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Executive summary 
Overall, the evaluation team has a positive opinion about the Water as Leverage for Resilient Cities 

(‘WaL’) programme. It is an initiative with a (very) high level of ambition, which cannot be achieved by a 

single programme. The achievements in the set timeframe, such as a change in mindsets and behaviour, 

are impressive considering the complexity of the challenges involved. For example, in the Indian city of 

Chennai, according to an ecologist in Chennai, “the WaL project also triggered a more holistic approach in 

handling water. It looks at people as responsible entities. Entities that can play a pivotal role in conserving 

a very limited resource for the future. It was completely innovative. Something that the city had not 

witnessed before.” As another example, the World Bank has started to incorporate elements of WaL in 

their current national cooperation programmes (in Vietnam) and is exploring the possibilities of using the 

WaL concept in the pre-project preparation phase in other countries. There is also a broad appreciation of 

WaL by stakeholders and partners both in the cities and at the global level, which is encouraging for the 

ambition to scale up WaL significantly. The findings from the document review and 41 interviews have 

been rich and informative, and although the lessons learned and recommendations presented in the 

report are not exhaustive, the evaluation team hopes they can be used for designing a follow-up to the 

WaL programme. 

Achievements measured against the WaL objectives and theory of change 

Below, we will first provide as summary assessment of the achievements of WaL against their four main 

objective areas with headline reflections. Thereafter, this section will provide more detail on these 

achievements with reference to the objectives and outcomes defined in the WaL theory of change. 

WaL has largely met the objectives set at the start of the programme. In terms of process, stakeholders 

linked to the city process were successfully engaged at an early stage, and this engagement also 

continued in the follow-up stages. The main improvements in this area are as follows. First, we included 

relevant national stakeholders from the very start of the process, particularly those linked to urban 

development policies and the financing of large infrastructure. Second, we were able to more proactively 

explore the potential of the private sector. The partnerships were generally strong, particularly 

considering the relative short time frame in which they were developed. This strength is based on the 

complementarity of expertise, the open and transparent discussions, and the inspiration and energy the 

partners drew from the innovative character of WaL. In order to further strengthen the partnerships, WaL 

could explore putting in place more formal ownership of the process by the cities and a national 

stakeholder, and balancing the teams further with local and international expertise. All stakeholders 

interviewed by the WaL evaluation team were positive and at times impressed by the quality of the 

proposed projects and proposals. The projects concern a variety of urban challenges, with water being 

the lever for creating solutions and opportunities for the improvement of the (living) environment, 

livelihoods and economy in the city. The critical lessons learned are that bringing these type of proposals 

to the level of bankable projects will require more time (three years has been mentioned), and will need a 

financing strategy that is locally embedded right from the start. Finally, it is still too early to concluded 

that a full paradigm shift has been achieved in the three cities. But the encouraging signs of behavioural 

change that have been observed by the evaluation team, including among partners at the global level, 

indicate that strong movements towards such a shift in thinking and doing in urban development has 

taken place. Overall, in order to achieve the ambitions of the WaL vision and the related paradigm shift, it 

is recommended to adopt a long-term perspective that would probably extend beyond the normal scope 

of a programme. 

Theory of Change – outputs 
Colour coding: 
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Orange: not achieved and no concrete follow-up 
Yellow: not fully achieved but concrete or alternative steps in the right direction 
Green: fully achieved or major steps with equal weight 
Six bankable proposals for innovative and integral projects (two per city)  

Integration of HLPW Principles on Valuing Water in project proposals (systemic approach)  

Coalitions with both local and global partners that combine research, design and implementation  

Dutch companies involved in project proposals  

Lessons learned using SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research) and recommendation for further 
use of SBIR 

 

Nine local design workshops (three per city)  

Local network  

Paper for G20 group reviewing global financial governance  

Think tank group of early adopters  

Regional workshops  

Reflections from participating team, cities and funders during the pilot call and proposed 
recommendations for revisions of further calls 

 

Second call on Water as Leverage (2019 – 2020)  

ToR pre-project preparation financing facility  

The table above shows the scores on the targeted outputs defined in the theory of change for WaL. It 

shows that most of these outputs have been fully achieved and others have been partly achieved. We will 

look at a few of these in more detail. The score on bankable proposals is green because all these 

proposals have been very positively received by a wide range of stakeholders because of their quality and 

innovative nature. The progress in the three cities is also is encouraging enough to assess them as likely to 

be financed. At the same time, it is important to realise that none of the proposals were delivered by the 

WaL teams with a ‘bankable’ status as defined by financiers. All proposals still needed considerable 

follow-up work and time to become accepted as ‘projects’. This work has been carried out by the RVO 

team and the city coordinators during the transition phase. It is obvious that the process of developing 

bankable proposals requires more time than anticipated when initiating WaL. The score on coalitions is 

green because as all partners are enthusiastic about the mix of design, engineering, social and ecological 

skills in the teams and the participatory engagement with the wide range of stakeholders. At the same 

time, it is felt that the teams could have been even more effective if there had been a better balance in 

roles and expertise between local and international partners. This also ties in with the score on local 

network, which is yellow because the city stakeholders mostly took a passive role. This points to the 

tension between the time needed for embedding and creating local ownership and the pressure cooker 

model for instigating the creative energy and innovation processes. The score on paper for the G20 group 

reviewing global finance governance is yellow because no such paper has been drawn up. Instead, a 

high-quality article has been drawn up by the OECD as part of the Reflect report. The score on regional 

workshops is green because they were highly appreciated by all participants. They particularly valued the 

wide range of stakeholders present, open discussions, and the steep learning curves achieved. The score 

on reflections from participating teams and stakeholders is yellow because there was less space for 

explicit reflection on the process between the stakeholders at the city level. This is partly because at this 

level, a lot of focus and energy continues to go towards turning the proposals into (bankable) projects. In 

addition, the lockdowns related to the pandemic have also limited the scope for structuring reflections 

and learning at both global and city levels. Two output areas not mentioned explicitly in the theory of 

change are advocacy for the WaL approach and strengthened capacities for implementing the Wal 

approach. The advocacy for the WaL approach and for scaling up the initiative has been strong, in 

particular at the global level. Strengthening of the capacities of stakeholders has mainly taken place in the 

city workshops and the three regional workshops. In the transition phase, WaL inspired the development 

of a training programme for government staff in Khulna. 
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Theory of Change – outcomes 

Colour coding: 
Orange: not achieved and no concrete follow-up 

Yellow: not fully achieved but concrete or alternative steps in the right direction 

Green: fully achieved or major steps with equal weight 

Enabling environment for climate resilient project development   
Match between long-term comprehensive planning and short-term innovative transformation   
Design-driven solutions to strengthen cities’ resilience to water-related challenges   
Follow-up project proposals by AIIB and FMO   
Adherence to HLPW principles on Valuing Water to ensure sustainable, efficient and inclusive 

allocation and management of water resources 
  

Use of the pre-project preparation phase as innovative financing method   
Expansion to other cities/regions/worldwide   
Dutch business opportunities   

The table above shows the scores given by the evaluation team on the outcomes defined in the theory of 

change for WaL. We have added one outcome, Dutch business opportunities, because it is one of the 

important goals for the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs in funding the WaL initiative. The score on 

enabling environment for climate resilient project development is green because a number of changes 

have taken place to which WaL contributed. At city level, an example of this is the inclusion of Semarang 

as a case study in the Handbook for the Implementation of Nature-based Solutions for Water Security, 

which has been is evaluated positively by the European Commission and is a step towards 

institutionalising this approach. Other examples include the influence WaL has had on policies, and the 

Green Climate Fund, which is developing water guidelines inspired by WaL. The score on achieving a 

match between long-term comprehensive planning and short-term innovative transformation is yellow 

because there are some signs in the three cities that this is happening. At the same time, it remains to be 

seen whether the local WaL partnerships will have the flexibility and stamina to slow down or accelerate 

when necessary to stay in sync with the pace and priorities of the local stakeholders. The score on design-

driven solutions is yellow. This is because, although the solutions proposed as part of WaL are based on a 

systems approach and have changed the mindsets on urban development of people involved in the 

process, financiers continue to look for projects that fit their specific requirements. Because of this 

‘cherry picking’, there continues to be a considerable risk that the integrated concepts developed at the 

start are lost during the subsequent phases of the project cycle. The score on follow-up project proposals 

by AIIB and FMO is yellow because FMO and AIIB have not stepped up, although other financiers have 

(GCF and the World Bank). The sore on adherence to HPLPW principles on valuing water is green; this 

good score is confirmed by the local champions in the WaL video “local perspectives, global opportunities, 

WaL for Resilient Cities Asia”. The score on use of the pre-project preparation phase as innovative 

financing method is orange because the aimed for breakthrough (or a beginning of a breakthrough) at 

the financier/donor level has not been achieved yet, even if there are some encouraging signs. Banks see 

the pre-project preparation phase as the responsibility of the problem owners (the cities and national 

government). However, WaL has achieved recognition for the issue and there is some movement in the 

direction of early upstream engagement of financiers. The score on expansion to other 

cities/regions/worldwide is green. There has been quite impressive progress in scaling up both at the 

conceptual and practical level. This success is not due one single factor, but due to a combination of the 

quality of the proposals, the inspiring advocacy materials, the participants’ sense of being part of 

something special, and of course, the fact that WaL focuses on a very urgent problem that is felt by many 

people in all types of positions. The score on Dutch business opportunities is green, as WaL has proven 

that it can generate proposals and partnerships with strong potential for new projects. The business 

opportunities generated by WaL include both feasibility and design studies and the implementation of 

infrastructure. The first type (feasibility and design studies) can benefit a considerable number of Dutch 
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designers, consultants and knowledge institutes, while for the second type (implementation), there is 

certainly a demand for niche expertise and capacity (e.g., digital monitoring and modelling, early warning 

and coastal dredging).  

With regard to long-term outcome and impact, it is too early to say that the paradigm shift is happening, 

but a number of good examples of behaviour changes have been observed (with city politicians and 

engineers, financers and RCN). 

Processes and factors at city level conducive to or impeding the success of WaL 

The WaL approach and strategies have been designed at a global/Dutch level and the initial concept is 

rooted in a global concern and does not stem from specific concerns in the three cities. 

To understand the results achieved at the city level, the evaluation team has looked at the strengths and 

weaknesses of the WaL strategies (process, partnership, projects, paradigm shift). What worked well and 

why, and what could be further strengthened? A snapshot of the observations is provided in the table 

below. In the table, they are categorised as processes and factors conducive to the success of WaL (what 

worked) and those impeding the success of WaL (what did not work). 

Processes and factors conducive to WaL (what worked) Processes and factors impeding WaL (what did not work)  

Multi-disciplinary teams COVID-19 pandemic (March ’20 - ongoing)  

Consultative processes (engaging women and children in 
Chennai and Semarang) 

Limiting emphasis of discussions with officials only to the 
city level (more focus at the national level needed) 

Cross-learning between city teams (mostly on technical 
aspects) 

Limited private sector involvement from the start  

Flexibility in internal processes to consider local challenges Limited understanding of government processes, 
procedures 

RCN having city level contacts  Limited capacity and exposure of city officials (especially 
engineers)  

Interest in and ownership of process by city governments 
(especially in Khulna and Semarang) 

 

Interest in WaL approach from the World Bank and KfW  

Holistic and innovative project proposals  

Proposals within local policy, regulation ambit   

Close and consistent follow-up by Special Envoy  

MoUs with Govt (could be leveraged more)  

The Learning Alliance criteria 

The evaluation team has also looked at the functioning of the WaL activity as a whole, as a combination of 

the global/programme and city platform levels and their interactions, based on criteria for a strong 

learning alliance. In terms of stakeholder participation, all platforms are considered strong, with the 

exception of Khulna. It is observed that engaging the communities was challenging and the participation 

of women in workshops and the interviews was very limited. In terms of engaging the right officials, WaL 

mainly focused on the involvement of local city governments, much less on the higher levels of 

government. The learning here has been that the engagement of higher levels of government is crucial, 

both for follow-up action (ministerial approval) and financing the projects. The participation of financiers 

was highly appreciated, but they mentioned that it would be even better if they could be part of the 

process from the outset.  

The facilitation of the processes was carried out by RVO and the Special Envoy for International Water 

Affairs for the Kingdom of the Netherlands at the programme level. At city level, facilitation was carried 

by the WaL teams during the first phases, and by the city coordinators during the transition phase. The 
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Special Envoy played an important role in connecting with the national level in the counties (and in India, 

the state level), and also played a key role in discussions with the development banks in countries. From 

the interviews, it can be concluded that overall, the facilitation was greatly appreciated. The question 

remains if the facilitation was sufficiently aware of the power relations and formal roles, protocols, and 

procedures involved in developing large urban infrastructure.  

