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Introduction 

Background and context  

Kiribati faces several water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) challenges, primarily due to the vulnerable 

shallow fresh water lens that communities rely on for their domestic water supply, and other factors 

including generally scarce water resources, a challenging environment, high population density in some 

areas, difficult accessibility and high costs of installing and maintaining WASH facilities. Lack of 

appropriate sanitation in Kiribati generally has been described as being at ñcrisis levelsò in terms of the 

risk it poses to public health and the quality of water resources.  

In schools in most of the Outer islands adequate sanitation facilities are largely non-existent, and often 

built in environmentally risky locations, such as next to water wells, on which they rely on for drinking 

water. As reported in government statistics, only three percent of schools in Kiribati have access to 

improved sanitation and only two percent to improved water supplies. Additionally, the state of 

permanent school buildings which would be suitable for rainwater harvesting is often poor because of 

insufficient maintenance budgets. In terms of hygiene, teachers are frequently responsible for supplying 

soap for hand washing and cleaning their own classrooms.   

Students who attend schools that do not have toilets use the beach, nearby bushes or if available, a 

teacherôs toilet. Although the ambitions expressed in the governmentôs School Improvement Plans are 

to be commended, the modest rates of current access suggest that additional and a more focused 

WASH approach is required in order to achieve change. Communities and teachers have a high level 

of awareness regarding the need to boil well water before drinking and are concerned with regard to 

protecting the water lens. Nonetheless, wells are often within a few metres of pit latrines because of 

space issues, without doubt contaminating the water. Without safe sanitation options, communities are 

knowingly or unknowingly contaminating their source of underground water.  

The Kiribati WASH in Schools (KWIS) program (the Activity) is an initiative by UNICEF, undertaken with 

funding from New Zealandôs Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT), and implemented from 2015-

2017 in 32 schools across four Kiribati Outer islands from the Gilbert group: Abaiang, Maiana, Marakei 

and North Tarawa. The programôs activities and outcomes are aimed at supporting the target of ñOpen 

Defecation Free Kiribatiò, and the overarching goal of this program is that improved WASH practices 

lead to sustainable economic development and improved public health, human development and 

environmental management for people in Kiribati.  

Purpose and scope of the review  

As outlined in the terms of reference (TOR) for this review, the overall purpose of the review, undertaken 
by the International WaterCentre (IWC), is to assess the extent to which the Activity has achieved what 
it set out to do as per the Activity Design Document (ADD) and to provide understanding on what worked 
well to inform scale up and replication of successful elements of the program. 
 
This review will document the positive and negative outcomes of UNICEFôs Kiribati WASH in Schools 
program in line with the programôs Result Measurement Table, as well as any unplanned outcomes. 
The findings from this review are intended to inform the design, management and implementation of 
the current and any future activities that contribute to improving UNICEFôs WASH in schools 
programming in the Pacific.  
 
The scope of the review is extended from what was set out in the TOR (initially intended to consider the 

timeframe from Q4 of 2015 to Q1 of 2017), now covering the period until start of Q4 of 2017, which is 

the whole duration of the program to date. The review will assess progress in all schools of the four 

targeted islands but will provide a more detailed assessment through field visits of six selected schools 

in two islands, namely: Abaiang and Marakei. 



 

7 
 

Review questions and criteria 

Specific review questions 

As outlined in the TOR, the specific questions to be explored through this review are: 

1. To what extent were the output targets achieved as a result of the Activity?  

2. To what extent has the Activity achieved the intended outcomes? 

3. What are the major factors that influenced the achievement or non-achievement of the Activity 

outputs and outcomes? 

4. Are there any unexpected results of the Activity either positive or negative that had not been 

planned for? 

5. What investments have been made by Ministry of Education during the course of the Activity 

and to what extent has there been complementarity, coordination or duplication? 

6. To what extent have Activity outputs been embedded in health and education systems?  What 

factors have been critical in influencing this? 

7. Assess progress to date against OECD DAC criteria. 

8. To what extent have gender, disability, human rights and environmental (including climate 

change) concerns been taken into consideration during the program? How can these be better 

addressed in future? 

