4. Are there evidences that the action supports the implementation or the development (or its
changes) of the partners' policy/actions?
Yes.
The local government institutions (LGIs), namely at the Union Council (Parishad) level, have been involved in the Project from the very
beginning. During the interviews with the ROM Expert, they all proved to have a fairly good insight into the challenges related to village
water supply and sanitation issues in their areas. It was obvious that the Union Parishad Secretaries and members to a large degree have
realized their mandate and responsibilities related to the sector development, and claimed to have gained knowledge and skills in several
topics through the Project (the Project has taken up subjects like account management, procurement, financial planning and budgeting,
inventory management and internal control, procurement transparency and accountability (“open budgeting”), etc.)
The Project has produced a booklet on “Water-borne Diseases and Water Quality”, which has been distributed amongst the local
governments members that might assist in providing safe drinking water supply to the HtR areas.
LGIs have been invited and participated in all major project events, e.g. the World Water Day and Environmental Week celebrations.
Advocacy & Material Package for Decision-makers and LGIs (1,200 nos) was produced and distributed, focusing on “Right to WatSan –
Get It for All”.
An “Information Pocket Book on WatSan, Health & Environment” (titled “Safe Water and Sanitation – Rights of the Hard-to-Reach”) has
also been produced and distributed to the LGIs.
Likewise, a WatSan Calendar with photos was distributed to the local decision- and policy-makers.
NGO Forum also has good contact with ministries and agencies at central level on policy issues, being e.g. member of the National
Sanitation Task Force, lobbying with the government on policy formulations and revisions in relation to the sector issues. NGO Forum is
obviously very much respected, and listened to, in the country due to their experience and key involvement in the rural water supply,
sanitation and hygiene education issues.
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Conclusion
* The expected progress has largely been achieved as planned, delivering the expected outputs (although somewhat reduced because of
reduced available funds due to the exchange rate loss).
The Project has 3 main results defined:
- Result 1: “Capacity of Local Government Institutions (LGIs) and Civil Society enhanced for facilitating effective delivery of safe water
supply and environmental sanitation services”.
- Result 2: “Increased access to safe water supply, sanitation and hygiene practices for reducing health burden among poor and vulnerable
communities in rural hard-to-reach areas”.
- Result 3: “Increased sensitization of relevant actors, service providers, LGIs and other stakeholders on the importance of effective water
supply and sanitation services”.
* The quality of the outputs seem to be very good, including the materials used and the craftsmanship during construction of infrastructure.
Also the capacity development (CD) seems to be of good quality, having the appropriate target audience and contents.
* The outputs will surely contribute to the outcome of the Project, represented by the Specific Objective formulated: “Good governance in
promotion of pro-poor safe and sustainable water supply and sanitation services”.
* The Project has involved the LGIs from the very start, both in planning and implementation. Active advocacy towards decision-makers at
various levels has taken place all through the Project, and the stakeholders interviewed during the ROM showed fairly good understanding
of the issues at stake and the requirements of the target groups.
* NGO Forum is also actively lobbying for sectors issues at central government level, being a well known and respected actor related to
rural water supply, sanitation and hygiene education nationally.
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4. Sustainability

Select:

Good /
Very good

Problems

Serious
deficiencies

4.1. Is an adequate level of human and institutional capacity (avoiding unnecessary parallel
mechanisms) put in place in order to continue delivering the action’s benefits?
Yes, partly.
The “action’s benefits” are in this case considered to be operation and maintenance (O&M) of the water supply and sanitation systems
already built; to continue the hygiene education in communities and schools started with the persons already trained; and to expand/roll-out
such to new areas, to a reasonable degree. It is also expected that the LGIs and the communities could gradually expand their
infrastructure based on the good lessons learned during the Project, to the extent financial and human resources allow for such.
To judge from the statements of the stakeholders met with during the ROM, some of the concrete activities started under the Project will
probably be continued, but clearly not at the "boosted" level experienced during the Project. The institutional set-up and partly capacity are
in place for the activities to continue one way or the other. It is expected that the VDCs established, having participated in the bottom-up
planning and implementation, will continue their efforts of bettering the local conditions related to WatSan in their own wards.
It is also assumed that Union Parishads will most likely (at least morally and policy-wise) support continued activities in the communities
simply based on "felt needs" to solve the problems of their inhabitants.
Through the numerous seminars, meetings and exhibitions held during the Project, the knowledge of WatSan issues of the local partners
and decision-makers has indeed been raised, and this knowledge is not all lost after the Project is completed with he people that have
been directly involved. However, it is also known from experience elsewhere that boosting and refreshing the awareness is needed at
regular intervals in time, especially with local politicians that might change as a results of elections. It is easy both for institutions and
individuals to fall back to “old habits”.
Luckily, the Partner NGOs that have participated in the Project will still operate in the project areas, with other projects and initiatives, and
they will certainly, at least to some extent, also re-address the issues under the Project with the stakeholders.