Forming stakeholder platforms at all relevant levels is an important element of a learning alliance. WaL 

essentially worked at the programme and city level but had very limited engagement at the national level. 

The COVID-19 pandemic further derailed the momentum of discussions with officials at the national level 

(especially in India). The findings highlight the need for strengthening engagement at the national level to 

ensure the required policy and financial support.  

The team members and stakeholders are positive about the organisation and flexibility of the WaL 

process, with a broad participation at the design board, utilising the findings from the consultations. The 

lessons learned and different perspectives within the teams and between the teams (during the regional 

workshops) have been helpful for technical and design aspects. For some themes (social aspects, working 

with governments, engaging private sector and financing) this could have been stronger, particularly at 

the city level. An important aspect that may not have been sufficiently considered in terms of how the 

“coalition” was organised were the different perspectives of the members of the alliance. For example, 

the WaL teams were under serious time pressure, where the various governments had different time 

schedules.  

In terms of process documentation, important documents included the local and regional workshop 

documents as well as a number of research and reflection studies that were carried out (Reflect, Facility 

framework by Rebel). At programme/global level, a high level of shared analysis and learning about WaL 

took place, but much less so at city level. 

The dissemination and sharing of WaL at the city level consisted mainly of the proposals developed by 

the WaL teams. At programme level, advocacy events, the production of studies and newsletters, a 

proactive use of WaL experiences and materials by different partners, and the dissemination and sharing 

of WaL concepts and results were effective and attracted global attention. However, keeping up the 

momentum and scaling up the WaL approach will also require an advocacy and communication strategy 

with local champions, including at the city/country level, which has been largely lacking so far.  

The fact that for concrete outcomes were observed for all targets relating to the theory of change proves 

that this theory has generally been effective in guiding the programme. For future WaL programming, 

more detailed theories of change, also at city level, may be considered as a tool for structured learning, 

support in gaining knowledge and a deeper understanding of the change processes that are envisaged 

and taking place. 

Contributions by WaL to the three transitions and the way forward 

First transition - funding gap pre-project-preparation. Although little tangible progress in this area was 

made, WaL achieved a wider recognition and acknowledgement of the problem at a global level by 

financiers, donors, and experts. The key lesson is that the pre-project preparation phase does not fit in 

the current business model of the financiers. They might still see occasional possibilities for support, but 

to achieving structural solutions we will need to look at mobilising funding at the level of the problem 

owner, probably supported by donors. The donor support could be channelled through activities like the 

current WaL, or alternatively, as a facility that can work from a more long-term perspective and build 

sustainable networks for urban resilience globally. 

Second transition - moving away from the fragmentation in the project development 

process/approach. WaL has proven that it is possible to bring together different stakeholders and 

expertise to develop holistic proposals and that this is highly appreciated. There is a tension between the 
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timeframe of developing the proposals, the level of inclusivity, and the learning process, and it is too early 

to be able to judge if the stakeholder involvement will be maintained during the follow-up that is 

presently mainly facilitated by RVO. And it is not yet sufficiently clear which involvement is meaningful, 

effective and efficient. The learning component of WaL at city level may need to be strengthened to 

understand better how to achieve this transition for the full project cycle. 

Third transition - breaking away from the limited/narrow focus on projects and broadening the scope. 

The lesson learned is that the city proposals are inspiring concepts that show that water can provide a 

solution for many urban problems, or at can least be more part of the solution than part of the problem. 

What has also become clear is that broadening the scope will require a much broader understanding not 

of only the urban (water and environment) development issues of a city, but also the (social, economic, 

and institutional) context and the political economy. And that these are all very local and country specific. 

Overall, this deepening of the understanding of the enabling environment and political economy also calls 

for a better balance between the international and local expertise in the teams. This should include a 

rethink of the division of the roles between the facilitator, team leader and experts, and giving a bigger 

role to local actors. In addition, it probably means that more time will be needed to do the stakeholder 

and context analysis, not only at city level but also in term of involving the relevant national stakeholders 

and elements of the enabling environment, such as policies, finance and institutions. 

General considerations and lessons learned for the way forward 

Water as Leverage is an activity with a high level of ambition: striving for a paradigm shift and a culture 

change in urban development to address the enormous challenges of poverty, climate resilience, 

environmental and social sustainability. The pressure cooker model has worked and may continue to be a 

good model, but it may need to be fit into a longer timeframe that allows time and space for shared 

learning and alignment with the local reality. It is recommended to maintain a long-term perspective by 

developing a vision and strategies for 10 years as a basis for further future activities. This should be 

combined with sufficient flexibility in approach and strategies, and funding to work while certain 

dilemmas persist. This need for a long-term perspective and high flexibility for WaL is not a perfect match 

with WaL as a programme or activity. It would benefit from being institutionalised, because that will 

provide more possibilities to develop and engage a global network with national WaL institutional 

partners and champions. Options worth exploring include starting discussions with Invest International 

and creating a separate facility that proactively approaches other donors to join. 

At activity level, consideration should be given to how the ownership of the cities (and national 

government) can be strengthened. WaL has been aware of the importance, given the focus on a wide 

stakeholder participation. However, the key problem owners – the cities – are not sufficiently in charge of 

the process. Ideally, the cities need to be the primary commissioners of WaL (supported by RVO), to 

which WaL teams report. To safeguard the Design approach during the project cycle, it is recommended 

to formalise the local partnership, as has happened in Khulna. It is equally important to engage the higher 

levels of policymaking/government from the very start of the process. While it is challenging and often 

time-consuming to get the central government ministries on board, it is key to moving forward, given 

that the financial resources of most cities mainly come from central government, and international loans 

need to be approved by the central ministries. The future selection of new cities to join WaL provides a 

possible entry role for the national governments where they may formally lead the process facilitated by 

WaL. The current efforts in all the three cities to turn (parts) of the concept into concrete projects may 

provide the proof of concept that is crucial for government buy-in and therefore for the continuation and 

scaling up of the WaL initiative. A small pilot (like the school in Chennai) may not immediately be a full 

proof of concept but it will help. It will be essential that the core of the WaL approach is kept in place in 

the follow-up studies, as is done at the moment by the RVO team and city coordinators. 
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It is recommended to consider the balance between local and international partners of the teams, both 

in terms of management and expertise. In general, the teams need to include local expertise of people or 

organisations that have in-depth understanding of the local Urban Development system (enabling 

environment), the political economy, and when it comes to influencing and financing strategies for both 

the local and national levels. A successful WaL approach leading to bankable projects starts with creating 

the right teams and stakeholder partnerships. The difficulty experienced in moving from the proposal to 

the project status may have been partly caused by the fact that the WaL teams were not sufficiently 

aware of and knowledgeable about the context from the very start of the project. For example, in terms 

of how financing of urban development takes place and which procedures will need to be followed. Once 

a city has been selected in consultation with national government, consideration should be given to 

performing an in-depth context analysis. This also relates to knowing how the local (and national) 

communication is done. This includes what languages need to be used for which stakeholders, but also 

the templates and type of reports that fit in with the local culture.  

WaL has not engaged strongly in the countries/cities with the private sector, which in general has a big 

interest in urban development (property developers, port related industries, tourism) and could 

potentially contribute significantly to it. These stakeholders could be part of the financing solution for the 

pre-project phase (using, for example, Corporate Social Responsibility funds in India) and play an 

important role in influencing policymakers. 

As mentioned earlier, embedding the approach in a city and country to safeguard the paradigm shift 

throughout the project cycle may require a strong learning strategy at the city and national levels, similar 

to what WaL currently does at the global/programme level. Working towards changing mindsets and a 

paradigm shift at local/country level requires an advocacy strategy that works with clear messages for 

targeted audiences and is context specific. This will also require considering the language and formats of 

communication that key stakeholders are used to and can recognise. 

The Dutch partners participating in WaL have clearly provided added value to the approach. The 

experience and expertise with holistic, integrated urban development planning has often provided a first-

time learning experience for the city level stakeholders. Special mention should be made of the Dutch 

role as a “neutral” party facilitating the discussion on social issues related to inequalities and how to 

incorporate this theme in the solutions. The work that WaL will generate in subsequent project phases 

will provide new opportunities for Dutch businesses. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a massive impact globally and has posed specific challenges for urban 

areas. Hygiene practices with physical distancing have been one of the key practices encouraged during 

these times. However, for those living in poor urban settlements this is often practically impossible. 

Furthermore, public spaces do not have the required handwashing facilities and there is evidence that the 

virus is transmitted by poor faecal waste management. In the post-COVID scenario, WaL may need to 

consider such aspects to remain attractive and relevant for local government, financiers, and other 

stakeholders. 

Working in close collaboration with the Special Envoy, RVO has proven to be a very effective facilitating 

agency with dedicated staff for the WaL programme. During the transition phase, which focused mainly 

on turning the proposals into bankable projects, RVO managed to link up effectively with other RVO 

instruments, such as DRIVE and Develop2Build, and with the Embassies in the respective countries. 

Although the evaluation team did not assess this specifically, we have the impression that the programme 

has been implemented effectively and efficiently. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. The program Water as Leverage 
The programme Water as Leverage for Resilient Cities Asia (WaL) is a collaboration with the cities of 

Chennai (India), Khulna (Bangladesh) and Semarang (Indonesia) to tackle their urban climate water-

related challenges, in an innovative, integrated and inclusive way. WaL is inspired by and building on 

Rebuild by Design work in the New York region and on global research and networking on regional urban 

water and climate challenges. Parallel to developing solutions and building coalitions, WaL aims to work 

amongst others with the international finance —public and private—community to learn fast and identify 

the way to bring this approach to scale, replicate it in Asia and the rest of the world with the need to 

focus rigorously on and secure sustainable funding for inclusion, integration and innovation. Chennai, 

Khulna and Semarang can be the inspiring start of a global journey for urban water resilience, using water 

as a lever for sustainable change. 

WaL is embedded in the Netherlands International Water Ambition of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate Policy and 

the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality. Water as Leverage is one of the priorities of the 

Special Envoy for International Water Affairs who leads the programme, together with the Department of 

Sustainable Economic Development of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The implementation of the 

programme is facilitated by the Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend Nederland (RVO). 

The evaluation team has understood the WaL programme to be on the one hand a programme for 

piloting and advocating the Rebuild by Design approach in Low-Income Countries (LICs) and Middle-

Income Countries (MICs) and on the other hand to advocate for and achieve progress on key transitions in 

the sector of urban development. The three transitions that are part of the WaL ambition are innovations 

in: the way of funding, the continuity of phases in the project cycle, and a systemic strengthening 

approach of urban development.  Key to the WaL programme is the understanding that water is in 

essence not a problem but provides solutions for strengthening urban resilience in livelihood, housing, 

sustainable environment, economic development, tourism, and general well-being and attractiveness of 

cities.   

1.2. The evaluation mandate 
The evaluation mandate purpose is twofold: 

1. To establish what results have been achieved, to learn from the past experiences and to see what has 

gone well, and what could be improved upon in the future. The focus is less on accountability (i.e., to 

inform financiers whether expected results have been met), but more on the involved stakeholders, 

including the programme financiers, understanding and learning what potential WaL has for building 

resilient cities.  

2. To establish the extent to which this was enabled by the how, i.e 1) the underlying theory (of change), 

and 2) by the strategies (processes) employed. Also, here the focus is more on learning than on 

accountability. 

The scope of the evaluation is covering the entire WaL programme, from the initial concept in 2018 up to 

the present, 2021. The scope includes the “transition” phase, which started roughly during the second 

half of 2019 with reflections on the transitions, resulting in the Reflect report. It also includes the follow-

up actions of getting the proposals, developed by the WaL teams, into the feasibility phase of the project 

cycle. The geographical scope is defined by the three cities and a ‘global’ element which zooms into 



11 
 

achievements and learnings at the level of the urban development sector and the WAL generic approach. 

The main groups of stakeholders of the WaL programme which will receive special attention from the 

evaluation are the three cities’ stakeholders, the (global) financing institutions and the Dutch companies 

and organisations. 

1.3. Evaluation process, audience, and limitations 
The evaluation was conducted between April and June 2020 and has consisted of carrying out an 

extensive document review, followed by in total 41 interviews with WaL stakeholders and partners both 

at city and programme/global level.  This report presents the main findings according to the criteria and 

our reflections and observations for a continuation of the WaL process. 

The main users of this report are the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Special Envoy and RVO. The 

evaluation team recommends sharing this report with all people interviewed and making it available to 

the larger group of WaL stakeholders as appropriate. 

The evaluation team and the evaluation process have been very well supported by RVO through contacts 

and information sharing. Only duty bearers of the city of Chennai and the state government of Tamil Nadu 

had limited availability for interviews due to the COVID-19 pandemic crisis in India. This has hampered 

somewhat the depth of our understanding related to the buy-in and ownership of the WaL process by the 

state and city government stakeholders for WaL in Chennai. 

