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1 Introduction
1.1 Background
UNICEF’s Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office (ESARO) has engaged Oxford Policy Management (OPM)
to assess the state of financing of water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) services in Eastern and Southern Africa
region (ESAR). This assignment is intended to fill a critical knowledge gap in the region by providing a review and
documenting WASH financing issues at both regional level and through four country reports. The reports are
aimed at influencing planning and advocacy activities to support more effective allocation and use of resources
by government ministries, donors and other financiers engaged in delivering, operating and maintaining WASH
services.
This report on WASH financing in Zimbabwe is one of the four country reports, which have reviewed the sources
of sector financing, how finance is channelled through different institutions, the quality and equity of financing,
possible financial gap and future financing options to achieve sector goals. The other countries where similar
analysis has been undertaken through this initial study are Burundi, Uganda and Eswatini. The accompanying
regional-level report draws on the country reports and other financing examples to provide an overview of the
current state of WASH financing in EASR and provides direction for increasing the volume and impact of future
WASH investments.
A Joint Sector Review (JSR) is planned of the WASH sector in Zimbabwe during 2019 to review recent sector
achievements, facilitate knowledge sharing and identify priorities for upcoming years. This sector financing
assessment will act as an important input to this process and support the sector to identify opportunities for and
barriers to future sector investment. UNICEF’s own funding from DFID and AusAid is also coming to an end during
2019 and 2020, and therefore this assessment can also act as a tool to inform new resource mobilization efforts by
UNICEF through setting out a clear vision for sector financing for existing and new donors.
The assessment will review the existing environment for investment in the WASH sector. However, given the
broader fragile economic circumstances it is unlikely to present an overly positive investment picture. Therefore,
it will also aim to present investment scenarios for the future should the country see improvements in some key
economic indicators, such as availability of foreign currency and inflationary pressures.

1.2 Methodology
The methodology is adapted from the TrackFin methodology used by WHO. As with the TrackFin approach, the
analysis has sought to identify trends in WASH financing by initially identifying who are the main funders. Identifying
these financing units has required the identification and documentation of the mandates of institutional and
administrative set-ups in each country, including government agencies at different levels, service providers,
donors and NGOs.
With the main actors identified, the methodology has aimed to identify different financing types, such as tariffs,
transfer, taxes and repayable financing. This has involved reviewing the sources of finance and the main national
programmes being implemented to achieve sector goals. In addition to financing sources and financing types,
we also aim to identify the costs that are currently covered in the sector, and who bears these costs. This exercise
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•
•

Quantify national transfers and donor budgets for investment, as well as recurrent maintenance and
replacement costs
Assess the extent to which tariffs have been set up taking into account the full costs of services; and – where
tariffs are not full cost-recovery – if the entity that may cover the gap has been identified.

Although our work requires a detailed assessment of WASH financing, some elements captured in the TrackFin
methodology were not achievable given the limited time and resources allocated to our work. Therefore critical
gaps remain, that could only be addressed by a full rolling out of the TrackFin methodology, which is beyond the
scope of this assignment.
Figure 1: Mapping financial flows based on consumption, production and financing types

Source: TrackFin Guidelines

Recognizing this potential limitation and working from the objectives set out in the ToR, the project team
developed a bespoke analysis tool for this assessment. The tool provides a comparable snapshot of the relative
strengths and weaknesses of the financing environment in the WASH sector in the four case study countries.
The tool included 26 indicators across four different areas: (i) Policies and Strategies, (ii) Financial Allocation and
Reporting, (iii) Service Providers, and (iv) Financing Models. Each country is given scores/ratings for each indicator,
which are aggregated into ratings for each area and overall ratings.
The tool is not without its own limitations. As this is a national-level assessment, the tool does not aim to identify
differences between rural and urban contexts and the sub-sectors. However, where such variations exist, they are
discussed in the country-level reports. It should also be noted that data availability still hampers the completion
of ratings/scores for some indicators in each country.
The project team has developed a series of framing questions to guide the country-level assessments, including
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completion of the assessment tool. The questions are included in Annex A. It should be noted that this long-list
of questions was intended to help guide desk-based analysis and in-country consultations, and it is expected that
this list will become more focused once key questions most relevant to the country context have been identified.
During the study the following institutions were met to discuss financing in the sector.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ministry of Lands, Agriculture and Rural Resettlement
National Action Committee Secretariat
Ministry of Finance
Ministry of Local Government
District Development Fund
Zimbabwe National Water Authority
Harare City Water
Infrastructure Development Bank of Zimbabwe
DFID

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

African Development Bank
UNICEF
GIZ
SNV
World Vision
Oxfam
MercyCorps
Goal Zimbabwe

1.3 Caveats
The following key constraints and limitations, and the mitigation strategies to address them were anticipated.
Constraint/Limitation

Mitigation

Data availability and quality: Based on previous work
in this area it was clear that data availability, access to
available data, and the quality of the data would be key
constraints in this assignment. In particular it is often
very challenging to disaggregate sub-sector data from
national budgets. Similarly, expenditure data is often not
reported against budget lines.

-

Short country visit: Only three days were scheduled for
each of the country visits. This limited the number of
stakeholders that could be met, and also only offered
short windows to engage key stakeholders. It also meant
that the primary data collection that could be conducted
in-country was very limited.

-

Data availability and quality: Based on previous work
in this area it was clear that data availability, access to
available data, and the quality of the data would be key
constraints in this assignment. In particular it is often
very challenging to disaggregate sub-sector data from
national budgets. Similarly, expenditure data is often not
reported against budget lines.

-

Short country visit: Only three days were scheduled for
each of the country visits. This limited the number of
stakeholders that could be met, and also only offered
short windows to engage key stakeholders. It also meant
that the primary data collection that could be conducted
in-country was very limited.

-

-

-

-

-

Development of key research questions, refined through country
consultations, meant the team had a good understanding of
data challenges and gaps before the fieldwork took place. This
facilitated more targeted data collection in country and/or
prioritization of project scope around areas where data was more
likely to be accessible.
Where data was not consistent the assessment flags this and
relies on the official government data wherever possible. Countrylevel data was used in preference to international data.
Worked with UNICEF country team to identify appropriate time to
visit
Prepared schedule well, and briefed stakeholders prior to team’s
arrival
Follow up calls were arranged for stakeholders who could not be
engaged during the visits.
Development of key research questions, refined through country
consultations, meant the team had a good understanding of
data challenges and gaps before the fieldwork took place. This
facilitated more targeted data collection in country and/or
prioritization of project scope around areas where data was more
likely to be accessible.
Where data was not consistent the assessment flags this and
relies on the official government data wherever possible. Countrylevel data was used in preference to international data.
Worked with UNICEF country team to identify appropriate time to
visit
Prepared schedule well, and briefed stakeholders prior to team’s
arrival
Follow up calls were arranged for stakeholders who could not be
engaged during the visits.
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1.4 Report structure
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

© UNICEF/UN048669/Mukwazhi

•

Section 2 provides the socio-economic and demographic context;
Section 3 details the state of WASH services and institutional structures for WASH service delivery;
Section 4 provides findings on government financing for WASH services;
Section 5 reports findings on donor financing for WASH services;
Section 6 encloses findings on consumer financing for WASH services;
Section 7 presents the overall financing picture for WASH;
Section 8 assesses the financing gap and proposes options to bridge the gap;
Section 9 formulates recommendations for UNICEF about the role it can play in improve the context for
WASH financing; and
Section 10 provides the bibliography.

4

2 Country Context

2.1 History and geography
Zimbabwe is a landlocked, middle-income country with a population of 14.6 million (2017 estimates). The country
borders South Africa, Mozambique, Botswana and Zambia. Zimbabwe’s constitution changed in 2013 and Robert
Mugabe resigned as president in November 2017. Emmerson Mnangagwa was inaugurated as interim President
and confirmed as President following national elections in July 2018. The new Administration of cabinet ministers,
deputies and provincial ministers was sworn into office in September 2018.
The new Administration set out the “New Dispensation Core Values” that aim to move Zimbabwe towards uppermiddle income economy status by 2030. In line with this vision, it prepared a Transitional Stabilization Programme
covering October 2018 to December 2020. The country faces challenges relating to fiscal consolidation; lack of
confidence in the banking sector due to the 2008 hyperinflation and subsequent currency collapse and financial
sector stabilization; stimulating growth and investment to increase revenue collection and foreign exchange
generation; protecting social gains; and improving governance outcomes through continued legislative and
institutional reforms.

2.2 Demography
The population of Zimbabwe has grown during the 20th century in a manner typical of a developing country with
high birth rates and falling death rates. However, this growth rate has not been consistent, with periods of growth
balanced by periods of declining birth rates and increasing death rates. In addition, outward migration rates of
around 1.5 per cent or more have been experienced for over a decade, and therefore actual population changes
are uncertain. According to the 2012 Census report, 99.6 per cent of the population is of African origin, with the
vast majority of the remaining population white Zimbabweans of European ancestry.
Of the two major ethnolinguistic categories, Shona speakers formed a decisive plurality and occupy the eastern
two-thirds of Zimbabwe. Ndebele speakers constitute about 16 per cent, while none of the other indigenous
ethnic groups have come to as much as 2 per cent in recent decades. Eighty-five per cent of Zimbabweans are
Christian. Besides Christianity, ancestral worship is the most practised non-Christian religion, and under 1 per cent
of the population is Muslim.
Over two-thirds of the population reside in rural areas (68 per cent), and unlike many Africa ncountries the rural
population continues to grow as a proportion of the total population. Harare is Zimbabwe’s largest city, and with
an official population of 1.56 million people is the only city with a population over 1 million; the next largest city
is Bulawayo at 703,000. The 2013 Poverty Report covering the period 2011–2012 revealed that 72.3 per cent of
Zimbabweans are poor. The report further reveals that rural areas are poorer, with 84.3 per cent of rural dwellers
living in poverty, compared to 63 per cent of urban residents. In rural areas 16.2 per cent live in extreme poverty.1
Between 2009 and 2014 an annual average of a million people, 8.3 per cent of the population, were food insecure,
and of these 38 per cent were chronically food insecure.2 Due to the worsening economic situation and persistent
poor agricultural yields, poverty has most likely increased since 2015.
Zimbabwe’s HDI value for 2017 was 0.535, which put the country in the low human development category,
positioning it 156th out of 189 countries, compared to 1998, when it ranked 130th out of 174 countries. Between
1

Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency. 2013. Poverty, Income, Consumption and Expenditure Survey: 2011/2012 Report
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WFP and the National Food and Nutrition Council. Integrated Context Analysis, 2015
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1990 and 2017, Zimbabwe’s HDI value increased from 0.491 to 0.535, an increase of 8.9 per cent. Zimbabwe’s 2017
HDI value is above the 0.504 average for countries in the low human development group but below the 0.537
average for countries in sub-Saharan Africa.
Life expectancy peaked in the early 1980s at 60.54 years. This was followed by 20 years of declining life expectancy;
between 1990 and 2017, Zimbabwe’s life expectancy at birth decreased by 3.8 years.3 Since the 1950s, the general
trend has been a reduction in infant mortality; however progress has been slow in recent decades, with current
levels similar to those in the mid-1980s.4 Zimbabwe has a youthful population, with nearly 40 per cent below the
age of 14. Mean years of schooling increased by 3.6 years and expected years of schooling by 0.5 years in 2017.5
Zimbabwe’s GNI per capita fell by about 29.3 per cent between 1990 and 2017.6
The United Nations Millennium Development Goals Report for 2011 indicates that poverty is becoming feminized:
more female-headed households are poor (68 per cent) than male-headed households (60 per cent).7 Despite
this, women play a critical role in the Zimbabwean economy. For instance, it is estimated that they account for 61
per cent of farmers and contribute 70 per cent of agricultural labour. Women entrepreneurs dominate the informal
sector, with women accounting for 67 per cent of small, micro, and medium tourism enterprises (SMEs). However,
they are active in less lucrative supply chains, such as crafts, small lodgings and restaurants, and marketing.8 While
male migration is large, women have entered new areas, such as dairy farming, village banking, and cross-border
trading.
An El Niño event in 2018/19 that led to drought and a cyclone in March 2019 has affected approximately 270,000
people and destroyed crops and infrastructure. According to the Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee,
around a third of the total population is food insecure. In addition, Zimbabwe frequently faces typhoid and
cholera outbreaks; the most recent in September 2018 led to more than 10,000 reported cases and over 60 deaths.
While urgent measures have begun to improve infrastructure, given the scale of the infrastructure deficit, they are
inadequate and significant investment will be required to eliminate the threat of disease in future.