4.2. Is the role of the EUD/HQ in the management and the monitoring of the operation sufficiently
respectful of the leading role of the partners in order to enhance their capacities?
Yes.
There are no signs of the opposite being the case. The communication between the EUD and the NGO Forum is very good, and the NGO
Forum has also been taken on board advising on other rural development initiatives supported by the EU.
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4.3. If there is a financial contribution needed for continued access to the benefits of the
action, can target groups afford such a payment?
Partly.
The target groups in this case are the communities/villages and the local authorities (e.g. the Union Parishads). Some efforts can obviously
be continued without any major external funding, especially the continued awareness raising efforts to school children and other
communities that have not participated in the Project. The stakeholders that have participated in the capacity development in the Project
will hopefully continue their activities and also gradually on-learn to others in their communities, to some degree. However, readdressing
and refreshing the knowledge of individuals is always required after a while.
The local authorities have little/no money as the tax income is very limited, and this is clearly not considered enough to roll-out the lessons
learned to other wards that have not been part of the Project, in the unions that have participated in the Project. This especially goes for
"larger" projects with infrastructure development e.g. treatment of water (removal of arsenic, sand filtration), construction of large storage
tanks/risers, etc.

4.4. Are the relevant authorities taken the financial measure to ensure the continuation of
services after the end of the action?
No, not really.
As the LGIs are very poor (little tax income) no funds are expected to be set aside for continuing the efforts. However as mentioned, some
activities will continue in spite of lacking local governmental earmarked funds, although at a much lower pace than during the Project. At
the same time the awareness created at the level of the villagers will of course boost the "pressure" from the grassroots to the LGIs for
delivering appropriate services by the local authorities. However, the financial ability of the LGIs is very limited.
The wards/villages are to some extent expected to contribute with financial measures to operate and maintain the facilities built under the
Project. Some stakeholders told the ROM Expert that in case the need for larger expensive repair work materialise, the communities would
collect money from all the beneficial households to undertake such work.
This is commendable and the ROM Expert does not doubt the willingness of the inhabitants to contribute to such O&M and repair, but has
some doubts as to the ability to pay when costly needs arise. After all, the project areas are poor and pro-poor HtR areas that partly
survives on subsistence agricultural activities, and per definition do not have abundance of funds to use on community
services/infrastructure.
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4.5. Has the private sector been involved to ensure the sustainability of the action?
Partly.
The private sector has directly been involved in the construction of water supply infrastructure mainly (small local contractors and
craftsmen/carpenter and masons). They work on contract and will not take any initiative without being paid on a contractual basis.
The local enterprises started and supported during the Project, Village Sanitation Centers, producing and selling concrete rings, squatting
slabs, etc. for latrines (of the “pour flush” type), will hopefully continue with their business also post-Project. But of course only as long as
they operate with economic profit.
These small enterprises were established in areas where no such businesses existed earlier based on a survey of demand. It seems that
most of them have thrived during the Project, as they could compete on price with other enterprises that were located farther away from the
customers (had to add transport costs). They run their businesses according to sound profit-making principles, and some have obviously
been very successful. It is also fair to mention that they received interest-free loans from the Project for covering the start-up financial
needs, meaning they were given a financial advantage as compared to other already established enterprises, with which they might
compete. The Village Sanitation Centers however, only constitutes parts of the total Project.