1.4. Structure of the document 
This introductory chapter outlines the purpose, scope and process of the evaluation including a short 

reflection on limitations. The ensuing chapters present: (2) the evaluation methodology; (3) the 

evaluation findings of what WaL has achieved , including hindering and supporting factors, the main 

evaluation question 1 and supporting questions 1,2, and 3; (4) reflections on the WaL contributions to the 

three transitions, responding to evaluation question 2 and supporting question 1,2,3, and 4; and, (5) the 

general considerations and lessons learnt for the way forward, and responding to the supporting question 

5. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1. Analytical framework 
The starting point for the analysis and the analytical framework developed were the evaluation questions 

of the terms of reference (ToR) and some additional focus provided during the inception meeting of 

Friday 23rd April. 

2.1.1. Research questions and additional focus 

The leading research questions from the ToR are: 

1. To what extent did Water as Leverage meet the objectives in terms of process, partnership, 

projects, and paradigm shift, as described in the terms of reference? And how could this have 

been improved upon? 

2. To what extent and how has Water as Leverage contributed to achieve the three transitions of 

moving away from the traditional situation on funding and of fragmentation and breaking away 

from the narrow focus on projects, as described in the terms of reference? 

To support the leading research questions, the following supporting questions have been formulated: 

1. Which results (outcomes and outputs) have been realised to this point? 

2. Which processes and factors can be identified as supportive and disruptive towards obtaining 

these results? 

3. How was the involvement of beneficiaries, partnering organisations and other relevant 

stakeholders at project- and programme level? And how could this be improved upon? 

4. How innovative and transformative were the projects developed under WaL? And what has been 

the role of the programme in stimulating innovation/transformation? 

5. What was the added value of WaL for the participating Dutch companies/organisations? 

The additional focus provided to the team during the inception meeting of 23rd April is: 

Added value and difference with earlier evaluations carried out by UN-Habitat and the Reflect report: 

• Primary audience for this evaluation is the Dutch government, in particular the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs (MoFA), and the evaluation report should provide a picture of what has been achieved. 

• How can we mitigate the risk of discontinuity and fragmentation, can we (WaL/RVO) be a secure 

partner?  

• Lessons learnt so far, in particular with the perspective of scaling up the WaL approach. 

• What can be learnt by the commissioner, in terms of securing investments in the process, which are 

very hard to get from the market? 

• Is there any possibility that WaL could be institutionalised (facility), instead of being a programme? 

2.1.2. Analytical framework 

To answer these questions, the analytical framework of learning alliances (LAs) was used (see Annex 6). 

This is a framework to develop and analyse multi-stakeholder processes that have the objective to bring 

innovations to scale. In this case, the innovation is the WaL approach, and the LA theory is supporting the 

evaluation methodology. The evaluation team’s understanding is that the WaL approach at city level, at 

the moment, is more about introducing and testing the potential of the innovation rather than scaling-up 
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at this point. At programme level, there is already a clear element of a scaling strategy. For the city level, 

lessons learnt that are scalable of course are relevant. 

 

 

2.1.3. Evaluation approach 

The approach to the evaluation consisted of applying the analytical framework of learning alliances to the 
process followed in the three cities (and at global level), assessing the extent to which those elements 
have been put in place, and then leading to the results. This is done in three steps. 

Step 1 - Data collection 

The first step has been collecting the data, which consist of outcomes (changes achieved), outputs 
(contributions), and understanding of the enabling and hindering factors and underlying processes. The 
framework for the WaL evaluation distinguishes between outputs, planned outcomes (in the theory of 
change) and harvested outcomes, which are outcomes in the area of behaviour change of the 
stakeholders to which WaL has contributed and will include unintended outcomes. The overview of type 
of data and sources of information are provided in table 1. The WaL theory of change is provided in Annex 
1. 
 
Table 1: type of data and source of information 

Level of 
implementation 

Programme 3 Cities 

Outcome - what changes/outcomes (intended and unintended) among which partners have been achieved? 
- what changes have been achieved in areas like funding availability for concept development, 
continuity in project cycle, and integrated planning approach (3 WaL transition areas and enabling 
environment) 

Output - what WaL outputs by what stakeholders have contributed to the outcomes? Are there outputs that 
not clearly contributed to the outcomes? 

Stakeholders Dutch government, International partnering organisations, 
Financing organisations, Dutch companies and organisations 

City beneficiaries, State/national 
stakeholders, WaL teams 

Methodologies Desk review and Semi-structured interviews 

 
The focus in the collection of data in the desk review and semi-structured interviews is guided by the 
Leaning Alliance framework (Annex 6). 

Figure 1: WaL learning alliance 
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Step 2 - Analysis of data 

The next, second, step is analysing the data. For this analysis two methods will be used: 
1. Classification of outcomes and outputs. This will help to see what has been achieved in terms of 

change in which area or theme. One classification is by the three transition themes, another will be by 
aspects of the enabling environment and the outcomes of the theory of change. This analysis will 
support amongst others the response to the second research question. 

2. Understanding enabling and hindering factors and underlying processes by using the LA framework 
(table 2). This will support in particular the first research and supporting questions: To what extent did 
Water as Leverage meet the objectives in terms of process, partnership, projects, and paradigm shift, 
as described in the terms of reference at programme level and the level of the 3 cities? Because the LA 
concept has been developed for scaling-up innovations, a slight differentiation will be made between 
the analysis of the city level and the programme level. At programme level, the achievement of 
(potential) scaling of the WaL as approach is relevant, whereas for the city level the focus is more on 
the achievements in terms of introducing the innovation in the specific city contexts. 

Step 3 – What can be learnt and improved? 

The final step is to combine the lessons learnt from the programme and city levels to draw overall 
conclusions. This includes understanding the hindering and supporting factors of achievements in the 
underlying logic of the theory of change. This can be used by the key owners of the WaL programme to 
define a next phase for the Water as Leverage initiative, including adaptation of the WaL theory of 
change. 

2.2. Evaluation process and limitations. 
The evaluation has used two main methods for data collection: 

1. Document review with the purpose of understanding the programme and its processes and for 

collecting the achievements during the implementation from 2018 to date. For the latter, the format of 

Annex 2 has been used by the evaluation team. 

2. Semi-structured interviews. The evaluation team has carried out 41 interviews in total at programme 

and city level. The lines of questioning for the different programme stakeholders are presented in Annex 

3 and the full list of people interviewed is provided in Annex 4. 

Overall, with the exception of Chennai, all the persons invited for interviews for this evaluation have 

responded positively to our request. The state elections were held in April’21 and the results were 

announced in May’21. After this period,  transfers of officials took place due to changes resulting from the 

newly elected political party . Further, due to the COVID-19 pandemic crisis in India, none of the city and 

state officials could make themselves available as they were ordered to be available for COVID-19 related 

special duties only. This has hampered somewhat the depth of our understanding related to the buy-in 

and ownership of the WaL process by the state and city government stakeholders for WaL in Chennai. 

Triangulation of the results and some level of independent validation of the outcomes has taken place by 

asking stakeholders, which were not contracted partners, for key achievements of the WaL programme 

and process. For example, at city level by interviewing government stakeholders and at the programme 

level by interviewing independent partners like financing institutions.  

2.3. Evaluation team 
The evaluation team consisted of the team leader and three city consultants based in the respective 

countries. The team leader was responsible for the programme/global interviews.  

The core team comprised the following members:  
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René van Lieshout, team leader (IRC) 

Ruchika Shiva, consultant Chennai (IRC India) 

Christina Aristanti, consultant Semarang 

Zahir Uddin Ahmad, consultant Khulna 
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3. What has WaL achieved and why or why 

not? 
In this chapter, the main achievements and the underlying supporting and hindering factors and 

processes are identified and discussed. The first section reviews the progress as planned for according to 

the WaL theory of change. The second section zooms in on the specific achievements at city level. The 

third section analyses WaL using the learning alliance criteria, focussing on the programme and city level 

combined and the interaction between the two. The considerations for the way forward and 

recommendations in chapters 4 and 5 are based on this chapter.  

3.1. Results achieved – theory of change 
In this section, the WaL results are assessed against the outputs and outcomes as planned for in the 

theory of change of the programme. Outputs are those deliverables (often tangible products) that are a 

direct result of the WaL activities and are paid for by the programme. Outcomes are the results that WaL 

has been planning to deliver, and which are defined in the theory of change. In addition, we have looked 

explicitly for outcomes that can be defined as behaviour change of relevant actors and unintended 

outcomes, using definitions from the outcome harvesting methodology. Because the WaL theory of 

change outcomes are formulated in broad terms, we have used these as categories of outcomes. For the 

detailed listing of the outputs and outcomes, we refer to Annex 5 - Listing of Water as Leverage 

achievements 2018 – May 2021. In this Annex the outputs and outcomes that have been identified by the 

evaluation team are organised by the same categories of outputs and outcomes as used by the WaL 

theory of change. Because outcomes of the WaL theory of change have been formulated at relative high-

level and/or in broad terms, all identified outcomes could be fitted into these categories and no explicit 

“unintended” outcomes have been identified. The two sources for identifying the outputs and outcomes 

have been (1) the desktop review of WaL documents and videos, and (2) the interviews at programme 

level, which are indicated with a colour coding of the text font in the Annex. 

3.1.1. Outputs 

Table 2: theory of change - outputs 

Theory of Change – outputs Achieved (colour coding) 
Orange: not achieved and no concrete 
follow up 
Yellow: not fully achieved but concrete 
or alternative steps in the right 
direction 
Green: fully achieved or major steps 
with equal weight 

6 bankable proposals for innovative and integral projects (2 per 
city) 

 

Integration of HLPW Principles on Valuing Water in project 
proposals (systemic approach) 

 

Coalitions with both local and global partners that combine 
research, design and implementation 

 

Dutch companies involved in project proposals  

Lessons learnt using SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research) 
and recommendation for further use of SBIR 

 

9 local design workshops (3 per city)  
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Local network  

Paper for G20 group reviewing global financial governance  

Think tank group early adopters  

Regional workshops  

Reflections from participating team, cities and funders during the 
pilot call and proposed recommendations for revisions of further 
calls 

 

2nd call Water as Leverage (2019 – 2020)  

ToR pre-project preparation financing facility  

 

Table 3 is showing the scoring by the evaluation team of the outputs as they are defined by the WaL 

theory of change. In addition, we mention two output areas which are not explicitly mentioned in the 

theory of change but have provided important contributions to the results. The short justification of the 

assessments is provided below, and more details can be found in Annex 5. 

The term “bankable proposals” leaves room for different interpretations. The interviewees’ 

understanding can be described as “ready for entry acceptance by a funder/financier”, which means, in 

general terms, that they qualify for starting feasibility, environmental and social impact, and design 

studies. The WaL guidelines (for the WaL teams) however, define bankability as “Whether it is reasonable 

to conclude that it is likely that the project can be financed.” Scoring is green, because all the proposals 

have been received very positively by a wide range of stakeholders because of their quality and 

innovative character. The progress in the three cities also is encouraging enough to assess them as likely 

to be financed. At the same time, it is important to realise that none of the proposals were delivered by 

the WaL teams with a status “bankable” as defined by financiers. All proposals still needed considerable 

follow-up work and time to be ready for further processing (feasibility studies). For some this status has 

been achieved by follow-up work carried out by the RVO team during the transition phase. 

Time is an important factor for a bankable proposal and was limited for the WaL teams. 

Scoring of the integration of HLPW Principles is green because all proposals largely integrated the 5 

principles on Valuing Water. It is also reported that in the follow-up action to realise bankable proposals, 

RVO and embassies made explicit efforts to keep the original concepts. 

Scoring of the coalitions is green because all partners have been enthusiastic about the mix of design, 

engineering, social and ecological skills in the teams. And they are all equally positive about the 

engagement with local duty bearers, knowledge institutes and other city stakeholders. At the same time, 

it has been felt that the teams were dominantly Dutch in terms of leadership and did not always make a 

maximum effort in engaging local capacity, in particular in the areas of design (leading area) and 

knowledge of local/national financial procedures (which will come in the scoring of the local network). 

Scoring is green, because in all WaL teams, Dutch businesses have been represented and leading. 

Scoring of lessons learnt using SBIR (Small Business Innovation Research) is green as the WaL experience 

was the first in applying SBIR in an international context and the evaluation resulted in the positive 

assessment of the instrument for organising a pre-competitive question and a way of innovative 

purchasing. The latter in the sense that you ask the market to devise solutions to the challenges in cities 

jointly with the public sector. 