2.3 Macroeconomy
Zimbabwe suffered an economic reversal from 2000 to 2009. The country experienced nearly a decade of
negative growth, with a 50 per cent decline in gross domestic product (GDP)_per capita and hyperinflation, due
to disruption caused by the land reform programme and flawed macroeconomic policies. Zimbabwe adopted
a multi-currency regime in early 2009, with the US dollar as reference currency, which effectively dollarized the
economy. The country’s economy rebounded in 2009 as GDP grew by 40 per cent between 2009 and 2012 (an
annual average growth rate of 10 per cent). This was partly due to the stabilization effort, high commodity prices,
and an unfettered credit boom.
During the high-growth years after adopting the multi-currency regime in 2009, Zimbabwe did not adopt a
counter-cyclical fiscal policy that would have helped the Government to manage growth over the long term:
thus few reserves were accumulated. After 2012 the economic situation worsened as the commodity super-cycle
ended, the South African Rand depreciated, credit contracted following a sharp rise in Non-Performing Loans
(NPLs), and capital inflows contracted. Zimbabwe’s expansionary fiscal policy, which led to a burgeoning fiscal
deficit and acute foreign currency shortages, dampened demand and supply. Despite this GDP growth averaged
3 per cent per year between 2013 and 2015. The current account deficit narrowed for three successive years to
2017, partly due to import restrictions and recovery in exports, and there were some positive signs of recovery
with a growth in tobacco, cotton, gold and tourism outputs.
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http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr_theme/country-notes/ZWE.pdf
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“World Population Prospects, the 2012 Revision”. United Nations.
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http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/360221468334236070/pdf/742260ISN0P1220Official0Use0Only090.pdf
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Figure 2: Summary of Zimbabwean economic and development indicators (1980-2018)

Source: Zimbabwe, Economic Update, IMF, October 2018

Zimbabwe remains in arrears to external creditors, and has therefore tapped domestic capital markets to finance
its budget. Since 2016 the Government has rapidly expanded its use of treasury bills to cover pre-existing arrears
to the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe (RBZ) and other liabilities. The financing of its trade deficit and public budget
through domestic borrowing using an overdraft facility has created electronic deposits or Real-Time Gross
Settlement (RTGS) in the banking system. While this has enabled the Government to make payments without
concomitant increases in US dollar cash balances, it has destabilized the banking system and constrained liquidity.
The mismatch between US$ cash balances and RTGS balances has resulted in limits on cash withdrawals from
bank deposits, a weakening of exchange rates and inflation.
These activities culminated in 2018 with a significant downturn in the economic situation in Zimbabwe, with a
severe shortage of foreign currency resulting in fuel shortages, labour unrest, temporary company closures and
high unemployment rates. The trade deficit widened by 27 per cent to US$1.5 billion year-on-year during the first
seven months of 2018 and inflation rose to 31 per cent in November 2018, the highest since 2009. The bond dollar
depreciated from a rate of US$ 1: 1.2 to a rate of 1:10 in the period October 2018 to June 2019.
The Government’s Transitional Stabilization Programme (2018-2020) contains its plans to ensure financial
stabilization, stem current liquidity challenges, address inflationary pressures, as well as attract foreign direct
investment and improve the balance of trade to boost economic growth. The Government has also been
championing a ‘Zimbabwe is open for business’ campaign as the start of its transition from a publicly-led economy
to a private sector-led economy to chart the way to ‘Vision 2030’ (upper middle-class income status by 2030).
Zimbabwe has taken steps to improve its business climate but continues to face low credit for businesses and
consumers, acute cash shortages in banks, and a severe drought hurting agriculture production, rural incomes
and electricity generation from the principal source of Kariba Dam, cutting any hopes of a manufacturing revival.
Future economic growth and fiscal recovery hinge on implementation of the fiscal consolidation measures and
how fast Zimbabwe will re-engage with the international community as it continues to seek a sustainable solution
to its arrears clearance.
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2.4 Administrative Setup
Zimbabwe has a centralized government structure and is divided into eight provinces and two cities with provincial
status for administrative purposes. Zimbabwe’s ministries have national, provincial and district presences, and the
local government system consists of 92 councils (60 rural and 32 urban). The 92 councils are legally established,
have clearly defined boundaries and are divided into wards (1,958 nationally), thousands of villages (rural) and
neighbourhoods (urban). Zimbabwe’s councils are run by democratically elected councillors and appointed
technical-administrative officials.
In rural areas, the rural district council (RDC) comprises of a chief executive officer, elected ward councillors, the
district administrator and one representative of the chiefs (traditional leaders appointed under customary law) in
the district. Other government functions at district level are carried out by district offices of national government
departments. At the ward level in rural areas there is a ward development committee (WADCO), comprising the
elected ward councillor, the kraalheads (traditional leaders subordinate to chiefs) and representatives of village
development committees. Wards are subdivided into villages, each of which has an elected village development
committee and a headman (traditional leader subordinate to the kraalhead). Urban WADCOs and neighbourhood
committees and rural assemblies are formal spaces for public participation, in addition to direct attendance of
council meetings.
Zimbabwe’s local government system has been regarded as well-established and mature. However over time
the system has been negatively stressed by political and economic factors. Structures, systems and overall
performance dramatically declined to the extent that cholera outbreaks in 2008-2009 led to at least 4,000 deaths,
mainly in Harare, due to service delivery capacity failures, especially in the provision of water, sanitation and
supporting infrastructure, amongst other factors. A 2013 Capacity Assessment Report of Local Government9
noted that despite the structural failings of the system, the sector was slowly recovering. The report suggested
that the focus should be on enhancing policy and legal consistency, optimizing human resource structures,
strengthening municipal financial capacities and performance at the Ministry of Local Government Urban and
Rural Development and in councils, modernizing spatial planning service/practice, enhancing knowledge-based
local government to deliver quality services, and engaging citizens.

3

http://www.degi.co.zw/files/Local%20Government%20Capacity%20Assessment-Zimbabwe-2014.pdf
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3 WASH Sector Context

3.1 Access to WASH services
Ongoing economic crisis has severely affected infrastructure development, which is key to future growth and
poverty reduction. Decades of deferred maintenance and a lack of long-term financing have taken a heavy toll on
Zimbabwe’s infrastructure. Zimbabwe is one of only a few countries in Africa where water and sanitation coverage
as a percentage of population reduced between 2000 and 2015, with less than a million additional people gaining
access to water services during that period. The regression in progress can be attributed to a number of factors,
including a lack of investment in new infrastructure, but is primarily due to a lack of systems (and finance) to keep
existing infrastructure functional. This is well demonstrated by the fact that in 2000 5.25 million of the population
had access to piped water supplies, compared to 4.58 million in 2015.
Figure 3: Water and sanitation coverage, 2000 and 2015 (percentage)

Source: UNICEF/WHO JMP

There are clear differences between water and sanitation coverage in rural and urban areas. Over 90 per cent of
the urban population has access to basic water supply, compared to just over half of the rural population; the
urban figures result from increasingly intermittent piped water supply of varying quality. While nearly 40 per cent
of the rural population practises open defecation, less than 1 per cent of the urban population do so. Access to
basic sanitation is 31 per cent in rural areas, compared with 54 per cent in urban areas.
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Figure 4: Water and sanitation coverage, rural and urban, 2015 (percentage)

Source: UNICEF/WHO JMP

As mentioned above and shown in Figure 5, while the total number of people with access to water has increased
in urban areas, the number with access to piped water supply has fallen since 2000, with over 600,000 less people
having access to piped water. These reductions were due to lack of maintenance, ageing systems and lack of new
investment, against a background of increasing population. There has been a very limited increase in the sewer
network since 2000 in urban areas, with just over 150,000 people gaining access to the sewer network during this
period (Figure 5). The majority of urban sanitation gain has come in non-networked septic tanks, demonstrating
that households with resources are investing in their own services and not relying on utilities to provide them.
Figure 5: Urban water and sanitation coverage by facility type, 2000 - 2015 (population)

Source: UNICEF/WHO JMP

There are also income-related disparities in access to water and sanitation coverage, as shown in Figure 6: richer
households have higher levels of service access than those in poorer quintiles.
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Figure 6: Water and Sanitation Coverage, Poverty Quantiles, 2015 (percentage)

Source: UNICEF/WHO JMP

3.2 Institutional structures
Zimbabwe’s institutional WASH framework has not evolved in recent years to meet new challenges, and many
of the gains in earlier institutional reforms are no longer evident. The lack of finance in the sector has in part
contributed towards this; however the sector has also been held back by poor management and leadership.
Significant outmigration of the skilled workforce that managed the WASH infrastructure has also had a severe
negative impact on the sector. The sector faces the challenge of rebuilding institutions that are not fit for purpose
to address declining coverage rates and put Zimbabwe on track to meet its national and SDG targets.
A number of ministries, departments and local authorities are responsible for different aspects of WASH financing,
planning and implementation. In an attempt to support improved coordination and reduce administrative costs,
Zimbabwe has undertaken a process of reducing the number of ministries in recent years. The water sector has
been negatively impacted by this trend, with the Ministry of Water Resources Development and Management
(MWRDM) first being subsumed into a broader Ministry of Environment, Water and Climate (MoEWC). Further
restructuring in August 2018 resulted in responsibility for water service delivery being placed with the new
Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, Climate and Rural Resettlement (MoLAWCRR). The broad mandate of this
ministry has compounded existing capacity constraints and resulted in the Minister having less time to focus on
the ten focus areas under his portfolio.
Within MoLAWCRR, water-related activities are undertaken by a number of departments, but the main responsibility
for WASH-related activities lies with the Integrated Water Resources Management Department. This Department
also leads dam construction, and catchment and transboundary water management. Other departments with
responsibility for water-related activities include the Agricultural Engineering and Farm Infrastructure Department
(irrigation development, soil and water engineering, and water permits), the Land Survey and Mapping Department
and Weather, Climate and Seismology Services.
MoLAWCRR is supported in its broader water resource management by the Zimbabwe National Water Authority
(ZINWA), catchment councils and sub-catchment councils. The 1998 Zimbabwe National Water Authority
Act established ZINWA as a self-financing institution apex body to oversee the planning, development and
management of water resources. It is also an operational authority, with responsibility for managing and selling
agreement water and providing potable water supplies to local authorities and government institutions that are
not yet in a position to service themselves. The Government’s Infrastructure Investment Plan (2019) mentions that
ZINWA has been targeted to be ‘unbundled’ during the coming year, however clear details on what this is and
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how it will be achieved are yet to be set out. The Plan
also talks of the separation of regulatory functions
from implementation to enforce standards within the
sector, but this has not happened to date.
The Ministry of Health and Child Care’s (MHCC’s)
primary focus is on curative interventions; it has
traditionally placed less priority on preventive
interventions. However, MHCC is responsible for
monitoring water quality, as well as promoting safe
water supply, excreta disposal and household hygiene
practices. MHCC is more active in the rural WASH subsector, with sanitation provision in urban areas being
the responsibility of local authorities.
The Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education
(MPSE) has the responsibility to oversee WASH
service delivery in schools. The Department of
Infrastructure Development (DID) in the Ministry
of Transport, Communications and Infrastructure
Development (MTCID) hosts a unit to appraise and
manage infrastructure projects funded through the
Rural Capital Development Fund (RCDF). A specific
component of this Fund is dedicated to financing rural
WASH activities. The MTCID chairs the Rural National
Action Committee (NAC) sub-committee (see below)
and is responsible for sector coordination.
The District Development Fund (DDF) under the
Office of the President and Cabinet is responsible for
rural infrastructure development, including roads,
irrigation development and borehole drilling. DDF is
hosted by MTCID and maintains a small unit for backup borehole drilling, deep well-sinking and pump
repair and rehabilitation in each RDC. The DDF provides
technical guidance and expertise to RDCs in planning
and supervising rural WASH development, in addition
to advising District Water and Sanitation Committees
on borehole drilling and pump maintenance.
The Water Policy (2013) draws a clear distinction
between water service authorities and water and
sanitation service providers, in an attempt to increase
accountability for service provision, as well as ringfencing of revenues. This is further supported in the
WASH sector by the institutional and governance
principle of subsidiarity, which has been the basis for
deciding areas of responsibility and levels of authority
for central, provincial and local government. The
principle of subsidiarity means that nothing that can
be done by more local organizations should be done
by a larger complex organization.
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Ministries and departments’ primary responsibility is
for policy and regulation and they are not supposed
to engage in operations and implementation. Local
authorities are autonomous institutions with the
mandate to collect their own revenues and make
independent expenditure decisions. The policy
designates urban local authorities (ULAs or urban
councils) and RDCs as Water Service Authorities,
with responsibility to ensure that water services
are provided to consumers with oversight from the
Ministry of Local Government. The responsibility
at operational level of providing water supply and
sanitation services may be delegated by a ULA or RDC
to a designated Water Services Provider. However,
capacity constraints often mean that the central
authority undertakes tasks that cannot be performed
effectively by a local authority.
Urban water supply and sanitation services were built
on revenues from urban consumers and provided by
local authorities through their water and sewerage
departments. Service Authorities have the authority
to enter into contractual agreements with service
providers if they do not wish to supply the services
themselves. A service provider could be ZINWA,
NWSSU, a private sector actor or any other legal
entity. Most water supply systems in growth centres
are currently operated by ZINWA. As a result, there has
been an over-reliance on government actors to deliver
services, and the Government has not encouraged
dialogue between consumers, service providers, the
private sector, and other stakeholders to identify the
best delivery solutions.
The WASH sector operates under the principle of
an integrated and inter-ministerial approach, which
is facilitated by the National Action Committee on
Water Supply and Sanitation (NAC). The NAC is an
inter-ministerial committee chaired by MoLAWCRR
and supported by a National Coordinating Unit (NCU).
The NAC comprises permanent secretaries of key
ministries from the WASH sector and is responsible
for overseeing coordination and management of the
sector. This includes provide national WASH policy
direction, as well as leading on sector monitoring
(including the Joint Sector Review) and supporting
resource mobilization. It comprises three subcommittees: Water Resources Management, Urban
WASH and Rural WASH. The NAC structure is
replicated at provincial, district and sub-district levels,
but the effectiveness of these sub-national structures
vary across the country.

3.3 WASH sector policies,
strategies and plans
The sector has been hampered by the lack of
comprehensive and up-to-date sector policies and
strategies to provide direction and clarify roles.
Zimbabwe has approved a National Water Policy
(2013), a Water Act, an Urban Councils Act and a
National Sanitation and Hygiene Strategy, while
the National Sanitation and Hygiene Policy and the
National Water Resource Master Plan are still under
development. While a number of government
instruments guide WASH service provision in
Zimbabwe, the overarching laws are the Water and
ZINWA Acts (1998). However, there is a lack of subsector specific operational strategies to provide actors
with clear direction and support implementation. For
example, some of the critical issues related to urban
water supply have only partially been operationalized
within the Water Policy. For example, establishment
of the independent regulator is still outstanding.
Furthermore, standards and norms have not been
updated to align with new WASH service levels
stipulated in the Sustainable Development Goal
(SDG) targets and indicators.
The Water Act (1998) established seven catchment
councils and set out ZINWA’s responsibility for water
resource management and provision of bulk water.
ZINWA and the Catchment Councils are responsible for
consulting with local authorities to identify priorities
for the use of water, agreeing on the allocation of
water between different sectors, and developing
investment plans. The Water Act also established
the Water Fund as a common pool of funds that the
Minister of Water could use in areas of greatest need,
with Local Authorities and ZINWA eligible for funds.
However, inflows to the fund have been minimal.
The ZINWA Act (1998) sets out ZINWA’s responsibility
for provision of potable water to local authorities and
government institutions that are not able to provide
their own services. Many of these are smaller, poorer
towns where capacity of local authorities is weak.
ZINWA’s operational model and growth strategy relies
on its revenues from potable water supply, since the
uptake of raw water for irrigation has dropped in
recent years.
The Water Policy proposes the establishment of
a National Water Supply Services Utility (NWSSU),
which would take over provision of water supply
from ZINWA. However, this next phase of ZINWA’s
evolution has not happened, and there is currently

little appetite in the sector for such a change. As a
result, ZINWA has a long way to go to help recover
costs and adopt a modern customer focus. ZINWA
lacks commercial and customer orientation: tariffs
generally cover operations and maintenance (O&M)
but are inadequate for funding capital costs; low
revenue collection and poor commercial functions
further deplete ZINWA’s finances.
In the same way, the policy proposes the creation
of a Water and Wastewater Services Regulatory Unit
(WWSRU). The aim was that a WSSRU would monitor
all water supply and sanitation services, receive
and assess tariff applications in collaboration with
relevant ministries and oversee the licensing of water
service providers by water services authorities. While
progress has been made toward creation of a WSSRU,
and is currently awaiting approval of the Cabinet, the
more general reluctance of the Government to create
additional government institutions is delaying its
approval. The Government is now proposing that this
regulatory function remains under the MoLAWCRR.
In addition to these, other acts relevant to the sector
include: the Environmental Management Agency
Act (2002), the Urban Councils Act (1996), the Rural
District Councils Act (1996), the Mines and Minerals
Act (1996), the Public Health Act (2002), and the
Disaster Risk Management Bill (2011).
The Urban Councils Act and Rural District Councils
Act set out provisions concerning the establishment
of municipalities, towns and districts, and their control
and administration by local boards, town councils,
municipal councils, city councils and rural district
councils, including employment of staff, appointment
of committees, responsibilities for sewerage, drainage,
and water, as well as financial provisions.
Despite Zimbabwe having these legal instruments in
place to guide the sanitation sub-sector, their lack of
alignment and weak enforcement has made them less
effective. In addition many of them are over a decade
old and require review and updating. Furthermore,
many of them are not well aligned: for example the
directives in the Water Act are disconnected from the
ZINWA Act, the Urban Councils Act and the Public
Health Act. This is well demonstrated by the allocation
of mandates and responsibilities, as mentioned in the
previous section, and illustrated by the Urban Councils
Act, which allocates responsibilities to urban councils,
but does not specify the duties and responsibilities
of local authorities to ensure availability, access and
affordability of services.
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In recent times, policy development and approval
has been held back due to changes in staffing at
government level. Incoming office bearers needed
time to identify priorities and familiarize themselves
with policies under development or ready for approval,
before providing their own commitment and taking it
to Cabinet. An example of this is the draft Sanitation
and Hygiene Policy, which has been developed
but has yet to be approved by Cabinet. Sector
actors have advocated for the development of one
comprehensive sector policy and a sector strategy,
which would incorporate policy improvements in
all subsectors, align targets with SDG standards and
provide a clear roadmap for the sector. It is also felt
that a sector recovery strategy is needed, providing
the basis for detailed sector development plans, as
well as a disaster risk management plan to address
sector threats, including managing climate-related
events