Review criteria 

The primary approach of this review was an outcome-based assessment, which aims to measure the 

programôs effects in the target population, and the progress made towards achieving the planned 

outcomes and outputs. However, the review also assessed process-related issues of risk management, 

monitoring and evaluation, governance and management issues, and drew on lessons learnt for 

completion of the program, for replication and scale-up of this program and for future programming 

activities. 

As requested in the TOR, this review used the evaluation criteria developed by the OECD Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC), as well as addressing key questions of interest to UNICEF. Together 

these have been integrated to provide an overarching review framework.  

 



 

8 
 

Methodology 

Review framework  

The review team has elaborated a KWIS review framework, which combines all the review criteria (i.e. the five DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability; cross-cutting issues, replicability, scale-up and lessons learnt), and UNICEFôs specific questions of 

interest, to guide the review process. Table 1 below summarises the framework, with each criterion (items A to H) matched to the specific review 

questions (and if applicable, question number), data collection methods to answer each component of the questions, and data sources for each 

method.  

Table 1 - KWIS review framework 

Criteria Specific question (Q no.) Components 
Data collection 

method 
Data source 

A) EFFICIENCY  
 
Broader definition of 
efficiency: all program 
processes 

Progress against DAC criteria 
(Q7) 
 
Assess progress to date against 
OECD DAC criteria 

Risk management 
KII* UNICEF 

KII MFAT 

Governance and 
management issues 

Desktop review  Documentation of processes 

Desktop review  Plans 

KII UNICEF 

Monitoring and 
evaluation issues 

KII UNICEF 

KII MFAT 

Value for money Financial investment 
scheme 

Desktop review Activity design, expenditure reports 

KII UNICEF 

Cost per student Desktop review 
List of schools with installed toilets, and 
expenditure reports 

Uptake of tools 
developed 

KII UNICEF 

KII Government stakeholders*** 

Cross-cutting issues 
considered (Q8) 
 
To what extent have cross-cutting 
issues been taken into 
consideration during the program? 

Human rights Desktop review Activity documentation 

Environment and climate 
change 

Desktop review Activity documentation 

Gender 

Desktop review Activity documentation 

FGD** School staff 

Structured obs. (quant) Field observations 
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B) EFFECTIVENESS  Planned outputs (Q1) 
 
To what extent were the output 
targets achieved as a result of the 
Activity? 

Development of teaching 
materials 

Desktop review Toolkit developed 

Train how to use 
teaching materials 

KII School principal 

FGD School staff 

Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

WASH Facilities  
Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

Structured obs. (quant) Field observations 

Replication and scale-up 
documents 

Desktop review Activity documentation 

Demonstration of 3 Star 
Desktop review  Documentation by school 

Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

Medium term outcomes (Q2.1) 
 
To what extent has the Activity 
achieved the intended outcomes? Improved WASH 

practices 

Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

Survey Students 

Survey Adults (Parents and teachers) 

Behavioural obs. School 

Behavioural obs. Parents/community 

Behavioural obs. Partners 

National WASH policy, 
planning and budgeting 
(Q5) 
What investments have 
been made by MoE? 

Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

Desktop review Documentation  

KII Government stakeholders 

KII UNICEF 

Short term outcomes (Q2.2.) 
 
To what extent has the Activity 
achieved the intended outcomes? 

Improved WASH 
knowledge and skills for 
WASH practices and 
maintenance of facilities 

Desktop review Activity monitoring data 

Survey Students 

Survey Parents/community 

KII School principal 

Govt. knowledge to 
inform planning and 
budget 

Survey Government stakeholders 

KII Government stakeholders 

Influencing factors (Q3) 
 
What are the major factors that 
influenced the achievement or 

  

KII  LLEE (group KII) 

KII Government stakeholders 

KII School principal 
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non-achievement of the Activity 
outputs and outcomes? 

FGD School staff 

FGD Parent teacher association 

Unplanned outcomes (Q4) 
 
Are there unplanned, unexpected 
results of the Activity, either 
positive or negative? 