4.6. Have the necessary measures been taken to address the environmental sustainability?
Yes, although this question is not really so relevant in the Project.
The environment hazards and depletion of natural resources in the HtR areas (flooding, draught, salinization, etc.) are the main reasons for
embarking on the Project in the first place. The Project are making use of the natural resources in a sustainable way, and surely with a
view to keep a sustainable environment also in the future.
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4.7. Have the necessary measures been taken into account to enhance the role of women?
Yes.
The Project has a special focus on women (and children) in the HtR areas, as they are over-represented in the poorest and excluded
groups in society. As the women are the ones caring about the families and having the closest relationship with depletion of natural
resources and deteriorating environmental conditions at large (water supply, sanitation), they will surely benefit from the project efforts.
The representation of women in decision-making has been secured, amongst others through participation in the VDCs, in WatSan
Committees, and in actively participating in the preparation of the Community Action Plans (CAPs), being the starting point of the
interventions in the communities. The ROM Expert got a very good impression of women involvement, and in several cases met with very
active and knowledgeable women in the villages, including those having been trained as caretakers for water supply and sanitation
infrastructure.
It is also noted that special awareness raising efforts are directed towards women on menstrual hygiene issues, including young women
(adolescent girls, amongst others through development of flash cards). (2,124 sessions have been undertaken during the Project so far).
Training of trainers to continue working in the villages with awareness raising has been a key issue in the Project.

Conclusion
* The human and institutional capacity is partly put in place to continue the benefits of the Project (meaning undertaking O&M of the
structure build and continue the awareness raising amongst stakeholders).
* It is expected that the VDCs established, having participated in the bottom-up planning and implementation, will continue most of their
efforts of bettering the local conditions related to WatSan in their wards.
* It is also understood that the partner NGOs, which are located in the project areas, will continue their efforts there and also as such, at
least partly, continue the support to the communities, by visits etc.
* The Union Parishads are poor and as such little funds are expected to be set aside, earmarked to secure sustainability of the efforts, may
be with the exception of roll-out of some of the awareness raising. It should however be reminded that local politicians come and go, so
refreshing the awareness after some time is always required. Some money might be raised by the communities for special repair and
development initiatives.
* Some of the private sector supported to produce and sell concrete rings, squatting slabs, etc. for the latrines (Village Sanitation Centers)
are assumed to continue, with operations based purely on market economy principles. These will continue as long as the market is
profitable. In other parts of the Project, the private sector has been involved on paid contracts.
* Women has been a key target group in the Project, as they are the main providers of water supply/sanitation services within the families.
They have also especially been trained in decision-making at local level (caretakers, members of VDCs and WatSan committees), and
have got specialized training in menstrual hygiene issues, also at adolescent school girls level.
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5. Horizontal issues
5.1. To what extent have recommendations raised in QSG/previous ROM/ or previous evaluations been taken into
account?
There has been no previous ROM.
A Mid-term Review (MTR) was ongoing at the time of the ROM, significantly delayed (not being a real "mid-term" at that point in time). The
MTR started in December 2015 and was lead by an external consultant, being a professor from the Department of Social Work at the
Jagannath University in Dhaka.
The ROM Expert met with the consultant in Dhaka and also in the Chittagong Hill Tract, there also together with his two field assistants,
where they were doing the last part of data collection under the MTR (should have been completed around 15.02.2016). The Draft Report
would be submitted around 15 March 2016, so the findings and conclusions in the report would not be available to the ROM Expert for his
reporting.
However, the meetings with the MTR team proved useful, as various observations and preliminary conclusion were shared. The ROM
Expert and the MTR team had similar conclusions as to the effectiveness and efficiency of the Project, and in particularly related to the
sustainability aspects of the Action (good process started, awareness raising and capacity building very good and should continued, but
local financial resources, both at village and union level, will clearly not be available to the extent needed to secure full sustainability).