3.4 Private sector
participation
Capacity in the private sector has suffered from the
worsening economic and monetary situation and
limited investment. As a result, most private firms
have lost their competitiveness, and many have
reduced their capacity as demand has fallen. While
mpst firms have downsized and investment is still
down, the human capital base of Zimbabwe is still
relatively sound by regional standards and required
infrastructure is mostly in place. Therefore, with the
right enabling environment, the private sector could
return to where it was previously and be a driver of
growth. However continued deterioration in key
infrastructure, including water and sanitation services,
will increase the cost of private sector recovery and
deter future investment.
In 2004, the Ministry of Finance outlined a framework
for Public Private Partnership (PPP) in its policy and
guideline. The guidelines provided the parameters
for the development of an appropriate legal and
regulatory framework to protect investors and
consumers. Despite some successful cases in
Zimbabwe, the guidelines did not take off noticeably
and the uptake of PPPs has been depressingly low.
The reasons for this include uncertain political and
economic environment deterring investors, the
lack of financial resources within the government,
and the absence of a legal framework to guide
implementation of PPP projects. In addition, a lack of
political commitment born out of a lack of expertise
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and capacity within the Government has also meant
that opportunities have been missed.
During the Government of National Unity in
Zimbabwe, under the Short-Term Emergency
Recovery Programme (STERP), PPPs were provided for
under private sector initiatives in areas such as air and
rail services, power generation, dam construction and
national highways. This was also reconfirmed under
the Three-Year Macroeconomic Policy and Budget
Framework (STERP II) which envisaged the use of PPP
in the upgrading of road capacity, new construction
works and maintenance.
Some progress has been made in this area, following
a number of Government-led workshops on PPP
in 2009 and 2010, which resulted in a series of
documents being developed to guide future PPPs
including a new policy, a guideline, a PPP legislative
review and the institutional framework for PPPs.
However, while these documents form the basis on
which PPPs could be structured, they have not been
effectively adopted.
The Zimbabwe Agenda for Sustainable SocioEconomic Transformation (ZIM-ASSET), a five-year
economic blue print (2013-2018), identifies PPs as one
of the financing mechanisms for its activities. It implies
that PPPs should be used in the transport sector, road
infrastructure or upgrading road capacity, the power
sector, education, water reticulation, health, dam
construction and others.
Within the WASH sector there has been limited
engagement by the private sector. Involvement of
the private sector has declined in the urban subsector and its potential not exploited in the rural
sector. The supply chain for WASH-related products
and materials required for construction varies across
the country, with sourcing from within the district, the
nearest urban areas or even imported, especially from
South Africa. The Government’s policy on promoting
its own WASH technologies, such as Bush Pump and
Blair latrine, has deterred outsiders from entering the
market. As a result, Zimbabwe has not leveraged the
investment that has been made in well-established
international technologies, such as India Mark II
pumps.
SNV undertook a supply chain analysis and evaluated
at least 20 manufacturers of Bush Pump components
and spares in Zimbabwe in 2012. Although all the
assessed manufacturers are operating below capacity,
their production levels, overall product quality
and production systems meet the current national

demands and standards of WASH inputs.10 It was also observed that as the Government, RDCs, donors and NGOs
directly procure inputs from manufacturers, wholesale of WASH products and materials is limited, especially for
water supply inputs.

© UNICEF/UNI106359/Pirozzi

It has been suggested that slow moving and low turnover inputs, such as Bush Pump components, should
be distributed through the RDCs and DDF, which have adequate warehousing facilities and could absorb the
accompanying transportation and storage costs. These would act as stockists for local and CBEs, thereby promoting
the concept of PPP. Business development could also be promoted through training programmes focused on
business planning and management, and WASH product knowledge to enable small and medium enterprises to
engage in the sector and provide advice to communities on the correct use of the different WASH products. The
private sector should be encouraged in both urban and rural service provision, from design and supervision of
civil works and drilling, to billing, to operations and maintenance of systems and facilities, small and large.

10

WASH Input Supply Chain Study Report Gutu And Mberengwa Districts, SNV, 2012
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4 Government Financing of
WASH Services
4.1 Recent trends
Recurrent expenditures continue to dominate the central government budget and expenditure in Zimbabwe.
Public expenditure growth has been skewed towards recurrent spending, which made up more than 90 per
cent, on average, of total public spending between 2011 and 2018. This left less than 10 per cent of the public
budget for capital spending, as shown in Figure 7. The role of wage expenditure in the public budget limits the
Government’s fiscal policy options. An analysis of public spending, classified by the Government across personal
emoluments, capital budget and net lending, and operations and maintenance between 2011 and 2015, showed
that operations and maintenance, and capital and net lending fell, on average, by 9 and 7 per cent respectively.11
The growth in the wage bill partly reflected greater support for social services, with increases in staffing in the
education and health sectors. However, the benefits of this increase have been undermined by reduced support
for operations and maintenance and capital assets, such that employees were unable to access the requisite tools
to perform their duties. Moreover, the data indicates that personal remunerations have generally crowded out
operations and maintenance and capital and net lending, with capital the most affected.
Figure 7: Government total budget – capital and recurrent (2011-2018)

Source: Government Budget Book

Over the last decade, government investment in overall infrastructure has varied significantly as a percentage of
total expenditure, between 12.7 and 2.2 per cent. The estimated figure for 2019 is 14.9 per cent, which is still a long
way short of the 20 per cent target set by the Government in its 2019 Infrastructure Investment Plan (IIP) and is
unlikely to be achieved in the current macro-economic climate. The Government’s investment in water resources,
water supply and sanitation infrastructure as a percentage of total budget expenditure has ranged from 2.9 to 1.0
per cent in recent years, and averages 2.1 per cent; well below the Sanitation and Water for All (SWA) commitment
of 7 per cent per year. WASH infrastructure investments as a percentage of GDP have been averaged 0.5 per cent
between 2010 and 2018. However, from 2012 onwards (ignoring the low investment year of 2016), the average is
nearly 0.6 per cent.

11

Public Expenditure Review, World Bank, 2017
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Figure 8: Government infrastructure investments as percentage of total budget and GDP

Source: Government Budget Book

The Government’s investment in water resources (mostly dams), water supply and sanitation infrastructure has
shown an upwards trend since 2010. However, the vast majority of the resources allocated to the water sector are
for water resource management: this is demonstrated by the 2019 budget allocation, in which 60 per cent was
allocated to dams. This was compared to 27 per cent and 17 per cent for urban and rural WASH respectively (Figure
9). In years where sector investment was lower than the trend (2014 and 2016) this reflected a drop in overall
government expenditure on infrastructure. During these years, the percentage of government spending on sector
infrastructure was the highest in recent years, 49.5 per cent and 46.9 per cent respectively. On average, between
2010 and 2018, the Government invested US$78.5 million, which represents on average a third of government
infrastructure spending.
Figure 9: Government spending on water resource, water supply & sanitation infrastructure

Source: Government Budget Books

UNICEF’s budget brief analysis suggested that 98.4 per cent of the government budget is allocated to water
resources management. This is mainly capital transfers to the Zimbabwe National Water Authority (ZINWA),
the mandate of which is to manage the country’s water resources, including dam construction for irrigation
development.12 Figure 10 shows that of the capital transfers from the ministry responsible for water between
2014 and 2018, 78 per cent were for ZINWA. During the same period urban local authorities and RDCs received 14
per cent and 9 per cent respectively.
12

UNICEF, Zimbabwe WASH Budget Brief, 2018
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Figure 10: Government water capital transfers (US$)

Source: Government Budget Book

Despite investment in water resource management dominating budgetary allocations, WASH sector budgetary
allocations have been on the increase, with RTGS 24.5 million allocated to the WASH sector in 2018, nearly 50 per
cent higher than the previous year.13 Despite the positive trend, WASH sector allocations fall far below government
commitments to the WASH sector and 2018’s budget allocation was only about 0.43 per cent of the total national
budget and 0.13 per cent of GDP.
Figure 11: Funding mix for capital investment in water resource and WASH sectors, 2019

Source: Government Budget Book

Based on the analysis of the reported government expenditure, it would appear that WASH budgets have been
increasing year on year since 2015. This growth has been greater in rural areas, with urban investment growing at
a more modest level following a significant increase in investment from 2014 to 2015. However, only in 2018 did
rural WASH investment (US$11.3 million) returned to 2014 spending levels (US$9.8 million). The lack of technical,
professional and managerial capacity has hampered absorption capacity within the WASH sector and restricted
further increases in sector allocations.

13

UNICEF, Zimbabwe WASH Budget Brief, 2018
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Figure 12: Annual WASH Expenditure 2014 - 2018

Source: Government Budget Books

While budgetary allocations to the WASH sector have been increasing over time, budget increases have not
always been backed up with actual budget disbursements. Zimbabwe’s financial crisis has highlighted the lack
of fiscal discipline and raised questions over the use of budgets as an effective instrument for ensuring fiscal
aggregate and allocative efficiency. In recent years predictability and control in budget execution to achieve
intended strategic allocations of resources has been weak. Notwithstanding the cash management arrangements
that have been in place, both predictability and control in budget execution have been low. The Government has
been unable to meet budgetary requirements, including those required to support parastatals and councils that
provide basic services. However, at the same time increases in public sector salaries over and above budget limits,
as well as loan repayments, have further undermined budget credibility.
An assessment by the World Bank and others has shown that the budgets do not show all resources or funds
available to the Government, especially internally generated funds (IGFs) of the ministries, departments and
agencies, and donor-funded projects. The budget classification was not consistent with the Government Finance
Statistics (GFS) and Classifications of the Functions of Government standards.
Figure 13: Recurrent and Capital Expenditure in the WASH Sector

Source: Government Budget Books
Note: 2019 is projected allocation
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The balance of recurrent and capital expenditure in the WASH sector shows the limited resources allocated
to recurrent costs compared to capital expenditure (Figure 13). It should be noted that due to the number of
government entities engaged in WASH this analysis may not be exhaustive but it represents most investment
from government funds. While this is to be expected to some degree because of the infrastructure-focused nature
of the sector, the figure of just 1 per cent recurrent costs is well below the national average. It does show, however,
the limited financial resources allocated to activities to sustain capital investment in infrastructure. It should also
be noted, however, that these recurrent costs are for the Department of Water Resources Management in the
MoLAWCRR and the figure does not capture operational costs for other departments that manage WASH activities,
such as ZINWA and Local Authorities.
Figure 14: Split of recurrent WASH costs, 2014 - 2019

Source: Government Budget Book, Note: 2019 is projected allocation

Figure 14 does, however, demonstrate that of the recurrent costs across the six years under review on average only
7 per cent per annum was allocated to maintenance costs. While goods and service accounted for the majority
of the budget in 2014 and 2105, since then employment costs have been the largest element of the recurrent
budget, making up 51 per cent of expenditure since 2016. Current transfers are partly for wages and operations of
the NCU, but most of the resources in that line item is are reportedly for subscriptions to international organizations
of which Zimbabwe is a member.

4.2 Financing of strategies, plans and programmes
ZIM-ASSET, Zimbabwe’s economic blueprint, recognizes water as a pillar for development, setting targets for
rehabilitation of existing water supply infrastructure and the development of new infrastructure. Government
strategies set out that investments in water infrastructure for economic activity must be fully self-financing to
meet the capital and recurrent costs, and that such investments will be subjected to thorough economic and
financial assessments. The financing policy also sets out that investment in drinking water for the basic needs of
rural communities will fully cover capital costs, but recurrent costs will be borne by the communities to ensure
sustainability. The Government’s strategy aims to reduce over-dependence of the WASH sector on external
financing, by leveraging the Government’s financial allocations to access greater external, private sector and user
financing. The table below set outs a summary of the Government’s key financing strategies and modalities.
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Table 1: Summary of government financing strategies for WASH Sector

Source

Modality and focus

Grants from central government

Provide grants for capital rehabilitation, development of WASH
services, institutional sanitation facilities, trunk sanitation
services in growth points and rural district service centres and
capacity building where required.

Ministry of Finance

Extend concessional loan facility for urban local authorities
managed by the Infrastructure Development Bank of Zimbabwe (IDBZ) through a capital grants programme. Establish a
creditworthiness appraisal mechanism and link capital subsidies and concessional loans to performance.

User financing

Households will be responsible for all aspects of their WASH
requirements.

Community user financing

Community user finance will cover the costs of operations and
maintenance of community services.

RDCs

Part of the land taxes collected by RDCs will be directed
towards WASH services for the most vulnerable communities.
RDCs will be required to include WSS in their annual budgets
and commit at least 15 per cent of their budgets towards
development and management of WASH services.

Micro Finance

The Government will facilitate micro-financing of family-based
sanitation service provision by applying financial incentives
that include guaranteeing microfinance providers to reduce
the risk of microfinance lending to WSS.