Scoring is green because the local design workshops were carried out and were highly appreciated by all 

participants. In particular, the wide range of stakeholders brought together, and the open discussions 

(including space for dissent) were rated very positively. 
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Scoring of local network is yellow. On the one hand there has been good representation of local partners 

in the WaL teams and ample engagement with local stakeholders. However, the representation of the 

local partners was not on equal footing, and city stakeholders mostly had a passive role. Therefore, the 

local networks have been developed at city level but according to the evaluation team, these could have 

been stronger if the process of the Call for Action would have focussed more on creating full local 

ownership and embedding. At the same time, it needs to be factored in that there was considerable time 

pressure on the teams to deliver the proposals, which limits the space and time for carrying out thorough 

context and stakeholder analyses. 

Scoring of the paper for the G20 group reviewing global finance governance is yellow. There is no paper 

for the G20 group, but instead there is a high-quality article in the Reflect report by OECD. OECD is also 

carrying out follow-up support, inspired by the WaL experience, to research further possibilities for 

modular financing and role of intermediaries during all project phases. 

Scoring of the think tank group early adopters is green. WaL created an advisory board with a wide range 

of members from the areas of finance, knowledge development, design, and city networks. This advisory 

board functioned (amongst others) as a think tank. 

Scoring of the regional workshops is green. Three workshops had been planned initially as part of the 

activities of the facility track. Due to COVID-19, the third regional workshop on the transition phase was 

postponed and in the end cancelled because the WaL processes are now fully focussed on support at city 

level and not at global/programme level. The regional workshops have been highly appreciated by all 

participants, in particular for the wide range of stakeholders present and the strong learning curves 

achieved.  

Scoring of reflections from participating teams and stakeholders is yellow. In general, the reflections at 

programme/global level including the international participants of the WaL teams have been multiple and 

rich and are also (partly) documented. However, at the level of the cities, less space for explicit reflection 

on the process between the stakeholders has taken place. Partly, because at this level the focus and 

energy mainly  goes to turning the proposals into (bankable) projects. The lockdowns related to the 

pandemic have also limited the scope for structuring reflections and learning at both global and city 

levels. 

Scoring of the 2nd call WaL is green. Conscious effort has been made to learn lessons for a next WaL 

programme or initiative. The actual Call for Action paper was published in 2021 and a launch was 

organised during the Climate Action Summit 2021. 

Scoring of the ToR (Terms of reference) for the pre-project preparation financing facility is green. A 

contract has been given to WWF to facilitate the research for a pre-feasibility facility, resulting amongst 

others in design criteria, and a financial pre-feasibility assessment for such a facility and the participation 

of a number of funders/financiers. A tailormade WaL framework for CBA (Cost-Benefit Analysis) for the 

teams has been developed by Ecorys. 

The two outputs areas not mentioned explicitly are advocacy for the WaL approach and strengthened 

capacities for implementing the WaL approach. The advocacy for the WaL approach and for scaling the 

initiative has been strong, in particular at the global level. But also advocacy events have been carried out 

at the city/national levels. Strengthening the capacities of stakeholders has mainly taken place in the city 

workshops and the three regional workshops. In the transition phase, in Khulna a WaL inspired training 

programme for government staff has been developed and the World Bank is devising a separate capacity 

strengthening strategy for the coastal development programme in Vietnam.  
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3.1.2. Outcomes 

Table 3: theory of Change - outcomes 

Theory of Change - outcomes Achieved (colour coding) 
Orange: not achieved and no concrete 
follow up 
Yellow: not fully achieved but 
concrete or alternative steps in the 
right direction 
Green: fully achieved or major steps 
with equal weight 

Enabling environment for climate resilient project development  

Match between long-term comprehensive planning and short-term 
innovative transformation 

 

Design-driven solutions to strengthen cities’ resilience to water-
related challenges 

 

Follow-up project proposals by AIIB and FMO  

Adherence to HPLPW principles on Valuing Water to ensure 
sustainable, efficient and inclusive allocation and management of 
water resources 

 

Use of the pre-project preparation phase as innovative financing 
method 

 

Expansion to other cities/regions/world  

Dutch business opportunities  

 

Table 4 is showing the scoring by the evaluation team of the outcomes as they are defined by the WaL 

theory of change. We have added one outcome “Dutch business opportunities” because it is one of the 

important reasons of the MoFA for funding the WaL initiative. The short justification of the assessments is 

provided below, and more details can be found in Annex 5. 

The scoring of the enabling environment for climate resilient project development is green because a 

number of changes have taken place to which WaL contributed. For example, the inclusion of the 

Semarang case in the Handbook for the implementation of nature-based solutions that is evaluated 

positively by the European Commission is a step in institutionalising the approach. The same holds for the 

Green Climate Fund that develops water guidelines inspired by WaL. The confirmed and active interest of 

funders and financers (World Bank, KfW) in the WaL approach will also strengthen the enabling 

environment for integrated water-related investments. 

The scoring for match between long-term comprehensive planning and short-term innovative 

transformation is yellow. The proposals have not yet turned into (bankable) projects, and it is therefore 

not possible to assess how well they fit in the long-term planning. However, in Semarang the proposals 

have been aligned with the city’s resilience strategy, in Khulna the proposals are sent to the respective 

line ministries for incorporation into their planning. These are indications that steps for alignment are 

made. 

For alignment with the cities and national long-term planning, probably more time is needed to get all the 

right institutions and people on board for this process. Local and national decision-makers will have their 

own timelines and priorities in which WaL processes have to fit and adapt to. This means that high 

flexibility is needed as well. Can a WaL process delay or accelerate when suddenly key local stakeholders 

have shifted their priorities? 

Scoring for design-driven solutions is yellow because on the one hand the proposed solutions by WaL are 

based on a systems approach, and have changed mindsets of people involved in the process about urban 

development. On the other hand, the financiers are still looking (cherry-picking) for projects that fit their 
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specific requirements and therefore there is still a considerable risk that the integrated concepts of the 

beginning are lost during the next phases in the project cycle. 

The scoring of follow-up project proposals by AIIB and FMO is yellow. Both AIIB and FMO are examples 

of financiers which have indicated that so far they have not seen an opportunity to follow-up the WaL 

proposals, because they don’t fit sufficiently to enable an assessment according to their entry criteria and 

in particular the criteria related to the question if the investment will provide the required return on the 

loan. However, at the same time other financiers are supporting the follow-up process of the proposals: 

for example, the World Bank is supporting the follow-up of proposals for Semarang, the GCF for Chennai 

and KfW/GIZ is adopting some of the proposals for Khulna. 

The adherence to HPLPW principles on valuing water is scoring green. An ecologist in Chennai: “the WaL 

project also triggered a more holistic approach to handling water. It looks at people as responsible 

entities. Entities that can play a pivotal role in conserving a very limited resource for the future”. The 

participation of communities in the design process was also facilitated in Khulna. The Chief Planning 

Officer of Khulna: “The programme uses a bottom-up approach. This means that the actual sufferer 

(farmers, rickshaw pullers) from the water-related issue is at the core of the programme design. This will 

make sure that in the end the programme will be successful.” These quotes confirm that the proposals 

and the WaL process have been adhering to the five valuing water principles. All interviewees expressed 

enthusiasm because of the innovative character, its inclusiveness, the transparent and open discussions, 

its vision for sustainable water use, and the holistic approach of the WaL project.  

The scoring of the pre-project preparation phase as innovative financing method is orange because the 

aimed for breakthrough (or a beginning of a breakthrough) at the financier/donor level has not been 

realised yet, even if there are some encouraging signals. Banks see the pre-project preparation phase as 

the responsibility of the problem owners (the cities and national government). For the financiers there is 

not sufficient guarantee that they can earn returns on investments in this pre-project preparation phase. 

Although such investments are beyond the internal business model for financiers, some have expressed 

serious interest in the issue, and all are recognising the problem of lack of good (bankable) projects to put 

their money in. WaL has achieved some movement in the direction of early upstream engagement of 

financiers and the research initiative, inspired by the WaL experience, of OECD and World Bank may 

contribute to (new) funding models and/or instruments for the pre-project preparation phase.  

The scoring of expansion to other cities/regions/world is green. There has been quite impressive 

progress in scaling both at the conceptual and practical level. Key partners of WaL, WWF and OECD, have 

joined the Call for Action 2021 together with the GoN. OECD and World Bank have started 2 research 

activities about modular financing and the use of intermediaries to solve the financing challenges of the 

WaL concept. Different partners, including Dutch businesses are promoting the approach and sharing the 

WaL experience through lectures and articles. At a concrete level, there are quite a number of people, 

programmes and organisations that are inspired by the WaL approach and are taking it further. The 

reason for this success is not one single factor. It is a combination of the quality of the proposals, the 

inspiring advocacy materials, the participants’ sensation of being part of something special, and of course, 

WaL is focussing on a very urgent problem and need that is felt by many people in all types of positions. 

The examples of scaling initiatives mentioned here is not exhaustive. The India water ministry has asked 

to scale WaL approach to 200 cities. The CRIDF (Climate Resilient Infrastructure Development Facility) is 

excited about the potential for Water as Leverage to launch new urban resilience initiatives in Southern 

Africa. Launched in 2019, Resilient Asian Deltas (RAD) is a WWF incubated initiative that aims to tackle 

systemic damage to six of Asia’s largest delta systems – Chao Phraya, Ganges-Meghna-Brahmaputra, 

Indus, Irrawaddy, Mekong and Pearl. They are now in the process to start a community of practice (CoP). 

Cities in Latin America and Africa are approached to join the WaL initiative by the Resilient Cities Network 

and other partners. The Africa Urban Water Resilience Initiative of the Water Resources Institute is 
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inspired by WaL. The ongoing partnership of the World Bank with authorities in Vietnam and Indonesia 

take inspiration from WaL (and foresees potential also in India, Bangladesh, and Pakistan).  

The scoring for Dutch business opportunities is green. WaL has proven that it is able to generate 

proposals and partnerships that have strong potential for new projects. The business opportunities that it 

is generating are both in the area of further feasibility and design studies and in the implementation of 

infrastructure. Concerning the first type (studies), quite a number of Dutch designers, consultants and 

knowledge institutes may benefit, and for the second type (implementation) niche expertise and capacity 

(e.g. digital monitoring and modelling, early warning, coastal dredging) are certainly in demand. 

Involvement of Dutch businesses in WaL follow-up projects will depend on their success in the tender 

procedures, but through the new partnerships and context knowledge obtained they may have some 

starting advantage. 

3.1.3. Long-term outcome and impact 

The Water as Leverage initiative has set itself a very high ambition. It is striving for a paradigm shift in 

how people, governments, and businesses as partners address the challenge of making cities worldwide 

more resilient for dealing with the challenges that urbanisation, poverty, inequality, and climate change 

are posing. The paradigm shift means that these partners no longer approach water only as an issue that 

needs to be solved but start recognising the potential of water as a solution. In this way the WaL theory of 

change is aiming to contribute to the SDGs 6 (clean water & sanitation), 8 (decent work and economic 

growth), 11 (sustainable cities and communities), 13 (climate action), and 17 (partnerships). 

Without the pretension to be able to assess how much change WaL has been able to make in the world of 

urban development and considering that such a paradigm shift can never result from just one programme 

like WaL, the evaluation team has noticed changes in behaviour of some of the key players. At city level, 

there are politicians (mayors of Khulna and Semarang), local government officials (engineers, planners) 

and other stakeholders (designers, ecologists) who have been convinced a more holistic approach for 

urban development is needed and who are inspired by WaL. At global level, the RCN feels strongly 

supported by WaL and is raising interest among new cities. Financiers (World Bank, GCF) are also inspired 

by the initiative and look for roadmaps for change together with policy think tanks like the OECD. People 

in RVO and embassies are showing creativity and determination for delivering a proof of concept by 

linking WaL with other instruments like Develop2Build and Drive. These are the catalytic sparks created at 

all levels that are inducing change and therefore you may conclude that it is contributing to the paradigm 

shift and has proven to have a valid theory of change. 

Quotes referring to behaviour change 

One of the designers involved in a number of projects: “We see that because of the WaL experience, 

RVO is incorporating some of the WaL concepts in other programmes, we receive requests from 

academics for lectures and articles. The World Bank is giving more space for the Design approach. But 

also at the local level, the Khulna WaL team at first did not see a need for Design representation in the 

regional workshop as this “could be done by engineers”, but this changed and the whole team is 

embracing Design”. 