  

KII UNICEF 

KII Government stakeholders 

KII School principal 

FGD School staff 

Health & education systems 
embed Activity outputs (Q6) 

  

Desktop review Documentation 

KII Government stakeholders 

KII UNICEF 

C) IMPACT Long term outcomes (Q2) 
Positive and negative impacts 
Planned and unplanned impacts 

Improved health and 
education (Q2) & 
National WASH policies, 
evidence-based planning 
and budget 

KII School principal 

KII Government stakeholders 

Desktop review National health data 

Desktop review School attendance rates 

FGD School staff 

FGD Parent teacher association 

FGD LLEE 

D) RELEVANCE Needs and priorities of target 
groups recognised & alignment 
of activity 

National priorities (GoK) 
Desktop review Documents 

KII Government stakeholders 

School priorities  

KII School principal 

FGD Parent teacher association 

FGD School staff 

E) SUSTAINABILITY  Exit plan 

  

Desktop review Activity documentation 

KII School principal 

KII LLEE 

KII Government stakeholders 

Maintenance of outputs 

Education resources 

Desktop review School plans and documentation 

KII School principal 

FGD School staff 
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Facilities  Structured obs. (quant) Field observations 

F) REPLICABILITY Nature of outputs  Ease of use and support 
received 

FGD School staff 

Cost savings  
KII LLEE 

KII UNICEF 

Activities and 
reproducing toolkit 

Cost analysis Documents and expenditures breakdown  

G) SCALIBILITY Nature of outputs (Cost of 
resources, support) 

Support  FGD School staff 

Cost to reproduce them Cost analysis Documents and expenditures breakdown  

H) LESSONS AND 
JUDGEMENTS 

Lessons from stakeholders 
Delivery team 

KII UNICEF 

KII Government stakeholders 

Donors 
KII UNICEF 

KII MFAT 

Recipients 
KII School principal 

FGD School staff 

*Key informant interview    
**Focus group discussion    
***Government stakeholders include: MoE, MoHMS, MPWU and IEC (refer to acronyms list for full organisation names)  



 

12 
 

Data collection methods  

As part of the review activities, data was collected through different methods: 

1. Desktop review of program documentation, including monitoring data, program outputs and other 

WASH in schools (WinS) reviews and evaluations. 

 

2. Key informant interviews (KII) with relevant stakeholders, including donors, implementing partners 

and program beneficiaries. A total of 24 KII were conducted, both in-country and remotely, with 

different groups of stakeholders (see Appendix 1 ï Data collection activities for a full list of KII 

participants). 

 

3. Focus group discussions (FGD) with teachers and parents in each of the schools assessed, and an 

additional FGD with the KWIS steering committee. Table 2 below provides a summary of the 13 

FGDs that were conducted, which added to a total of 113 participants, of which 61 were female 

(54%) and 52 were male (46%). 

Table 2 - Summary of FGDs conducted 

School 
School 
level 

No. of participating 
teachers 

No. of participating parents Total 
FGDs 

Total Female Male Total Female Male 

Naibunaki Primary 2 1 1 18 7 11 2 

Sunrise Primary 5 4 1 11 7 4 2 

Taiwan Primary 2 2 0 6 3 3 2 

Nikierere Primary 9 5 4 9 3 6 2 

Ueen 
Abaiang 

Junior 
Secondary 

16 8 8 7 5 2 2 

Aontena Junior 
Secondary 

9 7 2 10 2 8 2 

TOTAL 43 27 16 61 27 34 12 

 

KWIS Steering Committee 
(1 FGD) 

No. of participants 

Total Female Male 

9 7 2 

 

4. Knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) surveys with students and parents in each of the schools 

assessed. Table 3 below provides a summary of the 396 KAP surveys that were conducted in all the 

schools, of which:  

- 356 were student surveys, with 52.5% female respondents and 45.5% male respondents (2% 

of respondents did not mark their gender). 

- 40 were surveys with parents, of which 50% were female respondents.  