Commercial Finance Markets

Urban councils will raise money for infrastructure development by borrowing money from the commercial financial
market.

Private sector financing

Private sector organizations that exploit resources (such as
mineral resources and/or commercial wildlife management)
will be required to invest part of their proceeds into developing WASH services.

Gender equity

Target programming and implementation shall be gender
sensitive. At least 20 per cent of the national WASH budget will
be dedicated to gender, HIV and AIDS.

WASH emergency response

To facilitate effective coordination of WASH emergency
response, 3 per cent of the WASH budget will be set aside for
WASH emergency responses.

Zimbabwe’s strategy during the recovery period was to provide special grant financing to urban and rural water
supply and sanitation projects, but thereafter the Government planned to allocate money on a loan basis, based
on the performance of urban and rural councils against agreed performance benchmarks. This approach has
not materialized, with very few councils able or willing to take out loans, and a lack of effective performance
measurement systems in place. As mentioned earlier, PPP models have not materialized in the sector, and so
while the Government planned to mobilize resource from development partners to provide safety nets for the
most vulnerable communities, in reality development partners have remained a major source of investment, as
discussed in the next section.
The Government’s Transitional Stabilization Programme (TSP) sets out investment needs for the water and sanitation
infrastructure and also immediate projects for investment. Of the total investment included in the plan, urban
and rural water received the largest allocations, with 43 per cent and 36 per cent respectively. Urban sanitation
received the next largest percentage (19 per cent), but there is an absence of obvious capital investments for rural
sanitation interventions. Though there are some provisions for rural sanitation infrastructure within education
and health budgets for institutional infrastructure in schools and health centres/hospitals, these are not significant
sums of funding overall. It is also not possible to disaggregate this sum.
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Around 10 per cent of perceived investment needs are allocated for financing in 2019 and 2020. However, this
varies across the sub-sectors. While 78 per cent of the perceived need in targeted small towns is met over 2019
and 2020, just 1 per cent of the need in the rural water sub-sector is met over the same period.
Figure 15: WASH allocations in the Government’s Transitional Stabilization Programme

Source: Government of Zimbabwe, Transitional Stabilisation Programme (2019)

While not clearly articulated, the TSP does provide some indication of where the Government will source the
financing for some sub-sectors. Financing for urban water is expected to come 64 per cent from loans, 33 per
cent from grants and 3 per cent from the Government. However, it is noted that 100 per cent of the US$80
million allocated to small towns in 2019 and 2020 is due to come from the Government. While the Government
has committed US$18.5 million to urban sanitation in 2019 and 2020, the other US$653.5 million allocation is
not disaggregated between the Government, grants and loans. In the same way the rural water budget is not
disaggregated. It should be noted that this is just a plan to guide budgeting in coming years, and actual figures
will be determined by the size of the Government’s own fiscal envelope and its ability to mobilize resources from
elsewhere.
The MoFED’s 2019 Infrastructure Investment Plan (IIP) represents a change in government planning and delivery
of infrastructure and aims to increase the share of the capital budget to above 20 per cent, while exploring other
innovative market-based financial tools, including PPP arrangements. To create fiscal space the IIP sets out that
projects that have the capacity to generate cash flow will be funded from the market, with the Government
providing enabling investment. Relevant to the WASH sector, the Plan also prioritizes the rehabilitation of existing
infrastructure to optimize value and asset life. The IIP highlights that public-sector-led investment in infrastructure
has been US$1 billion since 2017; however it also estimates that the infrastructure investment gap is more than
US$2 billion a year.

4.3 Framework for donor engagement in the sector
The Rome Declaration and its successors, the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action, all emphasized
the need for country ownership, harmonization of donor inputs, and alignment against national priorities as
determined by recipient governments. The common modalities to implement such approaches have been
instruments such as direct budget support, sector budget support, and Sector-Wide Approaches (SWAps).
However due to the economic and political context in Zimbabwe development partners have not engaged with
such approaches.
In many fragile states, the default approach has tended to be to adopt the humanitarian architecture and
instruments. Such instruments – including the humanitarian cluster system bringing together United Nations
agencies and international NGOs – have proven to be effective in delivering interventions in humanitarian crises.
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However, Zimbabwe’s lengthy economic demise and state fragility means that basic governance and stable
economic conditions may take decades. The choice of financing mechanisms used in this situation is critical as it
affects how needs are defined and prioritized, and influences donor behaviour. The approach to continue donor
dialogue through development forum and sector-specific coordination functions has to ensure that donors
remain engaged. However, the decision in the most part to avoid finance flowing through government channels
and to establish multi-donor trust funds (at least for Health, Education, Child Protection but not for WASH as of
now), has to a certain degree reduced the Government’s control over development spending and hampered the
strengthening of government institutions tasked with managing funds and delivering service. More on donor
modalities for channelling funds is set out in Section 5.3.
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5 Donor Financing of WASH
Services
5.1 Recent trends
Without the clearance of arrears to international financial institutions (IFIs), Zimbabwe cannot access regular
development assistance from these institutions. Zimbabwe has also accumulated sizeable arrears with Paris Club
creditors. Hence, most donors are also contributing to multi-donor trust funds (MDTFs), including the World Bankadministered Zimbabwe Reconstruction Fund (ZIMREF) and Analytic MDTF, and the Zim-Fund MDTF administered
by the African Development Bank (AfDB) .
Traditional development partners provide between US$900 and 500 million a year to Zimbabwe, consisting mostly
of humanitarian assistance that remains outside the Government budget. As seen in Figure 15, the governments
of the United States of America and United Kingdom, as well as the European Union, have been the largest of the
traditional donors. The Global Fund has also been a significant donor to Zimbabwe in recent years. For the 2018
financial year, public funding is projected to account for 68 per cent, while 32 per cent is expected to come from
traditional donor sources. Non-traditional donors (China, Russia, India, South Africa and Brazil) are also engaged in
active economic cooperation, including non-concessional loans, with the Government of Zimbabwe. However,
tracking the volumes of these contributions is a challenge.
Figure 16: Total net ODA receipts (US$ millions)

Figure 17: Top ten donors of gross ODA for Zimbabwe, 20162017 average, (US$ millions)

Source: OECD-DAC

As set out in Table 2, most donors in Zimbabwe have been engaged in the water and sanitation sector in some
capacity during their time operating in the country. However, many of these donors are no longer active in
the sector or only provide limited investment. Despite the majority of resources not being channelled directly
to the Government, development partners have been an important source of financing for the WASH sector.
Development partners have contributed a total of US$251.34 million over the period 2009 to 2016, reaching a
peak of US$50 million in 2014 before declining to US$19 million in 2016.14

14

UNICEF, Zimbabwe WASH Budget Brief, 2018
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Table 2: Sectoral focus of the donors in Zimbabwe

Donor

Sectors in which engaged

AfDB

Water and sanitation, energy

AUSAID*

Health, food, education, agriculture, water and sanitation, economic reform, infrastructure

China

Health, education, agriculture, economic reform, water and sanitation, infrastructure

CIDA *

Health, food, water and sanitation, displaced persons

Denmark

Education, food, agriculture, infrastructure, judicial reform

EU**

Health, education, food, agriculture, water and sanitation, displaced persons, economic reform, GPA

Finland

Economic reform

France

Health, food, agriculture

Germany

Health, food, water and sanitation, infrastructure, education

Ireland

Health, food

Japan**

Health, education, food, water and sanitation, displaced persons

Netherlands*

Health, education, OVC, food, agriculture, water and sanitation, displaced persons

Norway

Health, education, agriculture, GPA, infrastructure

SIDA**

Health, education, OVC, food, agriculture, water and sanitation, displaced persons, infrastructure

Spain

Health, food, agriculture

Switzerland*

Health, food, agriculture, water and sanitation

United Kingdom

Health, education, OVC, food, agriculture, water and sanitation, displaced persons, economic reform,
GPA, infrastructure

USAID

Health, education, OVC, food, agriculture, water and sanitation

* formerly supporting WASH but not as of 2019
** support to WASH during emergencies only

In relation to ongoing support in the WASH sector, two actors are managing most of the investments. ZimFund,
managed by the AfDB, currently provides the bulk of investment support to large towns, while UNICEF (with
funding from DFID) is primarily responsible for advancing rural WASH interventions. It should be noted that UNICEF
has also been working in urban areas in recent years – the small-town programme is supported by Australian Aid,
which has since withdrawn from the WASH sector in Zimbabwe.
The AfDB has invested over US$620 million on concessionary terms in all sectors of Zimbabwe’s economy since
1982. In the WASH sector it has invested close to US$42 million, through projects primarily under the ZimFund.
However, the AfDB is also supporting the country through the Fragile States Facility (FSF), the Special Relief Fund
(SRF), the African Water Facility (AWF) and, recently, the Humanitarian Response Fund.
ZimFund’s Urgent Water Supply and Sanitation Rehabilitation Project is a two-phased project initiated by the
Government of Zimbabwe and seven donors. Phase 1 of the Project aims to address water supply and sanitation
challenges experienced in six selected cities and towns.15 Phase 1 was completed in June 2015 and saw the
commissioning of Masvingo and Mutare. However, problems in the other remaining local authorities resulted in
the defects liability period for the contractor being extended to December 2016. Phase II of the project, covering
Chitungwiza, Epworth, Harare and Redcliff, has four components: rehabilitation and upgrading water supply and
sanitation infrastructure; hygiene promotion; institutional capacity building; and project management, including
engineering services.
The AfDB also funding the Bulawayo Water and Sewerage Services Improvement Project. While the project
disbursements are directly made to Bulawayo City Council (BCC), the Ministry oversees the works and ensures
that national engineering standards are adhered to. A summary of AfDB-supported projects is provided below.
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Table 3: Summary of AfDB Investments

Project

Funding

Status

Ongoing (as of October 2018)
Urgent Water Supply and Sanitation
Rehabilitation Project Phase II (UWSSRP)
Additional Finance to UWSSRP Phase II

US$14.151 million Approved in 2013 and scheduled to closed in September 2019.
Additional finance was provided in 2015 and 2019. These
US$11.519 million resources are channelled through ZimFund.

Additional Finance to UWSSRP Phase II Consolidation Work

US$1.75 million

Bulawayo Water and Sewerage Services
Improvement Project.

US$24 million

These funds were provided as an ADF Grant. The project was
approved in 2015, and will be completed in December 2020.

Zimbabwe Integrated Urban Water
Management

US$1.67 million

Channelled through AWF, and commencing in 2015, this project
is due to be completed in 2019

Harare Water Supply Project

US$22.5 million

Provide an additional 227,000 m3/day of treated water to the
existing City of Harare system. Completed in 2001.

Rural Water Supply and Sanitation
project

US$15 million

Urgent Water Supply and Sanitation
Rehabilitation Project

US$29.651 million Harare, Chitungwiza, Mutare, Masvingo, Kwekwe and Chegutu
(serving an estimated population of 4.15 million) was approved
on 7 April 2011 for US$29.651 million to be financed through
the ZimFund. The project was intended to provide support for
further restoration and stabilization of water supply and sanitation services in the six urban areas.

Emergency Assistance Project

US$1 million

March 2010. The project, implemented by WHO, was intended
to curb the spread of cholera and consolidate and strengthen
national preparedness. It supported both capacity building and
procurement of essentials. The Bank supported Zimbabwe in
2009 when the country experienced its worst cholera disaster in
its history. An additional US$500,000 was given to WHO for the
2018 cholera response and US$250,000 was given to UNICEF for
the Cyclone Idai response.

Chitungwiza Water Supply and Sanitation Rehabilitation Project

EUR2 million

This AWF-supported project aims to (a) stabilize the deterioration in the provision of water and sanitation services in the Municipality of Chitungwiza and (b) enhance institutional capacity
for efficient and sustainable operation and management of the
water supply and sanitation services.

Other historical investments

The National Water Project is managed through ZIMREF, administered by the World Bank, and implemented by
the National Water Authority. The objective of the project is to improve access and efficiency in water services in
selected growth centres16 and to strengthen planning and regulation capacity for the water and sanitation sector.
The project also aims to expand and rehabilitate water treatment works, boreholes, transmission mains, storage
and service reservoirs, distribution systems, connections, and meter installation and replacement. Of its US$20
million budget, 60 per cent is allocated to water, 20 per cent to sanitation activities and 20 per cent to public
administration.
The project also has a technical assistance component to strengthen the capacity of national and local institutions
to ensure the sustainability of investments, improve overall planning and regulation, and reform the sector in line
with the National Water Policy. This includes support for the development of a National Water Resources Master
Plan, technical assistance and institutional strengthening to the Water Services Regulator, local authorities and
ZINWA.
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In addition to supporting the National Water Policy, the World Bank has supported other technical assistance
activities. These activities included a tariff study, a dam safety study, assistance with water quality monitoring, a
water sector investment plan, a review of coordination and regulatory instruments, and service level benchmarking
(SLB) of the ULAs. The World Bank has also supported humanitarian interventions, including the restoration of
water services in Beitbridge, the town most affected by the 2008-09 cholera crisis. The table below provides a
summary of other donor interventions in the sector.
Table 4: Summary of other donor interventions

Donor

Focus

Australia (AusAid)

While AusAid has historically focused its attention on emergency and humanitarian assistance
to the WASH sector in Zimbabwe, in recent years it has shifted its focus away from the WASH
sector in Zimbabwe.

Government of China

China Aid has focused on borehole drilling in recent years, and in 2017/2018, it funded 500
new boreholes benefiting schools, clinics and communities across the provinces of Manicaland,
Mashonaland East, Mashonaland Central, Matabeleland North and Matabeleland South.

European Union

The EU supports sector development through the EU Water Facility and provides humanitarian
support to NGOs.

German development
support

German financial support and technical assistance is provided to GiZ and NGOs and local authorities at the US$7 million level.

South Africa

South Africa has been one of the few countries that have supplied Zimbabwe with budgetary
support: US$17.1 million has been allocated by Zimbabwe to develop Harare’s water services.

UK Development Aid
(DFID)

DFID has increased its humanitarian support to the sector though multilaterals and NGOs

USAID

The United States has been a generous supporter of NGOs, especially in rural development and
its support is estimated to be at the US$25 million level.

