
The objectives of the mapping exercise
A mapping exercise was conducted to obtain an over-

view of how the European Union Member States are 

allocating current and future official development assis-

tance (ODA) to Africa among the following components: 

water supply and sanitation & hygiene (WASH) and 

Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM). 

A qualitative dimension was included to try to capture 

information about the proportion of aid allocated to 

infrastructure, against aid directed to sustainability 

components such as maintenance, capacity building, 

institutional support, etc. The exercise also addressed 

issues related to the Paris Declaration on aid effective-

ness, alignment and harmonisation. The methodology  

is explained on page 4.

This exercise was coordinated with the UN-Water Global 

Annual Assessment on Sanitation and Drinking Water 

(GLAAS), whose purpose is to develop a comprehensive 

global platform to assess and analyse the capacity of 

countries and external support agencies to contribute 

to progress towards the MDGs. Eventually, UN-Water 

GLAAS will provide a consistent global periodic reporting 

system.

Added value and limitations of the  
mapping exercise 
Data is based on informed estimates made by water 

 advisors of European Union donor agencies who were also 

encouraged to provide information on water supply and 

sanitation aid “hidden” in other sectors such as health  

and education. 

The added value of this exercise is disaggregation between 

water supply and sanitation & hygiene; information that  

is not captured by any official reporting system at the mo-

ment. To aid this process, a high degree of freedom was 

given to respondents to select the calendar or financial year 

for which they had information available. Aggregated data 

therefore includes information ranging from 2006-2008, 

and no specific aid level can be implied from this exercise 

for any single specific year. 

European Union aid to Africa

Percentage of global WASH and IWRM allocations by EU donors 
and the EC that go to Africa

According to the respondents, 55% of their commitments 

and 60% of their disbursements for WASH and IWRM are 

being allocated to Africa. The same proportion (60%) is 

earmarked for future allocation.
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This note is a product of the Africa Working Group (AWG) of the 
European Union Water Initiative and has been published by the 
IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre in April 2008. This 
exercise is funded by contributions from Germany, France and the 
EU Water Facility. The views expressed, however, are not necessarily 
those of these agencies.

Public taps in Ethiopia  |  Photo IRC/Catarina Fonseca
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Note: Based on information provided by 15 respondents
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Disaggregated data
•	 	Only four countries out of the 15 respondents provided 

disaggregated data on sanitation and hygiene, water 

supply, IWRM and WASH emergency. Disbursements for 

sanitation and hygiene represent 27% of the total sector 

aid for these respondents, compared to 65% for water 

supply and 8% for IWRM. Only two respondents provided 

information on their WASH emergency disbursements. 

This comprised, on average, 10% of their ODA. 

Disbursements: How EU ODA for the sector in Africa divides  
between Sanitation and Hygiene, Water Supply and IWRM

Sustainability of aid
•	 	Most respondents acknowledge difficulty in disaggre-

gating data between aid for infrastructure and aid for 

a service delivery approach which aims at a continuous 

level of functionality (capacity building, institutional 

support, capital maintenance, etc.). 

•	 	Two respondents provided rough estimates: showing 

80% for infrastructure and 20% for direct support and 

capacity building. However, no information was provided 

on aid for capital maintenance and rehabilitation.

•	 	65% of European commitments target long term invest-

ments (more than 3 years). However, 65% of European 

aid to Africa is being directed to projects and 35% is  

supporting programmes, which tend to be longer term.

•	 	Direct budget support to national governments is 

increasingly the preferred aid mechanism for many 

European Union donors as a tool to strengthen financial 

management and budgeting in recipient countries. Be-

cause this support cannot be “disaggregated” or tracked 

by donors, it has not been included in this mapping 

exercise. 

Donor alignment and harmonisation:  
the Paris Declaration agenda
•	 	Based on eleven respondents, donors coordinate ODA 

 allocations through recipient government programmes 

and policies in about 82% of the recipient countries.

•	 	Six respondents indicate that on average 95% of their  

aid is untied.

•	 	Nine respondents stated they do not have separate  

Project Implementation Units (PIU) for the implementa-

tion of their WASH and IWRM projects and programmes. 

Percentage of African recipient countries where EU donor 
participates in coordination / harmonisation body

Good handwashing facilities  
at Kalungu girls school, Uganda   
Photo IRC/Jabu Masondo

Note: Based on responses from four donor countries.