And Table 4 provides a summary of the percentage of the school population that was sampled (of 

the total students enrolled, as reported by the school principals). 
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Table 3 - Summary of KAP surveys conducted 

School 
School 
level 

No. of participating students No. of participating parents 

Total Female Male Blank Total Female Male Blank 

Naibunaki Primary 61 36 24 1 6 3 3 0 

Sunrise Primary 56 27 29 0 6 4 2 0 

Taiwan Primary 40 25 15 0 6 4 2 0 

Nikierere Primary 80 40 34 6 7 5 2 0 

Ueen 
Abaiang 

Junior 
Secondary 

59 29 30 0 7 2 5 0 

Aontena 
Junior 
Secondary 

60 30 30 0 8 2 4 2 

TOTAL 356 187 162 7 40 20 18 2 

 

Table 4 - Proportion of school population sampled 

School 
Percentage of school population sampled 

(% students) 

Naibunaki Primary School 73% 

Sunrise Primary School 33% 

Taiwan Primary School 49% 

Nikierere Primary School 38% 

Ueen Abaiang JSS 17% 

Aontena JSS 27% 

 

5. Structured observations of all the WASH facilities in all the schools. A total of 24 toilets and 39 

handwashing facilities were assessed. 

 

6. Opportunistic unstructured behavioural observations of handwashing with soap at critical times, as 

practiced by students, school staff, parents and stakeholders. 

  

Sampling 

An important component of this review was the assessment of the program through an in-country 

assessment, which took place during the 11th ï 26th of October 2017. The assessment was limited to 

visits to six schools in two islands only, in order to maximise time and resources available.  

Given the small sample size of the assessment (six schools out of 32), sampling techniques were not 

statistically relevant, and did not follow any particular sampling method. For the selection of the schools, 

the UNICEF Kiribati Field Office (KFO) (in consultation with the relevant stakeholders) guided the 

selection of the schools that were visited and assessed. The selection criteria for schools were: 

representation of at least two different school types the program has engaged (i.e. PS and JSS), with a 

stronger focus on PS, and diversity of geographic location. 

The selection of participants (parents, students and teachers), on the other hand, was largely guided by 

the school head teachers, depending on availability of parents and students (due to the visits to schools 
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happening at the same time as the national exams: STAKI), number of participants needed, and keeping 

a gender balance. In all the schools all the school teachers joined the FGDs.  

 

Limitations of the review 

1. The main limitation of this review is the limited number of schools assessed. Ideally a larger number 

of schools in the four islands would have been assessed, ensuring greater representation of different 

school settings and local situational factors, but due to budget and time constraints, this was not 

possible. Instead, the review was based on selected case studies of six schools distributed in two of 

the four Activity locations. UNICEFôs program included 25 primary schools (PS), four junior 

secondary schools (JSS) and three senior secondary schools (SSS). UNICEFôs primary interest was 

reviewing the PS with some interest also in the JSS; consequently, the review assessed four PS and 

two JSS in two islands. 

 

2. While it is important to assess progress towards the programôs end goal and validate whether there 

has been an impact in health and education in communities living in targeted Gilbert Islands, it was 

neither practical nor appropriate to undertake an analysis of health and education in Kiribati. 

Additionally, the time between implementation and this review was likely too short to provide 

evidence of sustained long-term outcomes and impacts. Instead the review has focused upon 

assessing progress towards the anticipated short and medium-term outcomes. 

 

3. This is not intended to be a comparative review of the chosen approach against other WinS 

interventions, but rather assess to what extent the planned outcomes were achieved, identify what 

have been the positive and negative outcomes of this program and identify strengths and 

weaknesses of the program to inform its completion as well as future activities. 

 

4. Other limitations of this review are intrinsic to data collection and analysis methods, as well as 

researcher bias, which could have been exacerbated by language barriers. Additionally, the fact that 

it was not possible to engage an independent translator to assist during the FGDs with parents, and 

that translation roles were performed by members of the KWIS team, might have contributed to 

obtaining biased answers by some of the parents during the FGDs and during translation of KAP 

surveys (all other activities, including all FGDs and interviews were conducted in English).  
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Review findings 

Activity Overview 

The objective of this review was to assess the extent to which the Activity has achieved what it set out 

to do as per the ADD and identify strengths and weakness that can be either built-upon or mitigated as 

needed. However, informal conversations with UNICEF early during the review indicated there had been 

changes to the program implementation from what was designed in the ADD. Since it appears that these 

changes were not documented in the form of a revised design document, updated or revised Results 

Measurement Table or other document guiding the implementation of the program, these have been 

the changes that the review team has identified during the course of the review activities: 

¶ Changes in roles and responsibilities of key implementation partners: The roles of Live & Learn 