The first phase of the Rural Water Project (RWP) (2012-2016) was co-funded for US$61 million by DFID, the Swiss
Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) and UNICEF. It was implemented in 33 districts in five waterscarce and diarrhoea-prone provinces.17 The RWP was officially granted a low-cost extension of US$1.1 million
up to 31 October 2016. DFID through UNICEF agreed to a £12 million extension of the Rural WASH Project from
November 2016 to 2020 in three provinces,18 including a continuation of support to sanitation and hygiene in
the five original project provinces. Further to this, additional funding of US$4.8 million was availed by DFID for the
final phase of the project.
UNICEF has been a key development partner in both funding and channelling donor funds for WASH interventions.
To date, UNICEF has been involved in major rehabilitation of water and sanitation infrastructure in urban and
rural areas, as well as in sanitation and hygiene promotion. In addition, it has supported the implementation of a
WASH information management system, which is intended to improve data reliability, equity analysis and use of
technological innovations, including emergency preparedness and response.
Between 2014 and 2018, UNICEF invested US$90.2 million in the Zimbabwe WASH sector. In total UNICEF mobilized
resources from 15 development partners to support their work between 2014 and 2018. The vast majority of
UNICEF’s financial support came from two development partners, DFID and AusAID, which contributed 51 per
cent and 26 per cent of its total funding respectively. UNICEF’s own internal mechanisms to mobilize resources
from the general public contributed the next large amount, at 11 per cent. No other single development partner
contributed more than 5 per cent of UNICEF’s overall expenditure. DFID contributed the most finance for water
supply activities, but AusAid supported more sanitation.
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Figure 18: Financial support for UNICEF from donors

Source: UNICEF Financial Reports

UNICEF allocated 55 percent of its expenditure to water supply activities, 18 per cent to sanitation activities and
10 per cent to hygiene activities. In total, 53 per cent of funds were invested in rural WASH activities, 25 per cent in
urban WASH activities and 16 per cent in humanitarian WASH responses. UNICEF databases do not enable the data
to be disaggregated by both intervention sub-sector (e.g. water and sanitation) and locality (e.g. rural and urban).
Figure 19: UNICEF financial allocations 2014-2018

Source: UNICEF Financial Reports

UNICEF’s Small Towns WASH Project is funded by AusAid as part of the Government of Australia’s support to
Zimbabwe and is being managed by UNICEF under the supervision of the ministry responsible for water, local
government, public works and national housing. The project has invested US$26.2 million in 14 small towns19
across two phases. In addition to rehabilitating the water supply schemes and sanitation systems, the project has
supported the institutional capacity of local authorities and ZINWA. This has included various training events, on
issues such as customer care and O&M, and the strengthened billing systems through the provision of information
and communications technology equipment and billing software.
However, there is a trend of declining official development assistance (ODA) in Zimbabwe, due to both internal
and external factors. Zimbabwe’s ongoing economic and political turbulence, combined with increasing natural
disasters, cholera, typhoid and drought, mean development partners increasingly believe that Zimbabwe is not
well positioned for development assistance. Instead their focus is shifting to humanitarian responses, which has
19
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resulted in a different approach to financing. From an external perspective the outlook for global ODA is projected
to continue to decline, due to wider economic issues and changing global political perspectives. This trend is well
represented by a declining trend in development partner support for UNICEF’s WASH programme, from about
US$20 million disbursed in 2014 to a projected US$10 million by 2020 (Figure 20).
Development partners will continue to look for mechanisms and modalities that both deliver value for money
and support their own internal agendas. The WASH sector needs to ensure that it remains relevant for wider
development issues (including climate change) and provides financing options that are suitable to the situation
and offer real solutions for meeting the SDGs.
Figure 20: Support for WASH from UNICEF and the Government

Source: UNICEF, WASH Budget Brief, 2018

Humanitarian WASH support
Several WASH projects have been initiated as response interventions to climate change after years of droughts
and floods induced by El Niño and La Niña respectively. With droughts, most of the traditional water sources dry
up, and the few boreholes remaining have to endure long pumping hours. The floods result in contamination of
water sources and also collapse of sanitation and hygiene infrastructure. The Government of Zimbabwe’s 2016/17
Humanitarian Response Plan set out that 4.3 million people were at need of WASH-related humanitarian support.
The plan targeted 1.7 million for the restoration of safe water supplies, 2.3 million people with increased awareness
on safe and hygiene practices and 1 million with distribution of non-food items among the most vulnerable
population in the most drought-affected districts and peri-urban areas. The Plan was intended to raise US$ 38.8
million from 18 identified partners. In 2018/19, the Government of Zimbabwe’s appeal requested emergency
water and sanitation support for a lower figure of 1 million people, requiring support of US$12.5 million.
The WASH project funded by the United Kingdom National Committee and named ‘Restoration and Solarization
of 18 Piped Water Schemes in 5 Selected Vulnerable Rural Districts of Zimbabwe’ is intended to increase access
to and improve the level of basic water provision for the most vulnerable population (in communities, schools
and health facilities). The March 2018 to February 2021 project is focused on rehabilitating defunct piped water
schemes and solarizing them, including training in operations and maintenance of solar powered schemes,
community management of the schemes including financial management, and cost recovery.
The Government of Japan committed US$500,000 to a ‘Response to Droughts and Floods Project’ (May 2018
to April 2019), which was a multi-sectoral project aimed at enhancing the resilience of drought- and flood-
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affected communities through a comprehensive set
of lifesaving health, nutrition, food security and WASH
interventions in a number of rural districts.20 The
intervention included the rehabilitation of boreholes,
health and hygiene promotion, and dissemination
of key health and hygiene messages, through
informational, educational and communications
(IEC) materials, posters, roadshows, and supporting
disaster risk reduction (DRR) training for districts and
development of DRR plans.
Following the declaration of the drought emergency
in February 2016, DFID mobilized US$2.5 million for
the WASH response for 10 districts.21 The project
rehabilitated 20 piped water schemes (including use
of solar powered pump sets), drilled and constructed
20 new boreholes in health facilities that are treating
children with acute malnutrition, and repaired
460 boreholes to improve access to safe water in
health facilities and communities with high acute
malnutrition rates. The project also distributed nonfood WASH items (soap, buckets, jerry cans, water
treatment tablets and IEC materials) and disseminated
key hygiene messages to caregivers of children
affected by severe and moderate acute malnutrition.
During the recent drought, the USAID Presidential
Emergency Plan for Aids Relief (PEPFAR) provided
US$2 million towards the emergency response to
drought. The intervention restored access to safe
water, and improved sanitary and hygiene conditions
for drought-affected populations in ten food insecure
districts.22 The project, which ended in March 2018,
drilled 15 new boreholes, rehabilitated 276 nonfunctional boreholes, 10 piped water schemes which
were solar powered, and provided emergency-related
non-food items to vulnerable households.
UNICEF also raised over US$6 million for the immediate
responses to the recent cholera and Cyclone Idai
emergencies from a variety of donors.

5.2 Main modalities
As the Government is in arrears to the World Bank, the
World Bank’s International Development Assistance
(IDA) funding is not available to Zimbabwe, and
there have been no investment operations directly
channelled through the Government for over 15 years.
Before this can change the Government of Zimbabwe

needs to address its arrears to the IFIs, and donors need
to develop confidence that internal controls over
expenditure programmes are fully reliable and public
expenditure through the budget is publicly reported
and audited on time. Much more efficient and effective
procurement systems and payroll controls are also
needed to move toward donor acceptance of using
country systems. The Government has developed
a number of initiatives over the years to support reengagement with donors, including the Zimbabwe
Accelerated Re-engagement Economic Programme
(ZAREP), which aims to prepare for eventual arrears
clearance and debt relief by establishing a track record
of sound macro management. In addition, plans to
gain donor support have included implementing civil
service reform, including containing the wages bill at
sustainable levels.
In May 2014 the World Bank established the Zimbabwe
Reconstruction Fund (ZIMREF), a multi-donor trust
fund design to channel financial support to Zimbabwe
and expected to run until December 2019. The goal
of ZIMREF is to help strengthen Zimbabwe’s systems
for reconstruction and development with a focus
on stabilization, reform, development and poverty
alleviation. The donors to ZIMREF include Denmark,
the European Union, Germany, Norway, the State
and Peace Building Fund, Sweden, Switzerland and
the United Kingdom. ZIMREF is the key instrument
of the World Bank and other development partners
to support the implementation of the Governmentdriven ZIM-ASSET. To date, ZIMREF has raised
contributions and programmed interventions
totalling US$40 million. It is currently supporting eight
projects, of which two are recipient-executed, four
are World Bank executed and two are using a hybrid
model. These include the US$20 million recipientexecuted National Water Project.
In 2010 a group of donors, 23 in a bid to support
priority recovery activities of the Government of
Zimbabwe, decided to create the Zimbabwe MultiDonor Trust Fund (the ZimFund), as a successor to
the Zimbabwe Programmatic Multi-Donor Trust Fund
(Zim-MDTF). The AfDB was designated to manage the
ZimFund with endorsement from the Government,
the donor community and the United Nations. The
purpose of the ZimFund is to contribute to early
recovery and development efforts in Zimbabwe by
mobilizing donor resources and promoting donor
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coordination, so as to channel financial assistance to such efforts. The thematic scope of the ZimFund initially
focused on infrastructure investments in water and sanitation, as well as in energy.
The size of the Fund is determined by the willingness of development partners to contribute to it over time. In
November 2015, donor commitments to the ZimFund were US$144.5 million, of which US140.80 million had been
released to the Fund’s account. In line with ZimFund objectives, the amount mobiliaed has been allocated to
finance both the Urgent Water Supply and Sanitation Rehabilitation Project (UWSSRP) and the Emergency Power
Infrastructure Rehabilitation Project.
Table 5: Contributions to the ZimFund as of November 2015

Donors

Amounts received - US$

Australia

19,864,040.00

Denmark

25,800,746.47

Germany

26,727,637.00

Norway

15,228,752.34

Sweden

15,715,750.19

Switzerland

6,112,749.61

United Kingdom

31,411,000.00

Total

140,860,675.61

Due to the instability in the country the MDTF approach appears to be have been the most sensible strategy, as
it has been able to mobilize pooled funding from a range of donors and draw on the technical resources of the
IFIs and development partners involved. In addition, they have ensured transparent tendering and procurement
mechanisms, and were able to reduce transition costs. The challenge to this approach in Zimbabwe has resulted
from the Government being highly divided and polarized. The counterpart ministry has been the Ministry of
Finance rather than relevant sectoral ministries; this has resulted in coordination challenges with the WASH sector.
The funds have also experience significant delays in procurement due to stringent processes. There has also been
limited use of government systems and tension between a focus on delivering resulst quickly and building sector
capacities.24

5.3 Coordination of donor support
Although the Government adopted an Aid Coordination Policy in 2009 to increase the effectiveness of donor
resources, the policy has yet to be fully implemented. While development partners are increasingly providing
retrospective information on their interventions in Zimbabwe, it is still difficult to get complete, timely, and
transparent data that conforms with the principles and the harmonization agenda set out in the Paris and Accra
declarations.
However, the creation of multi-donor trust funds has supported the alignment of donor support, similar to a
sector-wide approach. This is demonstrated by the functioning of the Policy Oversight Committee for the
ZimFund, which is co-chaired by the Minister of Finance (assisted by the Minister for Regional and International
Cooperation) and a representative of the donor group. In addition, the ZIMREF governance structure include a
Project Steering Committee (PSC) and a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which includes the line ministries
involved in the project, the World Bank and the co-operating partners (represented by DFID). Both the PSC and
the TAC are chaired by the Ministry responsible for water.
The United Nations Resident Coordinator and Humanitarian Coordinator are rotating co-chairs of Donor Monthly
Coordination Meetings. Thematic group meetings also take place, including for the WASH sector.
As mentioned in Section 3.2, WASH sector coordination is led by the NAC and the NCU, which has used a number
of platforms and forums to improve coordination within the sector. Joint Sector Reviews (JSR) are supposed to be
Salama P , Ha W , Negin J , et al . Post-crisis Zimbabwe’s innovative financing mechanisms in the social sectors: a practical approach to implementing the new deal for engagement
in fragile states. BMC Int Health Hum Rights 2014; 14:35
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held annually, and while one is planned in 2019, the last was held in 2011. The JSR provides a platform for WASH
sector stakeholders to review progress, agree priorities and allocate responsibilities. In addition to the-less regular
JSR, the WASH Sector Coordination and Information Forum (WSCIF), chaired by the Ministry responsible for water,
aims to meet on a monthly basis, and includes members drawn from line ministries, civil society, academia and
the private sector.
The NAC/NCU coordination system is supposed to cascade down through provincial water and sanitation steering
committees (PWSSCs) and district water and sanitation steering committees (DWSSCs). However, the performance
varies depending on the capacity of individuals and organizations. Nevertheless, their ability to respond to
coordination needs in an emergency response demonstrates that when needed they play an important function.
Despite the strong coordination, the sector lacks effective consolidated financial reporting and accounting
systems, especially for sector resources from NGOs, and those disbursed directly to service providers by donors
and other external support agencies. However, MoFED is in the process of developing an inclusive WASH sector
resource monitoring system, which is intended to include funds not disbursed through the treasury.