5.2. Have the communication and visibility actions been implemented in an appropriate manner?
Yes.
The obligations of EU related to the visibility have been implemented as required in all materials produced. All posters, booklets, brochures
and displays seen by the ROM Expert in all locations have had the logo of the EU (the stars in a circle), in addition to the logos of the NGO
Forum and the local Partner NGO in that specific area. This is also adequately reported on in the interim reports.
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5.3. Are there good practises inherent to the project which could be useful to share beyond the project context?
Yes, absolutely.
The bottom-up approach that is being implemented in the Project, starting with the communities themselves identifying their own problems
and preparing their own plans for how to solve them, should indeed be encouraged used as far as possible also in other development
initiatives around the country.
Also the aspect of involving a localized NGO in the implementation seems to make a big difference, as those organisations will stay in the
area also after the Project has been completed (to undertake new projects), they have a long-term objective of staying and to the extent
possible, follow-up and monitor development also post-project.
Another important and successful activity has been the awareness raising and capacity building of both the local Partner NGOs and the
communities, In addition the LGIs have been involved in several awareness raising and advocacy activities. These efforts have also
resulted in behavioral changes in the relationship between communities and local authorities (although in order to sustain such good
results the CD efforts must be continued and re-addressed, amongst other because new local politicians are coming on board following
elections).
The ROM Expert was told several places that most local governments and NGOs/donors still use a top-down approach when entering an
area to enhance development in different sectors. The “good will of helping” is always there, but such top-down approach is rarely
appropriate, especially in efforts where the communities themselves will be left with O&M (and replication) responsibilities after
implementation is completed. It was clear that still "hit and run" projects are initiated in the country. The Project is surely not part of that
group.
Apart from such approach really being the central governments responsibility to roll out, it is also clearly the duty of the local governments
(at union and upazila levels) to replicate the approach in their areas, and also to make sure that there is dissemination of good lessons
learned from the Project to other projects and to ensure synergy by coordinating the efforts. This is surely not always effectively done .....
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Sources of Information: List all documents analysed
Essential Project/Programme documents

Availability

Country Programming documents

No

Action Documents

Yes

QSG checklists

Yes

Financing/Contribution/Delegation/Administration Agreement or grant contract (or in some cases service contracts).
In these documents, all annexes are to be included such as Technical and Administrative provisions, Implementation Yes
schedule, logframe (incl. updates)...
Project contracts/programme estimates

Yes

In case of projects selected through calls for proposals: Guidelines for calls for proposals

No

Riders to all the documents listed above and their explanatory notes

Yes

Annual and overall activity schedules/implementation plans

Yes

Implementation progress reports

Yes

Previous ROM Reports

N/A

Mid-term evaluations

No

Final evaluations of previous phases (if any)

N/A

Thematic studies and consultancy reports related to Project

N/A

Other documents
- Baseline Survey Report (December 2013)

- Monitoring Survey Report for the period July-December 2014

- Various docs on Arsenic prevalence in Bangladesh and other countries in the regions.
- Various docs on Arsenic removal in households and communities

- World Bank Document on PHAST (Participatory Hygiene and Sanitation Transformation)

- Various maps of the areas visited
- Being beside the hard-to-reach (case studies presented by NGO Forum, downloaded from the web)
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Sources of Information: List of persons interviewed
Categories

Name

Email

Position

Institution

EC services

Mr. Manfred Fernholz

manfred.fernholz@eeas.europa.eu
Attache, Programme Manager
EU- Delegation
Food Security
Dhaka
& CC

Partner country

Mr. S.M.A. Rashid

ngof@bangla.net

Executive Director

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Rafi Shams Uddin

rafi@ngof.org

Project Coordinator

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Abdus Salam Miah

salam@ngof.org

Head of Research, Monitoring
NGO
& Evaluation
Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Ziaul Haque

zia@ngof.org

Head of Field Operations

Partner country

Mr. Joseph Halder

joseph@ngof.org

Head of Advocacy& Information
NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Salahuddin Ahmmed

salahuddin@ngof.org

Programme Engineer

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Waqar Mohammad Noorwaqar@ngof.org

Epedimiologist

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Ms. Tasmia Haque

tasmia@ngof.org

Gender Focal Person

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Ms. Mim Tabassum

mim@ngof.org

Project Coordinator

NGO Forum for Public Health

Partner country

Mr. Ariful Islam

arif.finance@ngof.org

Manager , Finance & Accounts
NGO Forum for Public Health

Other

Mr. Karim Rezaul

mrkarimsw@yahoo.com

Professor, Consultant for MTR
Dept. of Social Work, Jagannath University

Implementing partner

Ms. Begum Rokeya, (also met
begumrokeyasus@yahoo.com
in the field, Borotali Bonihari
Executive
Union))Director

NGO: Sabalamby Unnayan Samity (SUS)

Implementing partner

Ms. Sucharita Chalma (also progressivechts@yahoo.
met with in the field))
com
Executive Director

NGO: Progressive, Rangamati

Implementing partner

Mr. Shahadat Kamal

NGO: EC Bangladesh

Implementing partner

Mr. Motium Rahman Sagar sadbd.ed2014@yahoo.com Executive Director

NGO: SAD-Bangladesh

Implementing partner

Ms. Aktarcun Nahare Saki parashpore@gmail.com

NGO: Parashpor

Implementing partner

Mr. Aminul Islam

arches.sirajgonj@gmail.comDep. Executive Director

NGO: Ass. for Renov. of Comm. H. Edu. Pr.