Environmental Education (LLEE) and the Ministry of Education (MoE) were reviewed and 

renegotiated. It has been reported that the role renegotiation emerged as a necessity given that 

the MoE did not have a prominent role in the program implementation principally because they 

had limited engagement during the design and early phases of the program. Additionally, some, 

but not all stakeholders indicated the renegotiation was also driven by LLEEôs perceived limited 

capacity to perform activities in the program timeframes. All stakeholders consulted agreed that 

it was important to involve and engage the MoE to build the governmentôs capacity and for 

ensuring the sustainability of the program. These changes were communicated and agreed to 

by the donor, MFAT, and other relevant stakeholders. The revision of LLEEôs role was captured 

in a Project Cooperation Agreement signed on March 2015.  

 

¶ Output 1: WASH Education Toolkit delayed distribution and implementation in schools: As 

outlined in the ADD, the WASH Education Toolkit was to be distributed in all the participating 

schools to be used by teachers (along with training for teachers) as a prerequisite for Outputs 

2 and 3 to be delivered. However, it was found that the Outputs 2 and 3 were progressed before 

the toolkit was delivered to any of the schools. Distribution of the toolkit has not happened yet 

due to delays in its production and approval, explained through an underestimation of the time 

invested needed for this activity and roles and budget renegotiations. UNICEF staff have 

advised that the WASH Education Toolkit has recently been approved by the Ministry of 

Education and will be distributed to schools as agreed with the MoE, and teachers will be trained 

on how to use the toolkit in the first quarter of 2018.  

 

¶ Output 2: WASH Technical Toolkit not distributed or implemented by communities yet: The 

WASH Technical Toolkit (comprised of WASH Safety Planning Framework, Sanitary Survey 

Checklist, and WASH Menu of Options) was developed early on in the program, with the 

documented intention of at least the Menu of Options to be used by communities. However, the 

schools and community members consulted during this review reported not receiving and hence 

not using the Toolkit (or Menu of Options) before installing or upgrading the WASH facilities in 

the schools. It is not clear to the reviewers who had responsibility to engage with communities 

on the use of the Menu of Options, or Toolkit components. 

 

¶ Output 2: Financial incentive scheme replaced with self-financing by schools: The ADD had 

outlined a financial incentive scheme plan to aid funding the installation and upgrade of WASH 

facilities in the schools (water, toilets and handwashing facilities). However, this was not 

implemented (none of the schools received funding or materials for construction of toilets or 

handwashing facilities but did receive materials for installing water tanks). This appears to have 

been due, at least in part, to the rapid interest by school communities to progress construction 

of WASH facilities, such that they progressed construction with their own resources. It is unclear 

whether they were aware of impending technical support (in the form of technical guidance 
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documents) or potential funding support. This strong community interest and ownership in 

improving school WASH facilities and their management, was appropriately leveraged by the 

Activity.  

 

¶ Budget underspent and budget reallocations between activities: It was reported that the budget 

is currently underspent (and has been since early on in the program), and that there have been 

necessary reallocations of budget between different program activities, meaning changes in 

costs per activity. UNICEF have reported some co-financing from their own resources, thus 

contributing to reduced expenditure. 

 

Table 5 below provides a detailed assessment of the activities and inputs delivered by the KWIS 

Activity, as planned in the ADD.  
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Table 5 - Assessment of Outputs and Inputs as planned in the ADD 

Planned activities to deliver outputs 
Status as determined by this 

review 
Planned inputs to resource activities 

Status as determined by this 
review 

Output 1: WASH materials prepared and taught in schools 

Assessment of current WASH related 
curriculum and materials. 

Completed 

Assessment, preparation, development 
and production of WASH materials to 
support the curriculum (UNICEF will 
develop PCA with LLEE to adapt and trial 
WASH materials that are already being 
used in Fiji and Solomons). Involve MoE 
and the KEIP and STSISP projects. 

Completed with input and 
approval from MoE 

Preparation of WASH education and 
awareness raising materials and activities 
for schools (for both teachers and 
students) and school committees. This is 
the WASH Education Toolkit. 

Completed 

WASH Education toolkit has been 
developed, however pending 
distribution to schools 

  

Provision of teacher training and on-going 
support to use/teach WASH materials (in 
participating schools). 