Humanitarian
Coordination for WASH-related humanitarian support at national level is being undertaken by the WSCIF and its
Emergency Strategic Advisory Group (E-SAG). At the subnational level, interventions are coordinated through
the regular coordination structures: the PWSSCs and DWSSCs. Specific activities to monitor interventions,
including feedback from beneficiaries and communities. are divided among development partners based on
their geographical interventions and investments.
Recent emergencies have revealed gaps in the management of donor support. In response to this a mechanism
has recently been established to declare all donations to the Ministry of Finance through the Treasury, and all
donations are subject to audit. There is still need, however, to strengthen coordination of all donations and support
through a framework.
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6 Consumer Financing of 		
WASH Services
6.1 Tariffs
As set out in Section 4 on the Government’s financing strategy for the sector, public finance is focused on capital
investment and behaviour change and adopts the user pays and polluter pays principles. The Government planned
to subsidize investments in domestic water for basic needs areas during the recovery period but following this,
it was planned that recurrent costs would be borne by users to ensure sustainability. ZINWA, catchment councils
and sub-catchment councils depend on revenues from the services they provide to remain operational. Thus
delivery of effective services, the ability of their consumers to pay, and their ability to collect tariffs are critical to
their overall viability.
The Government’s policy goal is to set tariffs to reflect the true cost of production, both capital repayment and
recurrent costs. The pricing policy also aims to balance the financial viability of water service providers with
environmental considerations related to scarcity of water. As a result, the government strategies set out that water
pricing will be used as a demand management instrument to encourage efficient use of scarce water resources.
Service level benchmarking (SLB) has shown that collection efficiency is low across all service providers, with an
average of only 30 per cent of revenue billed collected each year (Figure 21). The Government has recognized the
importance of building the confidence of consumers to raise the level of willingness to pay for services. This can
be achieved by the sector being more transparent with pricing and billing, and having better consultation and
feedback mechanisms for consumers. However, the process of effectively operationalizing these principles is yet
to be implemented. Guidance is needed for water and sanitation service providers to support them to develop
and implement cost recovery strategies.
Figure 21: Fee collection as percentage of bills issued of selected water providers (2012-2015)

Source: Service Level Benchmarking Report, 2016

The lack of an independent regulator has resulted in a lack of accountability or mechanisms for recourse for
consumers. In addition, the lack of independent utilities in Zimbabwe is further evidence of weak sector governance,
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with municipal departments responsible for developing, operating, and maintaining facilities; collecting revenues;
and managing expenditures. Revenue collection could also be supported through a review of the tariff settings
process to generate the revenue needed to rehabilitate services, as well as to respond to the reduced incomes of
consumers.
Water providers also face significant challenges in collecting payment of water and sewerage bills for government
institutions (including the armed forces, prisons, hospitals and schools), as the discipline of paying utility bills
by government institutions has broken down. To address this issue, the Government may need to put in place
arrangements for payment of these bills using vouchers or through enforcement by the Public Sector Investment
Programme (PSIP).
Despite this, water tariffs in Zimbabwe compare favourably within SADC,25 but they do not reflect the cost of
water production, in part due to the increasing electricity and chemical costs. Another key factor underlying low
revenues is that much of Zimbabwe’s urban water supply network is over 60 years old and therefore well past its
design life. High leakage rates have resulted in high levels of non-revenue water, and in turn this has hampered
urban water service providers from maximizing their income from their available yields. Figure 22 shows that nonrevenue water remains extensive in local authorities with an average of 39.8 per cent against a benchmark of 25
per cent.
Figure 22: Percentage of non-revenue water in local authorities, 2018

Source: Service Level Benchmarking Report, 2018

During the past decade low revenues have meant that ZINWA, catchment and sub-catchment councils and local
authorities have failed to function without additional support from the Government to cover shortfalls in their
operational budgets. This has often been financed by price blending, and these cross-subsidies have constrained
growth in some parts of the country and promoted uneconomic growth in others, while encouraging inefficient
water use.
Data from the Service Level Benchmarking report (2018) indicates that 31 local authorities have very low
maintenance coverage ratios, below the benchmark of 20 per cent. This implies that very few resources collected
from water supply are invested back into maintaining the infrastructure. It is unclear whether WASH-related revenue
is ring-fenced at local government level. Ring-fencing of revenues of water and sanitation departments would
enable adequate provision of funds for ongoing renewal and replacement of facilities to ensure sustainability of
investments. However, the figures above would suggest that this is not happening in a systematic manner.
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Figure 23: Maintenance coverage ratio

Source: Service Level Benchingmarking Report, 2018

While Zimbabwe has been benchmarking water service providers, this has not yet been used as an incentive
mechanism to reward high-performing suppliers, such as linking capital investment subsidies to performance
improvement planning.

6.2 Consumer investments in infrastructure
The national economic collapse had a major impact on the ability of households and supra-household institutions
to finance the establishment, operation and maintenance of WASH facilities. Given the established positive
correlation between wealth and access to improved facilities, putting Zimbabwe back on track to meet its WASH
goals needs to be underpinned by economic recovery. Limited data is available on actual investments made by
household and communities across the country.
The capacity of key sector organizations and active user participation are also critical for sustainable WASH services.
Under the community-based management model promoted in Zimbabwe, as communities assume ownership
of water and sanitation infrastructure they become responsible for development, management operation and
maintenance of their own primary water supplies and sanitation facilities. To facilitate this, RDC and other support
agencies are required to provide information to the community on both the initial cost and the long-term
financial implications of technology. Where necessary RDC also has the responsibility to establish a revolving
fund to provide loans and grants to communities intending to improve their service levels, as well as to provide
subsidies for slow moving components (e.g. pump heads and cylinders). This study has seen little evidence of
such a fund being available.

6.3 Consumer access to finance
The Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe has adopted a National Financial Inclusion Strategy (NFIS), covering the period
2016 to 2020. Its focus is on identifying barriers to financial inclusion and the implementation of a coordinated
strategy that seeks to enhance access to and usage of financial products. In addition, the NFIS focuses on advancing
financial inclusion for particular groups, including micro-, small and medium enterprises (SMEs), women, youth,
the rural population and smallholder farmers. The latest financial inclusion survey in Zimbabwe (FinScope, 2014)
recorded an increase in financial inclusion, from 60 per cent in 2011 to 77 per cent in 2014.26 This was mainly
attributed to the adoption of mobile money, which has improved the reach of financial services. The results of the
survey indicate that banking infrastructure is still predominantly situated in urban areas. The survey also shows
that exclusion is still higher in rural areas due to lack of access.
26
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The FinScope survey revealed that the main source of credit in Zimbabwe is family and friends (42 per cent). About
40 per cent of Zimbabwean borrowers used credit for productive reasons, with 21 per cent having used credit
to cover living expenses and 10 per cent borrowing to pay off other debts.27 Micro-finance institutions (MFIs) in
Zimbabwe play a pivotal role in the provision of services to low-income consumers and small businesses operating
in the informal sector. The Reserve Bank also noted a significant increase in the number of MFI branches and loans
disbursed by MFIs, attributing this to increased access to cheaper and affordable credit lines from development
institutions.28 The increase in lending institutions and value of loans disbursed over time coincided with a change
in loan portfolio, with an increase in productive lending.
A recent study on consumer trends in accessing credit shows that there is a balance between productive and
consumptive uses of credit. Buying household goods such as furniture (34 per cent), buying land or a house (32
per cent), buying a car or electrical goods (32 per cent) and buying goods for business (29 per cent) topped the
list.29 However WASH-related products and services did not feature, demonstrating that that the WASH sector
has not maximized the opportunity to harness access to credit and micro-finance. There has not been a specific
survey or data collection on households that have used credit to build latrines, connect to sewer systems or
build water infrastructure. However, this study could not identify a programme that has actively promoted the
accessing or provision of credit to achieve progress towards WASH outcomes.
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Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe (2016b). Microfinance Industry Report for Quarter Ended 31 December 2016
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i2i, A needs-based approach to financial inclusion measurement in Zimbabwe, 2018
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7 The Overall Financing 			
Picture
7.1 Finance flow map
Finance raised from central tax collection are released from the Ministry of Finance to the line ministries, based
on an annual budget process. The Office of the President, four ministries (those responsible for water, education,
health and local government), and the Infrastructure Development Bank of Zimbabwe (IDBZ) have been identified
as receiving funding from central fiscal reserves to support WASH activities. In relation to the delivery of rural
water supply, government funds flow through three main channels; MoLAWCRS to the Sub-Catchment Office,
MOLGPWNH to the RDC, and the Office of the President to the DDF). This risks duplication of funding and also
increases difficulties in effectively planning and accurately tracking funding.
While taxes and revenue raised at local level from service provision also appear to be invested in the WASH sector
the scale of this investment is not well documented and therefore cannot be calculated. However it would be a
significant smaller amount than comes from the national fiscal purse. There is no fixed formula for these allocations,
and they are based on available resources, previous years’ expenditure figures, and priorities for the fiscal year in
question.
Figure 24: WASH sectoral financial flows

Transfers are currently channelled through a range of routes, and enter the systems at the national, sub-national
and community levels, depending on the development partner. However as mentioned earlier in the report, most
funds from the donors are channelled through the two multi-donor trust funds administered by the IFIs. Grant
funding, such as that from the key development partners, is also mostly provided to the MDTFs, but some resources
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are also channelled to the Government, UNICEF, NGOs and contractors. UNICEF provides funding through a range
of channels, including local government, national ministries, implementing agencies and NGOs. NGOs, which
mobilize funds from other development partners and, in the case of international NGOs, from their countries of
origin, mostly provide funds directly to communities: in doing so they bypass local government finance channels.
Urban local authorities and water utilities are able, if they have the right systems in place and are deemed
creditworthy, to mobilize financial resource on commercial terms to support the development of WASH
infrastructure. This can be done through commercial banks at market rates or the IDBZ at subsidized rates, or
through a blending approach that could combine commercial finance and grant finance.
Tariffs have been discussed in the previous sections, and despite limited data, it can be presumed that they do
not make up a significant proportion of sector investments. However, despite the volume of finance not being
large, they are levied by a number of institutions within the WASH sector, including the district local councils, local
government, schools, health clinics and WASH committees. Household own investment would also fall into this
category.

7.2 Financing allocations
Significantly more has been invested in the urban WASH sub-sector than the rural WASH sub-sector in recent
years, as demonstrated by Figure 25. Between 2014 and 2019, on average 66 per cent of the WASH-related budget
was allocated to urban areas, with the remaining 35 per cent going to rural WASH. UNICEF’s Budget Brief (2018)
estimated that the combined budget allocated to environmental health, rural WASH, urban WASH and water
supply for small towns in 2018 was US$24.5 million or only about US$1.7 per person per year for water, sanitation
and hygiene service provision. UNICEF estimates that US$0.5 million was allocated to small towns, US$16 million
to urban WASH and US$8 million to rural WASH, with most of the rural budget allocated to borehole drilling and
rehabilitation under district development.
Figure 25: Rural and urban WASH (excluding dam construction)

Source: Government Budget Book

The highest socioeconomic return on scarce financial resources per cubic metre of water is from rural water for
basic needs and household production. However this sub-sector has received the lowest allocation of public
funds in recent years. This has in part been due to the planning and prioritization of large urban infrastructure
projects, sometimes in response to cholera outbreaks. However, absorption capacity is low in rural areas, due to a
general lack of technical, professional and managerial capacity, which itself requires investment.
While WASH coverage is lower and poverty higher in rural areas, growth centres are seen by the government as the
missing middle. The World Bank financed a needs assessment of 50 ZINWA stations. The assessment estimated that
US$100 million was needed to restore water services in the 50 stations and address long-term investment needs.
Seven priority stations were selected with ZINWA based on agreed criteria and are the focus of the investments
under the World Bank-led ZIMREF project.
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The World Bank also recently supported a Service Level Benchmarking exercise in 32 local authorities, which
highlighted the need for significant investment in urban areas. This stimulated the allocation of US$45.2 million
to 18 urban local authorities for the rehabilitation of water and sewer infrastructure. However, as demonstrated
in Section 3.1, rural WASH coverage lags behind urban coverage, and therefore underinvestment in the rural subsector will further exaggerate this trend. The 2019 budget includes the allocation of US$14 million for water and
sanitation projects in 18 rural district councils. It is also clear that allocations to Environmental Health have been
decreasing, despite the need for substantial investment to effectively address the serious sanitation and hygiene
challenges.
Budgets for the water sector are significantly focused on capital expenditure, due to high level of investment in
dams and irrigation infrastructure. Capital expenditure has accounted for over 95 per cent of the annual budget
since 2014. While ZINWA has accounted on average for 75.5 per cent of the annual recurrent budget between 2014
and 2019, ZINWA’s proportion has been on a declining trend from a peak of 90 per cent in 2015. The remaining
capital expenditure budget is transferred to local authorities and RDCs. On average, in recent year local authorities
have received two thirds of the budget and RDCs one third.
Investment in other areas – such as the recurrent costs of keeping infrastructure functional and environmental
health promotion –required to ensure that these investments achieve optimal impact and sustainability – have
been underfunded. Between 2014 and 2019, the budget for recurrent costs averaged only 1.5 per cent per year,
of which only 0.5 per cent was allocated to employment costs.
Figure 26: WASH budgetary allocations across expenditure types

Source: Government Budget Book

As a result of Zimbabwe’s poor economic performance in recent decades, and poor decision making with regard
to investments in the sector, a significant amount of water and sanitation infrastructure is in a state of disrepair
or dysfunctional. The continued rise in O&M costs, combined with the ever-decreasing O&M budget allocation
by the Government, has made government recurrent budgets inadequate to meet maintenance requirements.
With limited, and arguably shrinking, resources for the sector Zimbabwe is faced with the questions of whether it
is economically and financially preferable to rehabilitate this infrastructure or to build new infrastructure, perhaps
at an appropriate level of technology that can be sustained in the current context. While the choice may not
be as simple as one or the other, it is clear that investment in a large number of small targeted rehabilitation
projects would benefit large numbers of citizens to meet basic needs, while a small number of investments in
new infrastructure would directly benefit a much smaller number of people. More detailed economic analysis is
required of the costs and benefits of rehabilitating some key infrastructure, but it is clear that Zimbabwe’s future
strategies and corresponding investment decisions need to be focused on rehabilitating dysfunctional systems
and placing more resource into the upkeep of existing infrastructure.
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8 Financing options

8.1 Projected financial shortfall to meet relevant SDGs
Despite the improved allocations, the current levels of investment in the WASH sector fall far below government
commitments. At US$1.70 per capita and 0.4 per cent of the total national budget, WASH resources are 6.6
percentage points below the Government’s commitment at the 2014 Sanitation and Water for All High-Level
Meeting to allocate 7 per cent of the budget to WASH. Furthermore, the allocation is below the ideal funding for
WASH proposed under the Africa Infrastructure Country Diagnostic (AICD) (2008), which requires Sub-Saharan
African countries to allocate 0.9 per cent of GDP to achieve improved WASH outcomes for all citizens, particularly
children.
Using 2017 coverage data and the SDG costing tool developed by UNICEF-SWA, an estimate can be made of the
financial shortfall hindering Zimbabwe from reaching SDG targets. Zimbabwe requires US$25 million to maintain
universal basic coverage and a further US$43 million to extend access to safely managed services to those who
currently have basic services. On top of this, an additional US$109 million is needed to build and maintain safely
manage services each year up to 2030. It is important to note that these costs are annualized rather than expected
to be effectively disbursed annually. In addition, while the SDG costing tool has been based on best estimates to
generate unit cost, the sector has not undertaken a comprehensive unit cost analysis to generate these figures.
Figure 27: Annual capital costs of reaching entire population to achieve universal access of different service levels by 2030
(US$, million)

Source: SDG Costing Tool - UNICEF-SWA

The analysis of the investment gap is complicated not only by the disputed coverage figures, but also by the
fact that securing a comprehensive picture of the current investment is challenging. However, based on the
significant WASH capital budget investment in 2018 and planned expenditure for 2019, the size of the gap can
be seen in Figure 26. As budgets have year-on-year been much higher than expenditure it is unlikely that 2019
expenditure will be much over US$30 million. Based on this assumption the annual shortfall to achieving universal
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basic coverage is US$57 million and that to achieving universal safely managed coverage is over US$200 million. It
should be noted that the cost of service delivery has been increasing significantly in recent years, due to currency
and other economic issues, and that these figures also do not take in account any significant further increase in
price over and above an incremental inflationary rise. Further political unrest could also result in increased cost of
doing business, with delays and security costs impacting value for money.
Figure 28: WASH expenditure (2018), budget (2019) and annual requirement between 2020-2030