How donors participates in recipient country’s coordination bodies



Percentage bands by country of individual country disbursements for the sector from European Union and 
European Commission ODA

no data 

0% to 2% Algeria; Angola; Burundi; Cape Verde; Chad; Comoros; Congo DR; Djibouti; Equatorial 

Eritrea; Ethiopia; Gambia; Guinea; Guinea Conakry; Lesotho; Liberia; Madagascar; 

Malawi; Mauritania; Mauritius; Namibia; Niger; Nigeria; Rwanda; Senegal; Somalia; 

Swaziland; Togo 

2% to 4% Benin; Egypt; Ivory Coast; Mali; South Africa; Sudan; Uganda; Zambia; Zimbabwe 

4% to 6% Burkina Faso; Kenya; Tanzania; Tunisia

6% up to 10% Ghana; Morocco; Mozambique

Note: Does not include budget support. Does not include aid provided to regional initiatives.

An overview of European Union and European Commission aid disbursements to  
sanitation and hygiene, water supply and IWRM in African countries

Fourteen European Union Member States and the European Commission reported on their disbursements for the sector in 

Africa, by country and region (example: aid for the Nile basin). The overall picture indicates that 44% of ODA disbursements 

are allocated to specific countries, while the other 56% is allocated to regional initiatives. 



Methodology note
•	 	Sample: 29 questionnaires were sent to the 27 European Union 

member States, the European Commission and Norway (which is 

an active member of the EUWI-AWG).

•	 	Respondents: By 14 April 2008, 15 questionnaires had been 

returned, from Czech Republic, Denmark, European Commission, 

Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Luxemburg, 

Portugal, Spain, Sweden, The Netherlands and UK. 

•	 	Representativeness: The sample represents a maximum of 56% 

of the total sector ODA for Africa reported to CRS for 2006. Out of 

this 56%, the questionnaires already collected account for 92% 

of this amount.

•	  The CRS (Creditor Reporting System) of the OECD-DAC (Organisa-

tion for Economic Co-operation and Development - Develop-

ment Assistance Committee) is the official data repository for 

ODA figures. It includes 16 out of the 27 European Union member 

states and the European Commission.The CRS system has suc-

ceeded in building up a structured, solid and sound repository  

 

of data with clear definitions and methodology of aggregation 

of ODA data at activity level, within a time frame which permits 

the interpretation and analysis of ODA in a statistical valid way. 

However, this mapping exercise addressed questions that cannot 

be answered by current CRS figures, since these do not provide 

separate data for water supply and sanitation.

•	 	A questionnaire was developed to gather information on ques-

tions that could not be answered from data provided by the 

CRS. This exercise is a one-off initiative that serves as a proof of 

concept for the future collection of disaggregated data.

•	 	The questionnaire was designed to follow international defini-

tions on commitments (face value of signed agreements during 

a specific year) and disbursements (actual amount disbursed 

during a specific year); plus the future allocation definition  

(an estimation of future or planed commitments).

•	 	This note presents preliminary findings. A full report will be 

launched at the Stockholm World Water Week 2008.

Critical issues arising from preliminary 
results
•	 	Respondents indicated the difficulties of differentiat-

ing between aid for sanitation & hygiene and for water 

 supply. Therefore only gross estimates have been pro-

vided. Moreover, it is almost impossible to differentiate 

between aid components (capital infrastructure, main-

tenance, capacity building, etc.) with the current system 

of monitoring at agency level. There is a urgent need to 

refine the system to build up data.

•	 	No donor has an internal monitoring system that can 

provide the information requested. It is clear that most 

countries’ monitoring systems are adapted to the OECD-

DAC reporting system. Therefore, if we want disaggre-

gated data for the sector, the first step is to consider how 

best to modify CRS reporting codes. 

•	 	Without systems in place to monitor and to track on the 

fulfilment of commitments, increases in aid to support 

sanitation and hygiene and to achieve better coordina-

tion and sustainability will remain easy promises that  

are unverifiable.

•	 	While the OECD-DAC captures ODA commitments and dis-

bursements for some donor agencies, no similar source 

of information exists for international NGOs, Foundations 

and middle-income countries, which might be providing 

considerable aid to many countries. The UN-Water GLAAS 

report will hopefully fill this gap, allowing for a compre-

hensive analysis of coordination and aid targeting.

•	 	Donors have been cautious in providing estimates of 

future allocations, lest they are seen as actual commit-

ments. 

About the process:

•	 	Collecting the information requires inputs from  various 

governmental offices (policy, technical and  financial 

departments). According to our respondents, assembling 

the information required inputs from an average of five 

departments. 

•	 	There is a risk of reporting fatigue since there are a 

 number of other ongoing similar mapping or reporting 

exercises. Respondents indicated that on average they 

spent almost 6 working days filling in the questionnaire. 
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Latrine under construction, Eritrea  |  Photo IRC/Petra Brussee