Delayed 

All of the teachers consulted 
reported not having participated in 
teacher training to use/teach 
WASH materials (or WASH in 
general). Trainings planned for 
first quarter of 2018. 

Provision of teacher-training (LLEE with 
support from MoE). 

Delayed  

As reported by UNICEF, the 
teacher training will be 
conducted by MoE in the first 
quarter of 2018.   

Provision of school committee training and 
on-going support to use WASH materials 
(in participating schools) e.g. WASH in 
general and WASH facility operations and 
maintenance. (Using WASH Technical 
Toolkit produced in output 2). 

Delayed 

All school committee members 
consulted reported not having 
participated in training to use 
WASH materials. The review team 
assumes this will be delivered at 
the same time as teacher trainings 
by MoE in Q1 2018. 

Provision of school committee training 
(AMAK* with support from LLEE and MoE 
and MPWU). 

Delayed 

All school committee members 
consulted reported not having 
participated in training as part 
of the KWIS Activity. The 
review team assumes this will 
be delivered at the same time 
as teacher trainings by MoE in 
Q1 2018. 

Support for community-led monitoring and 
implementing of improved WASH 
practices. 

Not determinable 

None of the people consulted by 
reviewers reported neither 
participation nor support in 

Monitoring (to ensure continual progress) 
to be undertaken by students and school 
committees supported by UNICEF, LLEE, 
MoE, MPWU, and MHMS. 

Not determinable 

None of the students (or 
teachers) or school 
committees consulted by 
reviewers reported 
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community-led monitoring of 
improved WASH practices 

participation in monitoring of 
improved WASH practices 

Output 2: WASH options assessed, selected and installed in target schools 

Desktop assessment of outer island school 
settings and situations, current WASH 
practices, risks and needs, the regulatory 
environment, recommended building code, 
and WASH options performance in similar 
situations/projects. 

Completed 
ESR time to review information sourced 
from GoK, LLEE and UNICEF WASH 
cluster material. 

 

Development of WASH Technical Toolkit 
including guidance on how to carry out 
school-specific mapping and assessment 
of WASH risks and needs, and guidance 
on selecting appropriate WASH options.  
(Drinking water and sanitation safety 
planning). Including agreed WASH 
infrastructure options and technical 
designs. Including development of finance 
incentive scheme. 

Partially completed 

The WASH Technical Toolkit was 
developed by ESR. However, it 
was reported that school 
communities did not receive 
guidance on selecting appropriate 
WASH options to be built in 
schools. 

Finance incentive scheme was not 
developed or implemented. 

ESR time for development of content and 
LLEE for production. (To include testing, 
translation and printing). Engineer time for 
technical designs, and Post, MoE and 
MWPU for appraisal of designs. 

 

Provision of training in use of WASH 
Technical Toolkit to UNICEF, LLEE and 
GoK.   

Completed 

As reported by ESR, the relevant 
parties were trained in using the 
WASH Technical Toolkit. 

ESR, LLEE UNICEF and GoK time, plus 
travel expenses to bring parties together. 

 

Using the WASH Technical Toolkit develop 
an approved WASH action plan for each 
school, consistent with the project incentive 
scheme ï i.e. the UNICEF/GIZ 3-star 
approach for WASH in schools and 
financing incentive approach. 

Partially completed 

WASH Action Plans were 
developed for each school 
following the 3-star approach, 
however, not the financing 
incentive approach. 

UNICEF, schools and GoK time and travel. 
Plans reviewed/approved by School 
Committee & MoE as part of SIP. 

Completed 

WASH action plans were 
reviewed and approved by 
school committee and KWIS 
team.  

Implement agreed WASH action plan for 
each school. 

Ongoing 

Approved WASH action plans are 
still being implemented in schools 
(at the time of this review). 

UNICEF, GOK, schools time and travel.  

  Procurement and delivery of infrastructure 
supplies, by KWIS team, in conjunction 

Partially completed 

Only rainwater tank materials 
have been procurement and 
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with MoEôs FMU, MPWU and Island 
Councils. 

delivered to schools in 
conjunction by MoEôs FMU in 
conjunction with Island 
Councils. Other building 
materials for school WASH 
infrastructure (i.e. toilets and 
handwashing facilities) have 
been independently procured 
and funded by the school 
communities. 