Implementing partner

Mr. Sukumar Debroy

ccdacor@gnbd.net.bd

Dep. Executive Director

NGO: Centre for Comm. Dev. Assistance (C

Implementing partner

Mr. Abdus Salam

info@gukbd.net

Chief Executive

NGO: Gana Unnayan Kendra (GUK)

Implementing partner

Mr. A.B.M. Shazzad Hossainshazzad.ndp@gmail.com

Director

NGO: National development Programme (N

Partner country

Mr. Monirul Islam + 3 staff ngofjsr@yahoo.com

Regional Manager In-ChargeNGO Forum for Public Health

Implementing partner

Mr. Zahidul Islam + 8 staff reswocdn@yahoo.com

Executive Director

Final Beneficiaries

Various men and women

"Draught area", Khulna Division,
VDCChuadanga
and WaSH committee,
Distr.
Dudpatila
caretakersVillage, Hawli Union, Damurhuda

Final Beneficiaries

Teachers and Students

"Draught area", Khulna Division,
Headman,
Chuadanga
ass. HM
Distr.
++

Other

Local government

"Draught area", Khulna Division,
Chairman,
Chuadanga
secretary
Distr.
+ members
Hawli Union Parishad, Damurhuda Upazila

Other

County/Upazila Government"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
Upazila
Sathkira
Executive
District
Officer (UNO)
Sathkira
+ 20Sadar
members
Upazila, Sathkira Distr.

Implementing partner

2 brothers + mother

"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
Workshop
Sathkira
owners
District
and operators
Village Sanitary Center, Dhulihor village &U

Final Beneficiaries

Various villagers

"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
VDCSathkira
members,
District
caretakers and
Matiadanga
users
Village, Dhulihor Union

Implementing partner

Mr. Anisur Rahman

"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
Director
Sathkira District

Final Beneficiaries

Man and wife (Hindu village)"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
Caretakers
SathkiraofDistrict
CRWHS

Final Beneficiaries

Various

"Coastal area", Khulna Division,
Members
Sathkira
of Bazar/Market
District
Management
Begndahor Village,
Committee
Fingri Union

Other

Local Government

"Haor area", Dhaka Division,Chairman,
Netrokonasecretary
District, + members
Borotoli
of the
Banihari Union Parishad, Mohongo

Final Beneficiaries

Various

"Haor area", Dhaka Division,VDC
Netrokona
members,
District
caretakers and
Borotoli
usersBanihari Union Parishad, Mohongo

Implementing partner

Mrs. Ms. Begum Rokeya + others
"Haor area", Dhaka Division,Director
Netrokona
+ members
District

Partner country

Mr. Sishir Kumar Roy

"Haor area", Dhaka Division,Regional
Netrokona
Manager,
District Mymensingh
NGO Forum for Public Health

Other

Local Government

"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
Chairman+members
Rangamati District

Final Beneficiaries

Various villagers

"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
VDC,Rangamati
caretaker and
Distriusers ... VGilachari Union Parishad, Naniarchar U

Implementing partner

Ms. Sucharita Chakma

"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
Director+members
Rangamati Distri

Progressive, Partner NGO

Other

Ms. Zakrin Sultana

"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
FieldRangamati
Assistants Distri
for MTR

Dept. of Social Work, Jagannath University

Other

Ms. Rozina Parvin

"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
FieldRangamati
Assistants Distri
for MTR

Dept. of Social Work, Jagannath University

Partner country

Mr. Md. Rafiqul Islam Majumder
"Hilly area", Chittagong Division,
Regional
Rangamati
Manager,
Distri
Chittagong
NGO Forum for Public Health
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Executive Director
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NGO: Rural Economic & Social Welfare Org

Joyrampur High School, Hawli Union, Dam

NGO: Palli Chetana
Khednadanga Village, Dhulihor Union

NGO: Sabalamby Unnayan Samity (SUS)

Gilachari Union Parishad, Naniarchar Upazi