Source: Budget Book and SDG Costing Tool - UNICEF-SWA

8.2 Options to close the financial gap
A number of strategies should be deployed to address the financial gap in the sector, focusing on both increasing
the effectiveness of the existing resources in the sector and mobilizing resources from a range of source, including
traditional and non-traditional donors (such as foundations), households and the private sector.
A new WASH financing strategy needs to be developed that takes into account Zimbabwe’s current fiscal resource
base and the relationship with donors, and learns the lessons from the decline in the sector’s infrastructure. This
strategy needs to be accompanied by bankable projects to set a clear roadmap to achieve (or more realistically
make progress towards) the SDGs and attract investment.
While the crisis in existing water infrastructure persists, it can be argued that the policy of maintaining multi-year
public expenditure allocations to large new projects is not in the greater public interest. In the short term, an
immediate focus is required on repair and rehabilitation of critical existing infrastructure in rural and urban areas.
Rehabilitation includes restoration of services, reduction of network losses and non-revenue water, improvement
to customer service and relationships, and efficient administration.
The decline of development partner investment in the sector highlights the need for the Government to seek
alternative funding sources. Where projects provide opportunities for commercial return on investments,
alternative sources of finance should be used. Meanwhile public sector finance should be aligned to the greater
public interest and prioritized for where commercial finance is unavailable.
Private investment is more likely in urban areas, but this requires creditworthy service providers that can attract
and show returns on investment. Only 12 out of 32 local authorities have up-to-date audits, and this has significant
implications for borrowing or access to FDIs where audited accounts are required. To achieve this requires significant
investment and ongoing technical support for human capital development in areas of financial management, use
of accounting packages across local authority departments, ICT, procurement, and debt and asset management.
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Attracting private funding in the current economic environment will be a challenge for Zimbabwe, but innovative
blended finance approaches that leverage concessional funding to reduce the risks of private investors should be
explored. In the short term the private sector may be better deployed to innovate and provide additional capacity,
rather than seeking direct investment into water supply institutions and initiatives. Private foundations based in
Zimbabwe, Africa or beyond offer an alternative mechanism to engage and harness resources from the private
sector through partnership and corporate social responsibility activities.
In addition, multi-sectoral partnerships to mobilize resources for the sector could also include local authorities,
civil society organizations, and communities.
The table below summarizes some of the financing options that could be considered, their main objectives and
the key actions required to realize these objectives.
Table 6: Financing pptions and actions

Financing option
Strengthen delivery framework

Objective
-

Maximize existing resources in the
sector
Improve enabling environment for
resource mobilization

Actions
-

-

-

Improve operating efficiency of service providers

-

Reduce cost of delivering services
Maximize income from tariffs
Ensure utilities are able to mobilize
commercial finance

-

-
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Ensure that budget allocations are
well targeted based on coverage
and poverty data, and reduce duplication;
Establish an independent regulator to monitor performance and
enforce regulation, such as around
tariff setting;
Improve the policy framework to
manage risks under different currency devaluation scenarios;
Review the targeting of subsidies to
ensure that those in most need are
the net beneficiaries;
Use cross-subsidies as a mechanism
to rebalance market distortions and
achieve equity;
Promote greater decentralization
of decision making and service
delivery.
Review and where possible reduce
operating costs of service delivery
entities;
Improve the transparency of procurement processes, and increase
dialogue with the private sector
to support its ability to respond to
sector needs;
Set tariffs at a rate that ensures full
cost recovery for service providers;
Ensure effective metering and
billing systems are in place;
Develop a uniform set of creditworthiness standards for water utilities
in partnerships with credit rating
organizations;

Maximizing the trust funds model

-

Increase finance for trust funds to
support sector goals
Prepare for the sector’s transition
from donor-managed trust funds
to Government-managed sector
programmes

-

-

-

-

Increase engagement with the private
sector

-

Create a more business-friendly
environment within the sector
Harness the financial resources and
technical capacity of the private
sector

-

-

-

Design new sector project(s) for
financing under the trust fund
structure;
Explore the development of
multi-sectoral programmes for
management under the trust funds,
including with health, education,
social protection, agriculture, and
environment / climate;
Secure investment from existing
donors in trust funds;
Widen the pool of investors in trust
funds, including philanthropic
foundations, and private firms with
corporate social responsibility initiatives;
Set clear criteria (economic and
managerial) that the Government
needs to meet for management of
WASH sector ODA, potentially in a
phased manner;
Provide capacity support to the
Government to reach these criteria
through capacity development,
specifically in relation to managerial
elements.
Build the capacity of government
and service provider staff on private
sector participation options and
how to engage with the private
sector on service delivery;
Engage organizations that can
provide technical assistance to
overcome the capacity constraints
of water providers;
Ensure that sector standards do not
prescribe technologies, and encourage new market entrants;
Create mechanisms to reward innovation and entrepreneurship in the
sector.
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9 Key Takeaways and 				
Recommendations
WASH services and policy. The sector has been hampered by a lack of comprehensive and up-to-date sector
policies and strategies to provide direction and clarify roles. While more polices have been developed in recent
years, many have not been finalized or approved and those that have often lacked specific operational strategies
to provide actors with clear direction and support implementation. In addition, standards and norms have not
been updated to align with the new WASH service levels stipulated in the SDG targets and indicators.
Institutional structures and decentralization. The sector faces the challenge of rebuilding institutions, which
currently may not be fit for purpose to address declining coverage rates and put Zimbabwe on track to meet
its national and SDG targets. Ministries’ and departments’ primary responsibility is for policy and regulation, and
they are not supposed to engage in operations and implementation, with the principle of subsidiarity aiming to
decentralize implementation. However, a lack of capacity at local level and financial resources being channelled
to national institutions have hampered effective decentralization in the sector.
While local authorities have the mandate to collect their own revenues and make independent expenditure
decisions, the limited revenues that are being collected in the sector are not being effectively ring-fenced to
reinvest in sustaining existing infrastructure or expanding services. In addition, high leakage rates have resulted
in high levels of non-revenue water and this has in turn hindered urban water service providers from maximizing
their income. The lack of an independent regulator has resulted in a lack of accountability or recourse mechanisms
for consumers.
While the sector has a well-established coordination structure at national level, the effectiveness of similar
structures at sub-national level varies significantly. The NAC and NUC fulfil important functions, but they are not
playing an active enough role in oversight of sector investments. As a result, there is limited data or knowledge of
funding being channelled into specific strategies and priorities identified by the sector.

Recommendations
-

The Government should put in place a sector recovery strategy, providing the basis for detailed and
costed sector development plans.

-

Measures should be put in place to improve collection of WASH-related revenues and more effectively
ringfence revenue for reinvestment in the sector.

-

Sector coordination should place more focus on gathering financial data from different sources, both
at national and subnational levels, to provide a clear and up-to-date picture of investment in the sector,
including their sources, where they are being channelled and for what purposes.

M&E Systems. The targeting of the scarce resources at the sector’s disposal has been hampered by the weak
monitoring data and the lack of clear formulae for allocating budgets. The Rural Monitoring Information Systems
(RWIMS) is providing much-needed real-time coverage figures, but these need to be effectively matched with
financial resources by ensuring financial budgeting and reporting align with output reporting. This could provide
a clear picture of the value for money of investments and enable the channelling of funds into specific areas, either
geography or thematic, that lag behind and/or are underfunded.
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The SLB of urban service providers is a good example of effective data gathering in the sector providing useful
data to inform decision making. However very little of this data is being used to target financial resources, either
to support failing service providers or reward and incentive those that have shown strong performance.

Recommendations
-

An incentive-based resource allocation system should be established to use SLB data as a reward and
incentive mechanism to drive improvement in performance of urban service providers.

-

The Government should use improved monitoring data to review and maximize the cost benefit of
different investments.

Financing from government and donors. The Government’s investment in water resources and WASH
infrastructure has shown an upwards trend since 2010. However, the vast majority of the resources allocated to
the water sector are for water resource management. There is no fixed formula for these allocations, and they are
based on available resources, previous years’ expenditure figures, and priorities for the fiscal year in question. While
budgetary allocations to the WASH sector have been increasing over time, budget increases have not always been
matched with actual budget disbursements. Zimbabwe’s financial crisis has highlighted the lack of fiscal discipline
and raised significant questions over the credibility of the budget.
The Government’s Transitional Stabilization Programme (TSP) and recent expenditure shows a clear bias toward
financial investment in the urban sub-sector, despite WASH coverage lagging in rural areas. This is due to the
prioritization of large urban infrastructure projects and the low absorption capacity in rural areas. In addition, the
Government’s funds for the rural water sub-sector currently flow through multiple channels, risking the complete
lack of or duplication of funding and also increasing difficulty in effectively planning and accurately tracking
funding.
The balance of recurrent and capital expenditure in the WASH sector shows the limited resources allocated
to recurrent costs compared to capital expenditure. Because of this, activities focused on sustaining capital
investments in infrastructure are underfunded. While taxes and revenue raised at local level from service provision
also appears to be invested in the WASH sector the scale of this investment is not well documented and therefore
cannot be calculated.
Two development partners have managed most investments in the WASH sector in recent years. ZIMFUND,
managed by the AfDB, currently provides the bulk of investment support to large towns, while UNICEF (with
funding from DFID and Australian Aid) is primarily responsible for advancing rural WASH interventions. In addition,
the World Bank-managed National Water Project is administered through another multi-donor trust fund, ZIMREF,
and implemented by the National Water Authority.
Due to the instability in the country the MDTF approach appears to be have been the most sensible strategy,
as it has been able to mobilize pooled funding from a range of donors and ensured transparent tendering and
procurement mechanisms. However, the approach has had its challenges, including the limited use of government
systems and a tension between a focus on delivering results quickly and building sector capacities. To achieve
long-term growth of the sector and increase the sustainability of investment, resources will need to be increasingly
channelled through government systems to enable better prioritization, accountability and coordination.
There is a trend of declining ODA in Zimbabwe, due to both internal factors (economic and political turbulence)
and external factors (donor priorities). Development partners will continue to look for mechanisms and modalities
that both deliver value for money and support their own internal agenda. The WASH sector needs to ensure that
it remains relevant to wider development issues (including climate change) and provides financing options that
are suitable to the situation and offer real solutions to meeting the SDGs.
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Recommendations
-

Zimbabwe needs a new WASH financing strategy that takes into account Zimbabwe’s current fiscal resource
base, the relationship with donors and lessons learned from the decline in the sector’s infrastructure.

-

This strategy needs to be accompanied by bankable projects to set a clear roadmap to achieve the SDGs
and attract investment.

-

Public sector finance should be aligned with the greater public interest and prioritized in areas where
commercial finance is not available.

-

Zimbabwe’s future strategies and corresponding investment decisions need to be focused on rehabilitating
dysfunctional infrastructure and placing more resource in the upkeep of existing infrastructure.

-

Significant investment and ongoing technical support are required to support service providers to
become creditworthy and develop business plans to mobilize commercial finance.

-

Multi-sectoral partnerships should be established to mobilize resources for the WASH sector and target
previously untapped resources, such as climate funds.

-

Output-based aid approaches should be explored to increase off-budget investment in sanitation,
hygiene and related activities.

Private Sector. The Infrastructure Investment Plan aims to increase the share of the capital budget to above
20 per cent, while exploring other innovative market-based financial tools, including PPP arrangements. To
create fiscal space, projects that have the capacity to generate cash flow will be funded from the market, with
the Government providing enabling investment. Urban local authorities and water utilities are able, if they have
the right systems in place and are deemed creditworthy, to mobilize financial resource on commercial terms to
support the development of WASH infrastructure. This can be done through commercial banks at market rates or
the IDBZ at subsidised rates, or through a blending approach that could combine commercial and grant finance.
While attracting private funding will be a challenge in the current economic environment for Zimbabwe, if resources
from the private sector and commercial markets can be mobilized to support infrastructure development in the
urban sub-sector, this would enable the reallocation of government and development partner resources to the
rural sub-sector. Improvements in the monitoring systems mentioned above, would also help establish a clearer
picture of the commercial value of the WASH sector and develop more specific opportunities for the private sector
to engage.

Recommendations
-

The sector should establish innovative blended financing approaches that leverage concessional funding
to reduce the risks to private investors.

-

Investment is required in the development of training programmes for both public institutions and private
sector actors, to support them to identify opportunities and work more effectively together.

Consumer investment and finance. The national economic collapse affected the ability of households and
supra-household institutions to finance the establishment, operation and maintenance of WASH facilities. Given
the established positive correlation between wealth and access to improved facilities, efforts to put Zimbabwe
back on track need to be underpinned by economic recovery.
Microfinance institutions play a pivotal role in Zimbabwe in the provision of services to low-income consumers
and small businesses operating in the informal sector. However, loans are not commonly taken out for WASHrelated products and services, demonstrating that the WASH sector has not maximized the opportunity to harness
access to credit and micro-finance.
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Recommendations
A specific strategy is required to target assistance to the most vulnerable, which would include the design
of ring-fenced mechanisms that do not undermine no-subsidy approaches.

-

Zimbabwe’s programme of public works, under which communities are paid for services, should be
extended to the WASH sector, and include development of WASH infrastructure for institutions and in
public places.

-

The sector should review ways to stimulate the active micro-finance sector to engage in the WASH sector,
to increase liquidity for both consumers and businesses

© UNICEF/UN0120589/Mukwazhi/UNICEF

-
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Annex A Emerging Research Questions and 		
			Resources

Long-list of questions to guide in-country assessments
Questions
Policy and Strategies:
-

Which government policies are in place to guide donor financial support to the WASH
sector, and how do these differ (if at all) from other development financing?
Are there budgeting formulae in place to guide financial allocations to and/or within
the WASH sector, based on coverage, equity or other parameters?
Has an assessment been undertaken to calculate the financing needs to meet the SDG
target, and if so, by whom and what is the required amount?
Has the government set sector targets in relation to SDG 6, in terms of coverage and
service levels? If so, what are these targets?
Are policy or strategies in place to meet the SDG targets 17.1 – 17.5 on financing,
including domestic resource mobilization (DRM)?
Has a strategic framework for private investment in the SDGs been developed, in
line with UNCTAD’s Action Plan for financing the SDGs, SDIP, OCED or other similar
approaches?
Which policies and regulation are in place to guide the management and financing of
water utilities?
Which government policies are in place to encourage and incentivize private sector
investment and/or engagement in the WASH sector?

Key actors:
-

Which ministries are engaged in WASH financing and implementation, at national and
sub-national levels?
Which bilateral and multilateral donors are financing the WASH programmes, and in
which sub-sector are they focused?
Which NGOs (international and local) are engaged in the WASH sector?
Which private sector actors (national and international) are active in the WASH sector?
Who are the commercial financing institutions (banks, main micro-finance, etc.)
institutions, and are any active in the WASH sector?
Which structures and processes are in place to coordinate sector financing between
actors?