A financier: “ …[WaL] got people talking about doing things differently..” A good example is that AIIB 

stated that: “..AIIB has included in their (draft) Water Strategy the importance of their involvement in 

‘upstream’ project development”.  
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3.2. Results achieved – city level 

3.2.1. Results achieved 

Common results 

Most results identified are city specific, a number of results across the cities can be identified.  

i) Increased understanding and appreciation of a holistic and participatory approach to water 

amongst team members and stakeholders: that urban development needs to be looked at as 

more integrative and comprehensive as well as that it should take into consideration different 

factors and actors, not limit it to technical/engineering solutions. 

ii) At least 2 proposals per city were developed, some of the proposals were broken into smaller 

sub-proposals, remaining part of one larger concept. See for the overview table 5. 

iii) 3 local design workshops were conducted in each of the cities. 

 
Table 4: overview programmes and project proposals developed 

Programmes Project proposals 

Chennai: 6 Programmes, 7 Project proposals 

Muttukadu Canal connections (incl coast)   
Resilient waterscape 

Smart Waterways programme Mambalam 

Mambalam  Canal profile, bridges, urban space  

Green industries programme Koyembedu 

Disaster-Resilient housing programme Citra nagar 

Heritage programme Mylapore trail  

Khulna: 5 programmes,  9 project proposals 

Interventions in transition zone (Khulna area) 
Khulna Water inclusive Enclave 

100 ponds projects 

 
Moyur green blue river park  
Multi-level city 

Improved natural drainage Improved drainage  
Increased storage  
Solid waste management and sanitation  

Interventions in coastal zone (Sundarbans) Sundarbans protection 

interventions in fresh water zone (upstream) Gorai offtake restoration1 

Interventions in transition zone (Khulna area) Sustainable polders 

Semarang: 4 programmes, 7 project proposals 

Cascading Semarang Feeding the Industry  
Rechannel the city   
Spongy mountain 

Water-neutral industry Water-neutral industry pilot in Genuk 

Network of resilient kampung Resilient kapung pilots 

Integrated protective coastal zone Coastal balance pilot in Genuk/Sayung  
Future-ready port in Tanjung Emas 
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Chennai 

a. An application for certain elements of the Mylapore proposal were submitted by the Green Climate 

Fund (GCF) to the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD). This has been 

cleared by the NABARD head office and has been sent to Delhi for further approvals.  

b. Uptake of elements of the Muttukadu proposal by the Additional Chief Secretary (of the Government 

of Tamil Nadu) under Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGS). 

While the uptake was in multiple districts in rural settings, it is still a significant result. 

c. Because GCF provides grants and does not require a return on investments, this does not qualify 

these elements “bankable”. The MNREGS is a rural employment government programme, which also 

does not look at financial returns. The programmes have been picking those elements of the 

proposals that fit their policies. 

d. Tamil Nadu government’s Urban Housing and Habitat Policy included recommendations of WaL team 

[Information and Resource Centre for the Deprived Urban Communities (IRCDUC)] to include certain 

social and environmental dimensions (like principles of inclusiveness, gender sensitive barrier free 

environment, child friendly structures in design and planning, rainwater harvesting, etc.).  

e. Tamil Nadu Slum Clearance Board included recommendations on Stakeholder Consultative Platforms 

in the Social Sustainability and Grievance Management Framework. 

f. Chennai city cooperation has decided to develop a vision for the city before working on the Master 

Plan for the city. While planning processes in India do mention visioning, this is one of the first 

initiatives of a city where master planning is actually preceded by developing a vision! 

g. The World Bank supported Mega Streets project in Chennai is considering elements of the WaL 

approach, for addressing storm water through nature-based solutions like bioswales or wadis to 

regenerate ground water. 

h. Elements of stakeholder participation are being taken up by the city by getting Detailed Project 

Reports (DPRs) validated by various stakeholders. While this is not pre-project phase, however the 

steps towards being open to feedback and taking steps in that direction is a noteworthy change. 

Khulna 

a. There has been an uptake of proposals by the city corporation. The Khulna City Corporation has 

prepared a Preliminary Development Project Proforma (PDPP) by taking three WaL proposals 

together. The PDPP has been approved by the LGD (Government of Bangladesh). 

b. Based on request from Government of Bangladesh, Develop2Build has been given the green light to 

start with the feasibility phase and has signed the formulation plan.  

c. To institutionalise the WaL approach and continue the processes in the city, the Khulna City 

Corporation has signed two MoUs with KU and KUET.  

d. GIZ/KfW recognised the value of adopting the WaL approach and will be considering this for their 

programmes. 

Semarang 

a. The Mayor has included the WaL approach in the Vision and Mission for 2021 -2026. This means that 

WaL has been in the mind of the policy makers and urban planners, and that eventually they will 

integrate the WaL approach into some of the policies and/or regulations. 

b. Development and Planning Agency (Bappeda) has changed their way of planning development to 

consider other potential aspects such as to turn water into resources, public space, etc. with an aim 

that not a drop of water gets lost.  

c. Roadmaps of 3 (out of 5) concepts: RVO supported the WaL team in developing 3 roadmaps based on 

the generated project concepts that are aligned to the existing city urban planning with the WaL 

concept now embedded in it. The roadmaps contain information to support the implementation of 
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the proposed concepts. The roadmaps are included in the midterm (5 year) planning for the city and 

have committed budgets allocated from the city and the national government. 

d. Small steps for implementation of the WaL concepts within the city budget: strong ownership and 

seriousness of the Semarang city government is shown by allocating budget for the feasibility study of 

at least one project (part of the Resilient Kampung project) with the hope that they can then move 

forward with implementation and to have a proof of concept for the WaL approach. 

e. Develop2Build is working with the city of Semarang to integrate the outcomes from WaL proposals 

(Rechannelling the City, Spongy Mountains) and efforts from the Partners for Water programme in an 

infrastructure development proposal, aimed at a feasibility study, financed by the Government of the 

Netherlands.
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3.2.2. Supportive and hindering processes and factors 

For the analysis of the achievements, it is important to realise that the WaL approach and strategies have 

been designed at a global/Dutch level. It has the background of experiences of the Special Envoy with 

Rebuild by Design in the New York region after hurricane Sandy in 2016 and is rooted in the networks and 

discussions among international urban designers, financiers, and climate and resilience discussions. This 

resulted in “Water as Leverage for Resilient Cities Asia” as a first programme with Khulna, Chennai and 

Semarang being the starting point and pilots for similar cases in Asia and elsewhere. This means that the 

initial concept is rooted in a global concern and does not stem from the specific concerns in the three 

cities. 

For understanding the results achieved at the city level, identified in the previous section, we have looked 

at the strengths and weaknesses of the WaL strategies2. What has worked well and why and what could 

be further strengthened? The second framework of assessing the WaL approach is the Learning Alliance 

framework, explained in more detail in the chapter on methodology. The observations in the two sections 

are based on the city level interviews and complemented with observations captured during the 

interviews at programme/global level. A snapshot of the observations is provided in table 6 below. In the 

table, they have been categorised as supportive (what worked) and hindering (what did not work) 

processes and factors. 

Table 5: supportive and hindering processes and factors 

Supportive processes and factors (what worked) Hindering processes and factors (what didn’t work) 

Multi-disciplinary teams COVID-19 pandemic (March’20-ongoing)  

Consultative processes (engaging women and children in 
Chennai, Semarang) 

Limiting emphasis of duty bearer discussions to city level 
(needed more focus on national level) 

Cross learning between city teams (mostly on technical 
aspects) 

Limited private sector involvement from the start  

Flexibility in internal processes to consider local challenges Limited understanding of government processes, procedures 

RCN city level contacts  Limited capacity and exposure of city officials (especially 
engineers)  

Interest and ownership of city governments (especially 
Khulna and Semarang) 

 

World Bank and KfW’s interest in the WaL approach  

Holistic and innovative project proposals  

Proposals within the local policy, regulation ambit   

Close and consistent follow up by Special Envoy  

MoUs with Govt (could be leveraged more)  

 

3.2.3. Strengths and weaknesses of the 4 WaL strategies 

To achieve the results as outlined in the WaL theory of change, the programme developed 4 core 

strategies: WaL process, WaL partnerships, WaL projects, and the WaL paradigm shift. There are overlaps 

between the strategies as these are interconnected, in particular the participation in the process and the 

fostered partnerships.  

WaL Process 

 
2 In the ToR under 2.1, the 4 objectives of WaL are explained. The evaluation team has interpreted and renamed these objectives “strategies”, 

because they are describing more the road to the goal/vision of WaL then detailing the goal itself. 
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The process strategy is to incorporate early and active engagement with all stakeholders from local 

communities and the public, private and financial sector. The WaL process was immensely appreciated by 

most stakeholders and duty bearers, one of the key strengths mentioned was the inclusion of community 

voices in the process of developing the proposals. The diversity of actors, the space for different voices 

and cross learnings were the strengths shared by those engaged in the processes. One of the weaknesses 

includes the understanding of the system – key actors (national level), processes, procedures. The 

strengths and weaknesses with examples from the interviews are provided are in detail below.   

Strengths:  

a. The processes in three cities had a diverse set of stakeholders participating in the workshops and 

consultations. In addition to the local government representation, civil society, academicians, and 

other experts were part of these consultations.  

b. The consultation involved communities, which is one of the main value/strengths of the process 

mentioned in Chennai and Semarang. There were consultations in communities to get their 

perspectives, in Chennai there were separate consultations with women and children.  

c. The processes were mostly participative and inclusive, allowing space for discussions and dissent. One 

of the examples from Chennai to elaborate on this – each person comes with their understanding of 

challenges, reasons and solutions, which are based on their area of work/life experience, these 

platforms allowed space for people to share these different perspectives. This process facilitated 

learning from each other, it was a nudge for stakeholders to accommodate different perspectives 

when looking at a challenge and the possible solutions. There was space to disagree without a break 

down of discussions. Some of these discussions were around prioritizing needs of urban poor 

communities, which are often not considered by other experts. Mostly urban poor housing, vendors, 

etc. are not included in the development plans, and the poor are expected to be relocated or 

removed.  

d. The processes enabled cross learning within city teams and between the 3 cities (6 teams), which 

helped them in improving their proposals. Some of the team members mentioned how this additional 

learning adds value to their own work going ahead. 

e. The early participation of financial partners at the regional workshops is seen by many stakeholders 

as an important step to make the proposals and designs more realistic. The early involvement in the 

pre-project phase was highly appreciated by financiers (AIIB, GCF, World Bank). 

Weaknesses: 

a. It has been felt that the WaL teams lacked sufficient understanding of the specific context and 

political economy that provides the environment for urban development. This has limited the 

understanding by the teams who should be involved from the beginning, who should be influenced by 

who, and the processes lacked a clear strategy of how to achieve bankable projects. In the case of 

Chennai for example, it was mentioned that there is need for being flexible during the process to 

leverage funding opportunities of existing government programmes as and when they come up. In 

Khulna, a key actor for the Multi-level City project, Khulna Development Authority, was not 

empowered because its line ministry at national level was not involved. 

b. The community participation in Khulna could have been facilitated better, it was seen as a challenge. 

While ward elected representatives participated in the local workshops,  the interviewees mentioned 

that the participation was for the whole day, unlike in other meetings. This was said to be difficult to 

arrange. Further, marginalised communities that often live in the most vulnerable geographies were 

not consulted and the participation of women has been limited. Similar processes like in Chennai and 

Semarang, where communities, especially women and children were consulted could be helpful. 

Organisations that work with the most marginalised and with women could be engaged to facilitate 

these community consultations.  
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c. Key government stakeholders and decision makers were not timely (or sometimes not at all) involved 

in the process. WaL is about a holistic approach to urban development, this includes duty bearers 

responsible for water, for urban development, infrastructure building and maintenance, etc. These 

ministries/departments need to be prioritised and engaged to get a buy-in for city level work, 

leveraging existing programmes, creating a change in mindset. While certain officials at the national 

(and state level for India) were engaged in the WaL process, the need was to reach a wider set of duty 

bearers. For example, some of the ministries/departments that needed to be engaged from the start 

included - national level for Chennai (Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs), national level for Khulna 

(Khulna Development Authority at regional level and Bangladesh Water Development Board, Local 

Government Engineering Department at national level), and national level Semarang (Ministry of 

Public Works and Housing) on urban development. 

d. In Chennai3 and Semarang, implementing a design concept was mentioned as a challenge. There is a 

need to demonstrate how the proposals will work in the city contexts. This request arises out of the 

need to see whether the proposed nature-based solutions can work in the complex (unorganised and 

unregulated) urban contexts, before including them in the formal plans or propagating for these 

proposals. In the case of Chennai, there was a request from the duty bearers to demonstrate how it 

works, to do a pilot demonstration in the city. This has been taken up in Chennai by the Mylapore 

School Project. In the case of Semarang, the duty bearers themselves want to show how such a 

holistic approach can be true to their context, by actually doing it themselves and showing it to 

others. 