  
Training and provision of spare parts 
(UNICEF, MPWU, MoE and Island 
Council). 

Not determinable 

As reported by  

Output 3: Scalable WASH options demonstrated 

Beginning and end of project Bottleneck 
analysis for the four islands. 

Partially completed 

As Activity is still ongoing, end of 
program bottleneck analysis has 
not been completed yet. 

KWIS project team.  

Analysis of community engagement, 
infrastructure improvements and behaviour 
changes that lead to improved WASH 
practices. 

Ongoing as part of Activity 
assessment.  

KWIS project team in conjunction with 
school involved, communities and GoK.  

Workshops and monitoring site visits and 
reports. 

 

Advocacy of school-led total sanitation at 
government level. 

Ongoing 

KWIS team to prepare guidelines on SLTS 
to use in national level advocacy for 
planning, implementing and financing 
WASH in schools. 

 

Upscaling and replication strategies 
developed (including developing incentive 
scheme models for improvements). 

Ongoing 

Upscaling and replication 
strategies are being developed 
jointly by UNICEF and ESR. The 
3-star approach incentive scheme 
is included on the draft strategy 
shared with review team. 
However, financial incentive 
scheme not included (as it was 
not applied in current ñpilotò 
phase). 

KWIS team and GoK.  
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The review team found that there were additional activities and inputs to those outlined in the ADD, 

which contributed to achieving different outcomes and/or outputs (outlined in Table 6 below) 

Table 6 - Additional activities and inputs delivered 

Additional activities / inputs delivered Contributing to output / outcome 

Promotion of a program-wide school WASH 
competition in all targeted locations. The competition 
was promoted by the MoE through the Island 
Education Coordinators (IEC), and awarded an 
additional rainwater tank to schools which showcased 
remarkable WASH program implementation and 
improvements (e.g. installation or upgrade of WASH 
facilities) 

Output 2: WASH options assessed, selected and 
installed in target schools 

 

Output 3: Scalable WASH options demonstrated 

 

Establishment of School Improvement Planning 
Committees in all schools 

Output 2: WASH options assessed, selected and 
installed in target schools 

 

Short term outcome: Students, teachers and 
wider community have increased knowledge and 
skills to improve WASH practices 

Distribution of WASH kits to all the schools. Kits 
include: soap, toothbrushes, toothpaste, menstrual 
pads, mirrors, nail clippers and jerrycans 

Short term outcome: Students, teachers and 
wider community have increased knowledge and 
skills to improve WASH practices 

Establishment of WASH Clubs in all schools 

Development of a Communications for Development 
Strategy for WASH behaviour change, and delivery of 
associated communication products (like a soap 
opera, radio spots and videos) 

Facilitation of some training and capacity building 
activities with MoE and IEC, including a national 
learning exchange event with all IECs and 
sponsorship of MoEôs Director of Policy, Planning & 
Development Unit to attend an international learning 
event in Sri Lanka.  

Short term outcome: Policy and decision makers 
have knowledge to inform planning and budget 
decisions 

 

Rapid menstrual hygiene management (MHM) in 
schools qualitative assessment and an ongoing 
comprehensive qualitative study of knowledge and 
practices around MHM in schools conducted jointly by 
UNICEF and MoE. 

Short term outcome: Policy and decision makers 
have knowledge to inform planning and budget 
decisions 

Endorsement of WASH in Schools Policy in 
December 2015, with the support of UNICEF 

Medium term outcome: Policy and decision-
makers review and update national level WASH 
policy, planning and budgeting allocations 

Development of a WASH education module by the 
MoE in conjunction with the MoHMS, targeted at 
teachers who are undertaking teacher training at the 
Kiribati Teachers College. 

Medium term outcome: students, teachers and 
wider community have improved WASH practices 
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1. Relevance 

To assess the programôs relevance, the review looked at whether and to what extent the program has 

addressed the needs and priorities of the target groups and is aligned with relevant partner and country 

policies and priorities. 

Results 

Needs and priorities of target groups 

High relevance and alignment of program with national priorities 

It was reported by different government stakeholders that the program is aligned with Kiribatiôs national 

policies, as well as with local government Island Strategic Plans, in the case of Abaiang island.  