Financing:
-
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What is the total annual investment in the WASH sector over the past decade, and
what is/are the overall trend(s)?
What is the split between government and donor contributions (taxes, tariffs and
transfers)?
What proportion of overall development assistance does the WASH sector account for?
What percentage of aid flows in the WASH sector are:
allocated through sector budget support?
extended in the form of projects?
allocated through a pooled financing mechanism, either managed by government or
international organizations?
allocated to technical assistance?
What is the split between donor assistance in terms of:
loans and grants, and how does this vary across sub-sectors?
On- and off-budget financial support from donors and development actors?

Sources
-

Sector JSRs
Government websites
UNICEF/WHO – JMP
Sector strategies identified

-

OECD-DAC reports and data
Sector strategies and plans
Dialogue with UNICEF staff

-

OECD-DAC Reports and Data
Government budget and
expenditure reports
Government strategies
Central Bank documents and
reports
Donor project documents
Donor financial reports
GLASS reports
TrackFin
Dialogue with UNICEF staff

-

-

Which donors are providing support directly to the government programmes and
which are financing other actors, or both?
Is there a vibrant market for microfinance in the country, and if so, how active is it in
the WASH sector?
Is there currently an identified funding gap in the sectors?
If so, what is the size of this gap and what are the main contributing factors?
-

OECD-DAC
Government Strategies
Donor project documents
Dialogue with UNICEF’s staff

Decentralization and service providers:

-

-

-

Government budget and
expenditure reports
Government strategies
Donor project documents
Donor financial reports
GLASS reports
TrackFin
Dialogue with UNICEF staff
IBNET
National surveys

Project and Programmes:
-

-

Is there a national WASH programme led by the government? If so:
which sub-sector does it focus on, include investment split?
who provide financial support to this programme?
What is the balance of overall sector financing between:
Water, sanitation and hygiene?
Rural and urban?
Household and institutions?
Development and humanitarian?
Are there examples of results-based financing programmes (such as output-based) in
the WASH sector or other sectors?
Are there examples of WASH projects being supported through a blended finance
approach, or in another development sector?
What policies are in place to support decentralization of government decision making
in relation to WASH investment?
What percentage of annual WASH budgets are allocated from central and local levels?
Who are the main service providers in the sector (rural and urban) and how are they
financed?
Which systems are in place to provide financial support to water utilities?
Are government policies in place to guide cost recovery and pricing of water
infrastructure and services?

Monitoring finance:
-

Which institution(s) is/are responsible for monitoring financing in the WASH sector?
What systems are in place to track donor and development partners’ commitments,
disbursements and expenditure?
Can existing systems track investment across different sub-sector, rural/urban and
expenditure types (capital and recurrent)?
Is there a system to track private sector investment in the WASH sector?
Is there a system to track or calculate households’ contributions to the construction,
operation or management of WASH services?

-

OECD-DAC
Government budget and
expenditure reports
Government strategies
Central Bank documents and
reports
Donor project documents
Donor financial reports
National surveys
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Annex B

Term
Blended Finance
Bonds

Definitions of key terms

Definition
Using public funds to leverage commercial finance
A debt instrument bought by investors. When buying
a bond, an investor lends money to the borrowing
entity (which can be a government, a municipality or a
corporate) for a defined period of time at a variable or a
fixed interest rate.
Budget
A budget is an estimation of revenue and expenses over
a specified future period of time; it is compiled and reevaluated on a periodic basis.
Capital
Financial assets and resources, such as cash.
Capital Expenditures (CAPEX)
Capital expenditure measures the value of purchases of
fixed assets, i.e. those assets that are used repeatedly in
production processes for more than a year. The value is at
full cost price. Sales of fixed assets are not deducted.
Capital maintenance expenditure Occasional large maintenance costs for the renewal,
(CapManEx)
replacement and rehabilitation of a system that goes
beyond routine maintenance to repair and replace
equipment, in order to keep systems running. These
essential expenditures are required before failure occurs
to maintain service levels and need to be planned for.
Capital Flows
Capital flows refer to the movement of money for the
purpose of investment, trade or business production,
including the flow of capital within corporations in
the form of investment capital, capital spending on
operations and research and development. On a larger
scale, a government directs capital flows from tax receipts
into programs and operations and through trade with
other nations and currencies.
Capital Markets
The market for long-term debt and equity shares. Capital
markets channel savings from suppliers of capital such
as retail investors and institutional investors, to users of
capital such as businesses, government, and individual
borrowers.
Capital Structure
The sources of capital that a company uses to finance
its operations and growth. It is the mix of the company’s
debt and equity.
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When a bank provides a loan at market-based lending
terms. These differ from “concessional loans,” i.e. loans
provided by development banks at conditions that
are more advantageous to the borrower than market
conditions.
Commercial Finance
An umbrella term for commercial bank loans, commercial
bond issuances, and private equity investment of all sorts.
Commercially Oriented
A company or other entity (such as an utility) is operating
on principles of good governance, financial viability, and
meeting demand for service in the service area at the
appropriate service levels.
Commercially Viable
A project or investment that will provide a private
investor with the return on their investment required for
the project to have a positive net present value for that
investor and, as a result, increase the value of the investor.
Concessionary loan (or ‘soft loan’) A loan provided on concessionary lending terms, which
may include a lower interest rate than the market rate, a
longer repayment period or a grace period.
Cost of Capital
Cost of capital is the required return necessary to make
a capital budgeting project worthwhile. Cost of capital
includes the cost of debt and the cost of equity and is
used to judge whether a capital project is worth the
expenditure of resources, and by investors who use it
to determine whether an investment is worth the risk
compared to the return. Cost of capital depends on the
mode of financing used — it refers to the cost of equity if
the business is financed solely through equity, or to the
cost of debt if it is financed solely through debt.
Cost of Debt
Cost of debt refers to the effective rate a company or
government pays on its current debt.
Cost of Service
The total cost of providing the required service at
reasonable levels of efficiency.
Creditworthiness
The current and future capacity of the utility to service
debt—that is, to pay interest and repay principle on loans
when due. This assessment is determined based on the
utility’s credit history, credit ratings (if available), assets
and liabilities, and economic environment.
Debt
One of two ways in which a business (e.g. project or
utility) can raise money. The essence of debt is that the
borrower promises to make fixed payments in the future
to the lender (interest payments and repaying principal).
Development Finance Institutions A development finance institution (DFI) or development
bank is a financial institution that provides risk capital for
economic development projects.
Commercial Bank Loan
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Domestic Public Transfers

Economic Viability

Equity

Factors of production

Financial Viability

Financially Sustainable

Financing
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Domestic public transfers from government agencies
(central or local government) to service providers (such
as WASH implementation agencies). These are often
subsidies from taxes or other sources of government
revenue. These would include only grants and excludes
concessionary loans.
A project is economically viable when its overall impact
on society will result in society being better off. In
contrast to financial viability, economic viability assesses
a more comprehensive list of project costs and benefits,
including positive and negative impacts that are not
traded in the market and therefore have no market price.
This can include pollution, public health, and benefits to
people who cannot afford to pay for service.
One of two ways in which a business (e.g. project or
utility) can raise money. With equity, the investor gets
whatever cash flows are left over after paying debt and
other commitments.
Companies can raise equity in two ways. First, they can
issue new shares of stock. The investors who buy the
new shares put up cash in exchange for a fraction of
the business’ future cash flow and profits. Second, the
company can take the cash flow generated by its existing
assets and reinvest the cash in new assets.
Factor inputs used by providers to produce the goods
and services consumed or the activities conducted in the
system.
Whether or not a project or investment will have a
positive net present value and, as a result, increase the
value of the investor. This assessment evaluates the direct
effects of the project or investment on the cash flow of
the investor. It considers whether the projected revenues
will be sufficient to cover expenditures and whether the
financial return is sufficient to provide the return required
by the investor.
A situation in which the total revenue to the service
provider (including reliably provided grants from
governments and transfers from donors) equals or
exceeds the full cost of providing and sustaining quality
service, including the costs of capital maintenance and
cost of capital.
Act of providing funding

Financing Gap

Financing sources

Fixed Assets

Funding
Grant

Gross valued added

Instrument

Internal Rate of Return (IRR)

International Public Transfers

Lending

The amount of money needed to fund the ongoing
operations or future development of a business or project
that is not currently provided by cash, equity, or debt.
In the case of sector or project, it can also refer to the
shortfall in finance needed to achieve specific goals or
objectives.
Where funding originates from before being channeled
by financing units. The OECD 3T typology refers to
financing sources as tariffs, taxes and transfers, to which
must be added private repayable financing.
A fixed asset is a long-term tangible piece of property
that a firm or project owns and uses in its operations to
generate income. Fixed assets are not expected to be
consumed or converted into cash in the short term.
Monetary value of the funds provided to support a given
activity.
A form of development aid without repayment
obligations. Grants might be untied or carry explicit or
implied political and commercial obligations.
Gross value added = output – intermediate consumption.
Gross value added is a measure of the contribution to
GDP made by an individual producer, industry of sector.
A document (such as a check, draft, bond, share, bill
of exchange, futures or options contract) that has a
monetary value or represents a legally enforceable
(binding) agreement between two or more parties
regarding a right to payment of money.
IRR a performance measure equal to the internal rate of
return after fees and carried interest are factored in. It is
used in capital budgeting and portfolio management to
calculate an investment's yield or overall financial quality
by calculating an expected rate of return. Practically, it is
the rate at which the net present value of negative cash
flow equals the net present value of positive cash flow. A
net internal rate of return is expressed as a percentage.
Voluntary donations (or grants) from public donors and
multilateral agencies that come from other countries.
Concessionary loans are excluded from this.
A loan is the act of giving money, property, or other
material goods to another party in exchange for future
repayment of the principal amount along with interest or
other finance charges. A loan may be for a specific, onetime amount or can be available as open-ended credit up
to a specified ceiling amount.
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Microfinance institutions (MFI)

Net Present Value (NPV)

Official Development Assistance
(ODA)

Operating Cost Recovery
Operating Expenditures (OPEX)

Partial Credit Guarantees
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Refers to schemes for extending credit, savings,
insurance, money transfers and other financial products
to small business, farmers and other low-income
borrowers who cannot get access to normal bank loans.
The difference between the present value of cash inflows
and the present value of cash outflows over a period of
time. NPV is used in capital budgeting and investment
planning to analyze the profitability of a projected
investment or project.
Grants or loans to countries and territories on the DAC
List of ODA Recipients (developing countries) and to
multilateral agencies which are: (a) undertaken by
the official sector; (b) with promotion of economic
development and welfare as the main objective; (c) at
concessional financial terms (if a loan, having a grant
element of at least 25 per cent). The OECD DAC database
at present only tracks ODA flows from OECD member
countries but is looking to develop coverage of other
non-OECD donors.
A situation in which the revenues are at least equal to the
operating costs of providing a service.
An operating expense is an expense a business or project incurs through its normal business operations. Often
abbreviated as OPEX, operating expenses include rent,
equipment, inventory costs, marketing, payroll, insurance,
and funds allocated for research and development.
A credit enhancement mechanism for debt instruments
(bonds and loans). It is an irrevocable promise by a
financial institution to pay principal and/or interest up
to a pre-determined amount. Typically, the guarantee
is structured to cover 100 percent of each debt service
payment, subject to a maximum cumulative payout
equal to the guarantee amount. The guarantee amount
is usually expressed as a percentage of principal and
amortizes in proportion to the bond or loan. In certain
circumstances, this percentage can increase or decrease
in the later years of the debt obligation, depending upon
the needs of the borrower or creditors.

Pooled Fund

Public Finance
Public-Private Partnership

Pooled funds are funds from many individual investors
that are aggregated for the purposes of investment,
as in the case of a mutual or pension fund. Investors
in pooled fund investments benefit from economies
of scale, which allow for lower trading costs per dollar
of investment, diversification and professional money
management. Along with the added costs involved in the
form of management fees, the main detractor of pooled
fund investments is that capital gains are spread evenly
among all investors, sometimes at the expense of new
shareholders.
Loans or equity investments provided by the government
(public sector)
A long-term contract between a private party and a
government entity, for providing a public asset or service, in which the private party bears significant risk and
management responsibility, and remuneration is linked
to performance.

Repayable financing

Return on Investment (ROI)

Revenue Requirement
Self-Financing Ratio

Subsidy

Tariff

Sources of finance from private or public sources that
ultimately need to be repaid, such as loans (including
concessionary loans and guarantees), equity investments,
or other financial instruments such as bonds. Trackfin
splits this into two sub-categories: FT6.1 Concessionary
repayable financing, and FT6.2 Non-concessionary repayable financing.
ROI is a performance measure used to evaluate the
efficiency of an investment or compare the efficiency of
a number of different investments. ROI tries to directly
measure the amount of return on a particular investment,
relative to the investment’s cost. To calculate ROI, the
benefit (or return) of an investment is divided by the cost
of the investment. The result is expressed as a percentage
or a ratio.
The total amount of money that needs to be earnt in
order to cover its cost of service.
Self-Financing Ratio is a term that indicates the
enterprise's ability to finance planned investments from
its own resources.
A benefit given by the government or project to groups
or individuals usually in the form of a cash transfer or
tax reduction. The subsidy is usually given to remove
some type of burden and is often considered to be in the
interest of the public.
A tariff is the price charged to customers for the provision
of the services (such as water users to utilities). It is also a
tax imposed on imported goods and services.

55

Taxes

Transfers

Unviable Loss-Making Company

Voluntary contributions
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Taxes are involuntary fees levied on individuals or
corporations and enforced by a government entity
- whether local, regional or national - in order to
finance government activities. Includes taxes and fiscal
contributions levied from service providers, such as:
• Taxes on production (corporate tax on profits,
property tax, leasing tax for renting fixed assets, taxes
for occupation of public grounds or in relation to
employees).
• Usage charges related to (or earmarked for) the sector
such as royalties, levies or duties for the use of water
or the discharge of wastewater into water bodies.
• Other charges on production levied for earmarked
uses, such as social contribution.
“Nothing is certain except death and taxes.” Benjamin
Franklin
Funds from international donors and international
charitable foundations (including NGOs, decentralized
cooperation or local civil society organizations) that
typically come from other countries. These funds can be
contributed either in the form of grants, concessionary
loans (i.e. through the grant element included in a
concessionary loan, in the form of a subsidized interest
rate or a grace period) or guarantees.
A company that does not have sufficient revenue to cover
its operating expense or its capital expenses. It relies on
capital and operational subsidies.
Voluntary donations (or grants) from international and
national non- governmental donors including from
charitable foundations, non- governmental organizations
(NGOs), civil society organizations and individuals
(remittances)
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