WaL Partnerships 

The partnerships strategy was to foster coalitions, generate ownership and ensure institutional and 

societal capacity for creating climate resilient cities. The strengths were the interest and ownership of city 

governments, the use of RCN contacts in the cities and the uptake of the WaL approach by other 

development banks.  The weaknesses were the city level involvement of private sector and the capacities 

with respect to finance in Semarang (in the local government and in reaching out to financial partners). 

Some details about these strengths and weaknesses are provided below.  

Strengths:  

a. The partnership with Resilient Cities Network and Partners for Resilience facilitated the use of existing 

contacts and networks that RCN has with civil society organisations in the cities of Semarang and 

Chennai.  

b. There was traction with the city governments on the WaL approach, the ownership varied in the 

three cities. While Khulna managed to progress with the Preliminary Development Project Proforma 

(PDPP) stage, Semarang city government committed budget to a feasibility study, Chennai city 

government required more details to move ahead. The ownership varies in the three different 

contexts – different systems (processes, procedures), priorities, committed plans, available finances, 

political influence, etc.  

c. World Bank in Chennai and KfW in Khulna acknowledged the importance of the WaL approach and 

will be considering this in their programmes. 

Weaknesses: 

a. The participation of the private sector could have been strengthened from the beginning, to make 

them part of developing the solution. In the case of Chennai this could have been the private sector 

parties which are directly impacted by the proposed (Muttukadu) project. These companies have 

 
3 In Chennai, post the Tsunami in 2004, a barrage of organisations, academic institutions, donors  have conducted various studies, little has been 
shared back. While water still is a concern there is a fatigue of consultations, and ideas sharing. There is a need from the city to see real concrete 
action and intention to engage further. 
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certain amounts allocated towards Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR4), which certainly is an 

opportunity to contribute to elements of the process. Having private sector interested and committed 

would also likely support influencing the local government to have a pro-active role in the process. 

b. In Semarang, while city governments were involved, they lack empowerment and also have there are 

limited capacities in terms of knowledge and absorption capacity, especially with respect to access to 

financing.  

c. In Semarang, initial finance partnerships were discussed with non-banking finance institutions PT SMI, 

while they were interested, there was no further communication or engagement with them.  

WaL Projects 

The project strategy was to develop design-driven, bankable, innovative, inclusive, integrated proposals 

for Urban Water Projects with a focus on infrastructure to tackle interconnected urban challenges and 

make cities better living environments. The strength of the projects proposed was that they are 

considered holistic and inclusive, they are in ambit of the existing policies and regulations and the 

ownership in Khulna and Semarang has been considerable. The weakness has been mostly for Chennai 

where they require the proposal in the form of a DPR, further they would like to have a pilot or proof of 

concept to demonstrate that the nature-based solutions can work in the city. The details of these points 

are mentioned below. 

Strengths:  

a. The project concepts were innovative, they included social, ecological, and commercial aspects. 

b. The projects were developed keeping in mind the existing plans, policies, and regulations. Certain 

changes in policies and regulations would be possibly required going ahead (Khulna, Semarang) to 

scale up such an approach to other cities. An example of this is the national policy for urban 

development of Bangladesh, which has been awaiting approval for a long time, which hampers the 

engagement of KCC in Khulna and is a good example of a missing building block in the enabling 

environment. 

c. In the case of Khulna, the proposal concept is fully owned by KCC. 

d. Proof of concept – Semarang mentions this as a need to show that the nature-based solutions can 

work as proposed by the teams, the city is looking at doing this proof of concept to demonstrate it to 

other national level duty bearers. 

Weaknesses: 

The two points here are identified as a gap for moving ahead or scaling WaL in Chennai and Semarang. At 

the same time, the request for a proof of concept is a positive sign because it shows local ownership of 

the WaL approach. 

a. Proof of concept – this came up as a need in Chennai and in Semarang. While in Chennai it is asked of 

the project to demonstrate and prove the concept is possible, in Semarang as mentioned above has 

taken ownership and would like to demonstrate it themselves. 

b. In the case of Chennai, there is a request for a Detailed Project Report (DPR) to translate the concepts 

into projects. 

WaL Paradigm shift 

The paradigm shift strategy was to contribute to a change in mindset, perspective, and policy in the types 

of processes and funding needed to tackle complex urban challenges. WaL has definitely initiated interest 

and discussions to think about urban water differently amongst stakeholders, they mentioned how their 

 
4   Section 135 of the Companies Act, 2013 (of India) is applicable to every company registered under the Act, and any other previous Companies 
Law, with a net worth of Rs 500 crore or more, or a turnover of over Rs 1,000 crore or a net profit exceeding Rs 5 crore in any financial year. 
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perspectives have changed in the course of the WaL processes. The limitation has been that change takes 

time and a wider set of duty bearers to convince them of the feasibility of an alternate way of planning 

for water. The efforts towards a paradigm shift need to be top to bottom and bottom up. The strengths 

and weaknesses identified are the following. 

Strengths:  

The WaL approach is holistic, integrated, and inclusive by involving different stakeholders, experts, and 

duty bearers. The WaL team members and most of the external members appreciated the process and 

the value of the inputs by those involved. It was said to be a bottom-up approach, a demand driven 

approach – it was said to be a demonstration of how planning processes can be done. It worked as an 

eye-opener for local city government politicians, engineers and planners, acknowledging that such 

processes are possible and helpful. 

Examples of this acknowledgement/appreciation can be derived from the interest of cities to take the 

WaL process forward – Chennai with the GCF support, Khulna with the MoUs with Khulna University (KU) 

and Khulna University for Engineering and Technology (KUET) and in Semarang where the WaL concepts 

are incorporated in multiple annual planning processes.   

Weaknesses: 

a. Tackling complex urban challenges requires involvement of multiple departments/ministries, the 

coordination and cooperation of all the stakeholders is time consuming and there is scope for further 

improvement. 

b. A paradigm shift also requires increased capacities of local/state/central levels in terms of their 

knowledge and exposure, especially with technical departments, for them to consider nature-based 

solutions and try alternatives. These require time and constant reinforcement.  

c. Inclusivity in the case of Khulna requires further efforts. The paradigm shift is not only in the 

solutions, but how those solutions are arrived at, and for whom. The typically urban development is 

heavily driven by engineers, who have little/no orientation to consider people or communities, least 

of all if these are urban poor. From the interviews, the mention of these communities did not come 

up, further the review of the participants in the local workshops showed limited participation of 

women. In highly patriarchal contexts, it is essential to make the extra efforts to include women and 

marginalised communities to ensure the solutions are truly holistic.  

3.3. The Learning Alliance criteria 
A second assessment of the WaL approach is using the criteria for a strong learning alliance, looking at the 

combined partnership and implementation levels and their interactions. 

 

Stakeholders: The core group has been the Special Envoy, RVO, city coordinators and the selected WaL 

teams in the city. The WaL teams have, with the support of city coordinators, identified stakeholders to 

engage in the process/consultations. The Partners for Resilience (Wetlands International and Red Cross) 

also played a role in supporting local workshops and in between in the capacity of Local Knowledge 

Support partners in Chennai and Semarang.  The relevance and diversity of stakeholders in Chennai and 

Semarang was appreciated. The engagement of relevant and diverse stakeholders is crucial to be working 

towards a holistic solution, and as WaL envisions a solution that connects aspects of living or commercial 

spaces, livelihoods, ecology, etc., the absence of stakeholders that bring the lived experience and subject 

expertise would hamper the holistic nature of the proposed solutions. In the interviews, the challenge of 

engaging communities was sighted in Khulna. It is also important to highlight that for Khulna, while none 

of interviews for the evaluation included women, on the review of the participation list of the local 

workshops there was also limited participation of women. This brings up the question if the proposals are 
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sufficiently representing the different gender-related interests and perspectives. Similarly, the Khulna 

process also revealed that the most marginalised communities (e.g., solid waste pickers, sanitation 

workers), which are living in difficult terrain, are the communities which are not sufficiently recognised or 

given importance by the mainstream actors/stakeholders. Because they (often) are the ones most 

susceptible to disaster (lack or abundance of water), their representation in urban development 

processes is key and needs to be strengthened. 

Duty bearers – Getting government buy-in is a time taking process. Depending on the context it requires 

different types of engagements. WaL processes have focussed on the involvement of local city 

governments, not the higher levels of government. The learning here, as shared by some of the experts 

interviewed, has been that the engagement of the state level in case of India, and the central level for all 

three cities should have been stronger. The suggestion proposed was, ideally, if the call could have been 

announced from the most relevant government level and with most relevant Ministry, it would have had 

better anchoring points for developing the proposals in (bankable) projects. This is an area that needs 

special attention along with the call being planned. Similarly, the role and engagement of key financiers 

(international and local) needs stronger consideration, right from the start. 

Facilitation: The facilitation of the processes was carried out by RVO and the Special Envoy at the 

programme level and at city level by the WaL teams during the first phases, and by the city coordinators 

during the transition phase. The Special Envoy played an important role connecting to the national (and 

state for India) levels in the countries. The Special Envoy also played a key role in discussions with the 

development banks in countries. The facilitation determines the space the different stakeholders have to 

play in the process and share their perspectives. It is crucial that the facilitation considers social norms, 

social inequalities, and has sufficient knowledge and sensitivity for power relations and influencing 

possibilities.  

From the interviews, it can be concluded that overall there has been high appreciation of the facilitation. 

Regarding Khulna for example, while there was the challenge of involving communities, the stakeholders 

who joined nevertheless stayed for the whole day. In the context, this is progress and is acknowledged. In 

the other two cities, separate consultations, including using the local language, made it more inclusive. 

There is a question if the facilitation was sufficiently aware of power relations and formal roles, protocols 

and procedures to develop large urban infrastructure. Both for getting sufficient high-level government 

support and opening financing opportunities, these form important elements of the guiding framework. A 

stronger locally anchored co-facilitation could have helped in this regard. 

Working at different levels: WaL worked essentially at the programme and city level. There was limited 

engagement at the national level. Also, the COVID-19 pandemic (especially for India) derailed the 

momentum of discussions with duty bearers at the national level. The findings have highlighted the need 

for strengthening the national level engagements as the policy making and financial resources allocations 

are at that level. The engagement will have different priorities in the three countries, the interventions 

and required collaborations for these need to be developed accordingly.  

Organizing the learning alliance: From the interviews, the team members are positive about the flexibility 

of the process, whereby they have gone to the design board, using the findings from the consultations. 

The learnings and different perspectives within the teams and between the teams (during the regional 

workshops) have been helpful for technical and design aspects. For some themes (social aspects, working 

with governments, engaging private sector and financing) this could have been stronger, in particular at 

the city level.  

An important aspect that may not have been sufficiently considered in how the “coalition” was organised 

are the different perspectives of the members of the alliance. For example, the WaL teams were under 

serious time pressure, where governments have different time schedules. Especially, because these 
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governments were not the primary owners of the process but rather the WaL teams , and RVO during the 

transition phase. The option of having space for financiers (local/national and International), starting with 

those banks which acknowledge the need for shift thinking around urban development, should also be 

considered.  

Process documentation: The proposals are the key documents that have been developed as part of WaL 

at city level. A documentation and evaluation of the local and regional workshops was carried out by UN-

HABITAT. At programme level, a number of research and reflection studies have been carried out (Reflect, 

Facility framework by Rebel). From the interviews at programme/global level it appears that there is quite 

a high level of shared analysis and learning about WaL. At city level, there is hardly any specific 

documentation of lessons learnt or any other type of reporting. 

Dissemination and sharing: At the city level the proposals have been shared, and some of the elements of 

the proposals have been taken up since with the city governments in different forms (GCF grant in 

Chennai, PDPP in Khulna and the feasibility study request to Develop2Build in Semarang). At programme 

level, by advocacy events, production of studies and newsletters and a pro-active use of WaL experiences 

and materials by different partners, the dissemination and sharing of WaL concepts and results have been 

quite effective and attracted global attention.  

To continue the momentum, get champions, and scale the WaL approach, an advocacy and 

communication strategy, also at the city/country level is important but has largely been missing. The 

sharing of the approach, the cost comparisons, the tools used, and lessons learnt need to be shared with 

key stakeholders and duty bearers. This includes the whole range of stakeholders: key government 

department, ministry officials, politicians, private sector parties, financiers, knowledge institutions, and 

NGOs. In particular those that are known for being influential at the government level. 

Theory of change: The fact that for all outcomes of the theory of change achievements could be 

identified, proves that in general terms it has been guiding the programme well. Because the outcomes of 

the theory of change have been formulated as big steps without identifying and detailing small steps of 

change required and the underlying assumptions, it does not lend itself very well for a detailed analysis. 

At city level no theories of change were developed, which is understandable given the short time frame 

for developing bankable proposals. However, this ambition in time has been too optimistic and given the 

cultural change and paradigm shift WaL wants to achieve, longer time perspectives may be more realistic. 

In such a case the use of local theories of change can be a useful tool, enabling structured learning and 

facilitating scaling-up of the WaL approach. A time frame of 3 years for a pre-preparation phase, which 

would include building the capacities of the local (and national) stakeholders, the development of a long-

term financial strategy for all the phases, and the design of the institutional arrangements for the full 

project cycle is seeming reasonable.  It is recommended to check the timeframe with the study for 

possibilities of modular financing that OECD and World Bank are carrying out presently.
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4. Contributions by WaL to the three 

transitions and the way forward 
This section of the evaluation report is focussing on the 3 WaL transitions. The reflections will attempt to 

assess the progress made with the transitions and at the same time formulate lessons learnt and 

considerations for the way forward with the transitions. 

The first transition is moving away from the traditional situation - not enough money allocated nor 

accounted for funding the pre (or sometimes pre-pre) project-preparation. Although little tangible 

progress in this area has been made, WaL has achieved a wider recognition and acknowledgement of the 

problem at a global level by financiers, donors, and experts. At city/country level, the discussion still 

needs to start. It is encouraging and a sign of progress that financiers are looking for (and finding some) 

concrete solutions within their current mandate and procedures and at the same time OECD and World 

Bank are researching possibilities for financing intermediaries and ways for sequenced financing of the 

project cycle. 

The lesson learnt here is that this transition towards possibilities for financing the pre-project phase is, 

that although banks have the problem of the empty pipeline of good projects, this pre-project 

preparation phase is not part of their business model and they do not see themselves as a possible 

solution for this problem. This phase should be financed by the problem owners (the cities in this case), 

possibly supported by donors. At the same time, some of the IFIs seem willing to consider supporting this 

phase but only if it comes as a request from the city and their national counterpart ministry. 

It is safe to conclude that for the short-term, IFIs and development banks may occasionally be willing and 

able to support the pre-project preparation phase but will not play a major role for this element of scaling 

of the WaL concept. In the longer term it is possible that these financial institutes will change their 

mandate and role under political pressure and internal drive for playing a more pro-active role in creating 

more holistic projects. The suggestion already made in the Reflect report to develop a learning initiative 

about the financing of the pre-project preparation phase makes a lot of sense as a first step for such a 

change process. The ongoing research by OECD and World Bank, exploring possibilities for modular 

financing of large infrastructure (including this pre-project preparation phase) might provide a good 

steppingstone and basis for further collaborative learning. The OECD part of the Reflect report has already 

many elements of an agenda for a WaL financing learning initiative. 

Because WaL’s ambition of scaling rapidly, it should explore alternatives. For multiple reasons (of which 

local ownership and sustainability are some of the most important ones), financing by the key problem 

owners, supported by external partners is probably the most preferable. The externals can be 

development partners but there may also be potential for support from the private sector. In particular 

the bigger urban development companies, and for example port and tourism related industries. The 

request in India for a proof of concept of WaL, suggests that once one city can show how this is done, 

there is high potential for more cities and partners to follow, taking a certain financial risk by investing in 

this pre-project preparation phase. WaL could explore (for example with RCN) if there are not already 

good examples (including in HICs), which can be turned in convincing case studies as part of creating the 

proof of the WaL concept. 

Another possible pathway and may be even an in-between option before the local financing breaks 

through, which has been under discussion by WaL, is the creation of a separate facility to finance this pre-

project preparation phase. Such a facility could be created by one or more bi-lateral donors and would 

combine and facilitate different finance streams and at the same time be the secretariate that facilitates 
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the WaL process as currently is done by RVO. A first step and opportunity to explore and start the 

creation of such a facility is to discuss if Invest International could be a (temporary) vehicle for this. 

The second transition is moving away from the traditional situation of —currently too often occurring and 

too much - fragmentation in the project development process/approach. Our interpretation of this 

transition is that it looks for more coherence between the different phases of the project cycle – from 

concept to implementation and coherence of projects within urban vision. It means the involvement of all 

the key stakeholders in all phases of the cycle and creating a strong learning environment to facilitate the 

holistic designs. 

WaL has proven that it is possible and highly appreciated to bring together different stakeholders and 

expertise to develop holistic proposals. Some early efforts to keep these integrated projects alive by 

follow-up actions of RVO and city coordinators show mixed success with more positive results in Khulna 

than in Semarang for the feasibility phase. It has been confirmed by all stakeholders that the experience 

of bringing the financiers to the table at an early stage is very positive. Some of the reflections may 

suggest that this needs to be done even earlier to have a better understanding of the procedures and 

instruments for financing urban infrastructure development in a specific context. The proposals have in 

most cases focussed mainly on the public sector with little participation of private sector in the city. In 

Semarang, there was no participation of the private sector; in Chennai, some later engagement with 

urban developers has taken place; and, in Khulna the contact with (small) developers remained marginal.  

The lesson learnt from the three pilots is that the involvement early on of all stakeholders has opened the 

minds of people to think differently about water and urban development. The concepts are overall 

received enthusiastically and appreciated as having high potential. There is a tension between the 

timeframe of developing the proposals, the level of inclusivity, and the learning process and it is too early 

to be able to judge if the stakeholder involvement is maintained during the follow-up that is presently 

mainly facilitated by RVO. Another reflection made by participating partners has been to 

evaluate/consider what are the desired levels and moments of participation of the different stakeholders 

to keep the engagement meaningful, effective and efficient. The learning component of WaL at city level 

may need to be strengthened to understand better how to realise this transition for the full project cycle. 

The third transition is breaking away from the limited/narrow focus on projects, and broadening the 

scope to both projects and process, and the necessary enabling environment. 

The lesson learnt is that the city proposals are inspiring concepts that show that water can be a solution 

for many urban problems, or at least be more part of the solution than part of the problem. What also 

has become clear that broadening the scope requires a much broader understanding of not only the 

urban (water and environment) development issues of a city but also the (social, economic, and 

institutional) context and the political economy. And that these are all very local and country specific. 

The first experiences of WaL show that in the analysis of the teams, they have followed a systems 

approach of understanding the enabling environment which clearly helped to broaden the scope of the 

solutions. At the same time, the proposals still lack an in-depth understanding of what were the key 

hindering and supporting factors for the proposal and project development and incorporate related parts 

of the proposals and the approach. For example, the fact that Bangladesh has not approved and 

formalised their policy for urban development is an important hindering factor for the role of the KDA and 

the multi-level city project. This should have triggered the WaL team and actors involved in the follow-up 

to at least signal this and engage with the relevant national authorities to start addressing this. 

Overall, the deepening of the understanding of the enabling environment and political economy also calls 

for a better balance between the international and local expertise in the teams, including a re-thinking of 

division of the roles of facilitator, team leader and experts with a bigger role for local actors. In addition, it 

probably means that more time is needed to do the stakeholder and context analysis, not only at city 
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level but including the relevant national stakeholders and elements of the enabling environment like 

policies, finance and institutions. 
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5. General considerations and lessons learnt 

for the way forward 
This section of the evaluation report is focussing on lessons learnt with a forward-looking perspective. 

This chapter will avoid repeating what has been mentioned already in the previous chapter about the 

three transitions. The considerations for the way forward provided are mostly of a general nature. The 

evaluation team feels that it has not sufficient grasp of the details of the partnerships and mechanisms for 

the implementation of WaL to provide specific recommendations. Where possible, more general 

recommendations have been formulated. 

With regard to the role and engagement of the financial institutions, the WaL Reflect report, and in 

particular the contribution by OECD, has already made a number of reflections and recommendations 

based on a focussed research of the subject. The evaluation team largely recognises their 

recommendations and are in line with our observations about the processes and partnerships. Therefore, 

besides what we have mentioned already under our reflection on the first transition in the previous 

chapter, we do not think that our analysis of bankability and financing can add anything else. 

Long-term perspective. Water as Leverage is a programme with a high ambition: striving for a paradigm 

shift and change of culture in urban development to address the enormous challenges of poverty, climate 

resilience, environmental and social sustainability. It wants the sector to think of water as a solution 

instead of being a threat for urban development. WaL started off with a short timeframe, in a pressure-

cooker model to create awareness for urgency, new energy, and a synergy and the dynamics between 

stakeholders and designers needed for innovative action. Although this strategy has been to some extent 

successful, it is a model that provides limited space for shared learning and alignment with the local 

reality, mainly because this requires more time. This has been particularly felt at the city level, the 

learning has been much stronger at programme level. To avoid the risk of becoming a short-lived shiny 

hype, WaL needs to embrace time in its design as a crucial ally, allowing to go slow or fast when the local 

context requires this. The recommendation is to keep a long-term perspective by developing a vision and 

strategies for 10 years as a basis for further future activities. 

Flexibility. As a consequence of the above and of more considerations below, WaL is facing the challenge 

of a balancing act between several dilemmas. Like being dynamic and a frontrunner against keeping 

everybody on board; being inclusive against becoming talking shop; being innovative against becoming 

irrelevant. Flexibility in approach and strategies will therefore be crucial for going forward. This will also 

require high flexibility from the side of the funder(s) of the WaL initiative. 

Institutionalising WaL. The need for a long-term perspective and high flexibility for WaL is not a perfect 

match with WaL as a programme or activity. It would benefit from being institutionalised, because that 

will provide more possibilities to develop and engage a global network with national WaL institutional 

partners and champions. One option is to start discussions with Invest International whether this could 

also form a (temporary) home for a WaL facility, like mentioned in the previous chapter. This may fit well 

in the culture change ambition of WaL to bring the discussion about how to finance the pre-project phase 

to a place where also the traditional financing instruments are sitting. An alternative exploration will be to 

create a separate (Dutch) facility that will pro-actively invite other bi-lateral donors and multilateral 

funders to join. 

Local (city) ownership of the innovation process. There is a long tradition of promising innovations that 

have never done more than catching dust on the shelves. A key reason for innovations not being picked 

up is the lack of ownership of the problem, the solution, and the innovation process by those who have to 

apply the innovation. WaL has been aware of this, given their focus on a wide stakeholder participation. 
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However, the key owners – the cities - of the problem (multiple vulnerability of the citizens) were not in 

charge of the process. Ideally, the cities need to be the primary commissioners of WaL (supported by 

RVO), to which WaL teams report. During the selection of the cities, the capacities of the cities will need 

to meet a minimum threshold and the RVO support will in that case likely include a capacity 

strengthening component. 

Because the time perspective of urban development is quite long, anchoring the Design approach only 

with the local city government may not be enough to safeguard the holistic concept. Therefore, the 

example of Khulna where KCC has formalised the relations with KU and KUET with MoUs might be 

worthwhile to extend to other partners (NGOs, private sector partners) and to also explore for other 

cities. The institutions of such more formalised partnerships would need to qualify as credible partners to 

influence regional/state and central governments with their findings and recommendations. 

Engagement with central government and selection of cities. Major cities often have a crucial role in the 

development of the whole country, not just beyond the region. It is therefore not more than logical that 

urban development is strongly embedded in national political and policy processes. This makes it 

important to engage with higher levels of decision making/government, right at the start of the process. 

While it is challenging and often time-consuming to get the central government ministries on board, it is 

key for moving forward given that the financial resources of most cities mainly come from central 

government, and international loans need to be approved by the central ministries. 

Also for future selection of new cities to join WaL, the national governments (and state governments in 

the case of India) ideally have a formal say in the process of selecting cities with RVO as facilitating agency 

to enable a selection that is in line with their national priorities. The selection process should ideally also 

include criteria of financial commitment by the city for purpose of city ownership of the WaL approach. 

Such a commitment can probably be realised more easily when the national government is engaged in 

the process. 

Proof of concept. The proposals in their current form are understood as concepts that need feasibility 

studies for follow-up, and/or being shaped in the templates of official planning documents for feasibility 

studies to be taken up. In the case of Chennai and Semarang, the duty bearers have been focussing on 

how the proposals can be implemented and have been expressing the need for demonstrating that these 

are workable solutions in a city context. 

The current efforts in all the three cities to turn (parts) of the concept into projects with assured 

financing, is crucial for the continuation and scaling of the WaL initiative. A small pilot (like the school in 

Chennai) may not immediately be a full proof of concept but it will help. It will be essential that in the 

follow-up studies, the core of the WaL approach is kept alive as is done at the moment by the RVO team 

and city coordinators. 

Balancing teams between local and international partners. For purposes of learning, building the local 

network, and local relevance, a careful balance is needed within the teams between local and 

international representation for both management and expertise roles. To some extent this was done but 

in the case of Chennai the teams could also have included Indian partners that understand the Design 

approach. In general, the teams need to include local expertise of people or organisations that have an in-

depth understanding of the local Urban Development system, in terms of enabling environment, the 

political economy, and influencing and financing strategies for both the local and national levels. 

Understanding the context. A successful WaL approach leading to bankable projects starts with creating 

the right teams and stakeholder partnerships. For this an in-depth understanding of local and national 

context and the political economy is crucial. And although good efforts were made in this respect by all 

the WaL proposals, the difficulty of moving ahead from the proposal to the project status may be partly 

caused by the fact that the WaL teams were not sufficiently aware of and knowledgeable about the 
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context from the very first beginning of the project. For example about how financing of urban 

development takes place and which procedures will need to be followed. Another example is to 

understand the political interests and the position of, for example, the private sector. It should be 

considered that after a city is selected in consultation with national government, an in-depth context 

analysis is carried out. Such a study should include an analysis of the national and local enabling 

environment and political economy of urban development, a stakeholder mapping, and an assessment of 

the capacities of key stakeholders (city government!) and possible partners. This type of analysis requires 

a team of local/national experts and includes detailed knowledge of government procedures and 

financing for urban planning development. 

An important learning from the current WaL programme is that language and communication matter a 

lot.  It is crucial to understand the systems and its functioning to provide the intervention products in a 

format and in a language understandable for government. In a project where the intention is to change 

mindsets, it helps to have the ideas/concepts in a language and in formats that the officials are used to. 

The risk otherwise is that they may lose the essence of the approach in converting this into an achievable 

project, thereby returning the focus to more familiar territory such as the hardware elements of the 

concepts.  

Engaging the private sector. In general, WaL has not engaged strongly enough with the private sector in 

the countries/cities, which in general has a big interest in urban development (property developers, port 

related industries, tourism) and in potential can also contribute significantly to it.  Some efforts have been 

made  in Chennai, but this has been after the proposal development phase. Engaging the private sector 

right from the start has the potential of significantly contributing to a stronger partnership and local 

ownership. Area developers, port related industries, developers and builders, housing corporations could 

be part of a solution of financing (using for example Corporate Social Responsibility funds in India) the 

pre-project phase and play and important role in influencing decision-makers. 

Shared learning at city level. Anchoring the approach in a city and country for safeguarding the paradigm 

shift throughout the project cycle may require a strong learning strategy. WaL has demonstrated learning 

capacity, for example adaption of formats between the first and subsequent workshops, but most of the 

(documented) learning has taken place at global/programme level. 

Advocacy (and communication) strategy. Working towards changing mindsets and a paradigm shift at 

local/country level requires an advocacy strategy that works with clear messages for targeted audiences 

and is context specific. It will also consider the language and formats of communication that key 

stakeholders are used to and can recognise.  

Added value of Dutch partners and business opportunities. Participating Dutch partners have clearly 

provided added value to the approach. The experience and expertise with holistic, integrated urban 

development planning has often been a first-time learning experience for the city level stakeholders. To 

think about urban development differently: for example, about including the needs of communities and 

how commercial area development can be matched with ecological and water goals. City stakeholders 

appreciated the fact that WaL introduced them to international practices, not limited to Dutch 

experiences only. Special mention is made of the Dutch role as a “neutral” party facilitating the discussion 

on social issues related to inequalities and how to incorporate this theme in the solutions. 

The work that WaL will generate in subsequent project phases will provide new opportunities for Dutch 

businesses. Of course, they will need to participate in the bidding processes, in which they may have 

some advantages through their involvement in the concept phase. At the same time, the reality is that in 

most cases city/national governments may not be prepared to pay international fees. But there are good 

examples to overcome such challenges, for example through a partnership with RVO (or any other 

international facilitating organisation) and the city government. 
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Remaining relevant and attractive post COVID-19. The COVID-19 pandemic has had a massive impact 

globally and has posed specific challenges for urban areas. Hygiene practices with physical distancing have 

been one of the key practices encouraged during these times. However, for those living in the poor urban 

settlements this is often practically impossible. Further, public spaces do not have the required 

handwashing facilities and there is evidence that the virus is transmitted by poor faecal waste 

management. In the post-COVID scenario, WaL will need to consider such aspects to remain attractive 

and relevant for local government, financiers, and other stakeholders.  

The facilitating agency RVO. RVO has proven to be a very effective facilitating agency with dedicated staff 

for the WaL programme. During the transition phase, which has been focussing mainly on turning the 

proposals into bankable projects, it has been able to connect effectively with other RVO instruments like 

DRIVE and Develop2Build and with the Embassies in the respective countries. 

Although the evaluation team has not looked into the implementation model of the programme, our 

impression is that it has been implemented effectively and efficiently. Indicators for this are: (1) that most 

of the planned outputs were delivered within the tight timeframe, while at the same time innovative 

instruments (pressure cooker, SBIR) were introduced and used; (2) WaL showed flexibility in adopting 

formats of the workshops and RVO in introducing city coordinators during the transition and adapting 

communication (newsletters) during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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Annex 4: List of organisations interviewed for 

WaL evaluation 
  

 Type of Stakeholder Organisation 

 Programme/global 

1 Financial Institution/ advisory board WaL  FMO  

2 Financial Institution/ advisory board WaL  OECD, Resilience Adaptation and Water, Environment Directorate  

3 Financial Institution/member advisory board  AIIB  

4 Financial Institution  World Bank  

5 WaL team leader - Chennai  Deltares 

6 Dutch government MoFA-DDE  

7 Dutch government RVO-Infra team  

8 Dutch business/ team member Khulna  Defacto  

9 Global organization  Resilient Cities Network  

10 Dutch government Special Envoy   

 Chennai 

1 WaL Team, Local NGO Care Earth Trust  

2 WaL Team, Architects  Madras Terrace 

3 NGO – Community Development – Part of City of 
1000 Tanks 

Information and Resource Centre for the Deprived Urban Communities -
(IRCDUC) 

4 NL Embassy NL Embassy in New Delhi 

5 Educational Institution Indian Institute of Technology, Chennai 

6 City level WaL Advisor, Former IAS Independent  

7 City level WaL Advisor Ex- CEO of Tamil Nadu Water Investment Company 

8 Private Sector Linkage Consultant – Economic, Strategy & International Business, Advisor to 
Consulate 

9 Financial Institution World Bank Consultant 

10 National Think Tank for Ministry of Housing and 
Urban Affairs 

National Institute of Urban Affairs 

11 State level Bureaucrat - Indian Administrative Service  Municipal Administration and Water Supply Department (GoTN) 
[transferred to Sugar in June’21] 

 Khulna 

1 City Government KHULNA CITY CORPORATION (KCC) 

2 Government – Authority for water and sewerage  KHULNA Water Supply & Sewerage Authority (KWASA) 

3 Government - Development Authority  KHULNA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (KDA) 

4 Educational Institution, WaL Team member Khulna University of Engineering and Technology (KUET) 

5 Educational Institution, WaL Team member Khulna University 

6 Government - Line Department Local Government Engineering Department (LGED) 

7 NGO JJS 

8 NGO Nobolok 

9 Financial Institution KfW 

10 Embassy NL Embassy in Dhaka 

 Semarang 

1 WaL team One Resilient Semarang 

2 Elected Representative Sekda (Secretary of Kota Semarang) 

3 Departments/ULB Bappeda  (Development and Planning AgencyKota Semarang 

4 Departments/ULB Bappeda   

5 Advisory board Bappeda  

6 Local/national financial institutions PT SMI 

7 Educational Institutions UNDIP – Urban Planning 

8 NGOs Inisiatif Kota untuk Perubahan Iklim (City initiative for climate change) 

9 Community Kelompok Siaga Bencana (Disaster alert group) – Resilient Kampung 

10 Embassy Delegated Representative Water, Embassy of the Netherland 



 
 

Annex 6: Learning Alliance framework 
At its simplest a Learning Alliance is a series of linked platforms, existing at different institutional levels 

(global, national, city, neighbourhood, etc.) and created with the aim of bringing together a range of 

stakeholders interested in innovation and the creation of new knowledge in an area of common interest. 

The stakeholders involved should have complementary capabilities which, when combined, will allow the 

new knowledge created in the innovation process to be brought to scale. Generally, areas of key 

capabilities are: implementation, regulation, policy and legislation, research and learning, and 

documentation and dissemination. 

Learning alliances require facilitation to overcome barriers to interaction and communication within and 

between the stakeholder platforms. They aim to enable a shared learning process in which barriers to 

horizontal and vertical information sharing are broken down. Learning alliances, by involving key 

stakeholders at all levels in the process of knowledge creation, aim to ensure that innovation takes place 

within a framework of local and national conditions and norms that ensure that what is produced is 

relevant and appropriate (Moriarty 2005). 

The WaL Learning alliance consists of stakeholder platforms at two levels, at a global programme level 

and at city level (see figure 1). Both literature and IRC’s own vast experiences with learning alliances and 

action research has been used to develop the evaluation matrix. The following factors are important to 

consider for learning alliances. 

 

Stakeholders. All learning alliances will begin with a core or founding group of actors whose interest in 
innovation is to be served by the creation of a learning alliance. It is crucial that this core group has a clear 
idea of what they want to achieve and how they intend to do it. Only in this way will they be able to 
attract the interest of other key stakeholders. The core group may get bigger as the work of the alliance 
increases, and more stakeholders buy into the idea. The WaL core group consists of the Special Envoy and 
RVO. 

In principle, each participating organisation should have some existing level of interest in the WaL 
innovation area. An important exception is actors without such a direct interest who, because of their 
position, could impede or block progress at a later stage. They should be drawn into the Alliance to avoid 
or reduce that possibility. 

WaL learning alliance 



 
 

The facilitation is crucial to the overall success of a learning alliance. In case of WaL, the Special Envoy has 
been the main facilitator with support from the RVO team. However, in principle the facilitator role is 
essentially a neutral one which is not easy to combine with being the key person who is trying to move 
the alliance forward,  in which you often work in advocacy mode in the beginning, a quick shift towards 
the facilitating mode is necessary. 

Working at different levels. When setting up LAs, it is important to consider how different levels relate to 
each other and who is a member of which platform at which level. The figure above illustrates our 
preliminary thinking based on the ToR. Effective communication between platforms at different levels of 
an Alliance is crucial. In case several platforms are involved, information flows, in all directions, are critical 
to ensuring that ownership of (and responsibility for working with) the findings of pilot activities is 
assumed by all. 

Organising the learning alliance. Learning is not a straightforward process in which all are happy to 
participate. A few crucial building blocks for successful alliances are: 

- Avoiding/overcoming risks as conflicting interests and resistance to change makes the task of process 
facilitation for the Alliance absolutely critical with typical activities being: identifying and 
understanding different perspectives; checking that common understanding continues; sharing 
results and experiences both horizontally and vertically, within the Alliance and with outsiders; shared 
experimentation, and learning within the boundaries of existing institutions and policies. 

- Involvement in problem definition and solution development. Key element of action research is the 
application of research processes to the solving of practical problems in support of and with the 
active collaboration of key stakeholders. Working with different stakeholder group means reflecting 
also their (different) realities. For example, working within planning cycles (project cycles) and 
formats that are linked/can be used by involved organization. It also means that adaptive 
management capacity is required. 

Process documentation. Process documentation is about capturing change processes in a way that helps 
others to understand and adopt them – hence leading to scaling up. Documenting the process (as well as 
the results) of the action research is critical to scaling up because we need to know how things were 
done; what worked, but also what didn’t? What were the blockages and how were they overcome? In 
addition, the expected outcomes or impacts of a Learning Alliance are often intangible, such as changes in 
attitude, behaviour and practice of key stakeholders or changes in paradigms for water and sanitation 
development. Process documentation is also a tool to monitor and evaluate these more intangible 
impacts. 

Dissemination and sharing. Dissemination in learning and action research programmes is context specific. 

The aim is primarily not to bring the results to a global website but back into the learning process. The 

primary target audience, therefore, is the stakeholders participating in the learning programme. 

Additionally, there may be a need for quick advocacy-type messages to a wider group. In learning and 

action research programmes feedback is important: feedback in the Learning Alliances, from one 

stakeholder group to another; feedback after bits of research or experiments; feedback from one level of 

learning (district) to another (national). What has been learned and documented has to be fed back into 

the learning process and that is the most important dissemination function. In addition, advocacy will 

always remain an important function: the learning process must sell itself to be credible and respected by 

the wider group of stakeholders – those who are not participating directly in the learning programme. 

Theory of change. The work of a learning alliance should be underpinned by some form of theory (which 
can be in the form of a theory of change) for how processes of scaling innovations would occur. This 
should differentiate between: 

- Process activities, like stakeholder identification and engagement, developing a joint understanding of 
the problems, joint vision development, and identifying possible solutions from people’s values of 
water. 



 
 

- Specific outputs. 
- Outcomes in terms of change of perception of stakeholders (of the problem, of the underlying causes 

of the problem, of each other’s position and perception/value of water), ownership of solution areas, 
and engagement in the process. 
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