It was also reported that engaging some officers of the MoE required negotiation and convincing, since 

they were reluctant in investing time and resources to improve WASH facilities and education in the 

schools (instead of prioritising improving exam results and performance). However, this was achieved, 

and the MoE has now developed a WASH in Schools Policy, showing alignment with national priorities. 

Additionally, official Kiribati government documentation indicated that in 2012 only 41% of primary 

schools had appropriate1 toilets2, further indicating the relevance of the Activity.  

Reported high relevance of program for the schools and communities 

As reported by the school staff and parents in all the schools, the program has been aligned with the 

schoolsô and the communitiesô priorities. It is considered a priority because it contributes to the good 

health of the students, helping them attend school more regularly and contributing to their education. 

When asked if there would have been any other issues that were more important to address, all the 

respondents agreed that WASH is very important. Some respondents identified other issues that they 

consider to be a priority (other than WASH), and these include getting access to IT for the students, 

building libraries and promoting traditional mat-weaving to preserve the custom. 

 

Country policies and priorities 

As assessed through desktop review of official GoK documentation and confirmed by the key informants 

consulted during this review, the Activity is deemed to be aligned with country policies and priorities, 

like the Kiribati Education Improvement Plan (KEIP), divisional operational plans and goal number 4 of 

the Education Sector Strategic Plan, of which WASH is a component. Additionally, the KWIS Activity is 

reported to also be aligned to the Island Council Strategic Plans, and Kiribati Development Plan. 

 

Recommendations 

For the remainder of this program 

1. Continue engagement with communities, both directly and through the IEC, to ensure the 

program responds, if appropriate, to planned and unplanned changes in local priorities or 

situation.  

                                                      
1 Toilet facilities compliant with (i) required toilet:student ratios and (ii) definitions of appropriate facilities 
as described by MoE. 
2 Government of Kiribati Ministry of Education, 2012, Digest of Education Statistics. Accessible at: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3FyQc2VXhGTSXdmQ0hjcHpjSGM/view 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3FyQc2VXhGTSXdmQ0hjcHpjSGM/view
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For future programs 

1. Build upon existing strategies to engage with local stakeholders during proposal phases, as 

these appear to have been effective in designing a program with relevance to local stakeholders 

and needs.      

2. Ensure design as set out in ADD is followed, and any deviation is documented. 
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2. Effectiveness 

To assess the programôs effectiveness, the review assessed whether and to what extent the program has achieved or progressed towards achieving 

the intended outcomes. This also includes a report of actual performance against the Results Framework.   

Results 

Table 7 provides a summary of progress against the Results Measurement Table, as observed through this review. 

Table 7 - Summary of progress against Results Measurement Table  

Outcomes and 
outputs 

Indicator 
Reported status by KWIS team 

(as of 18th Aug 2017, and updated in 
December 2017) 

Confirmation of status as observed through the 
review (October 2017) 

Long term outcome 

Kiribati 
implements 
relevant policies 
and evidence-
based planning to 
improve health 
and education in 
communities 

50% decrease in diarrhoea 
and dysentery cases (at end 
of 1 year of activity 
intervention) 

UNICEF contributes to but is not 
accountable for this indicator. 
 
Analysis of trend by year 2015, 
2016 and 2017 and by sex is 
provided in summary and excel. 

Not determinable: Quantitative data available (for 
2014 - 2016) shows decrease in incidences of 
diarrhoea amongst children aged 5-14, from 2015 to 
2016 (first year of program) in all four islands. 
However, the temporal trends mean it is difficult to 
attribute this decrease to the Activity.  2015 was a 
peak year for cases of diarrhoea, and 2016 data, 
although lower than in 2015, in 2 of the islands is 
actually higher than in 2014 (before the peak).  
 
50% decrease in cases of dysentery was not achieved 
throughout the 4 islands. A decrease is observed only 
in Marakei and North Tarawa. Anecdotal qualitative 
data was obtained, which indicated perceived 
improvement in the decrease of diarrhoea and other 
illnesses in the 6 schools assessed. 

50% reduction in 
absenteeism (at end of 1 
year of activity intervention) 

UNICEF contributes to but is not 
accountable for this indicator. 
 
Analysis of trend by year 2015, 
2016 and 2017 and by sex is 
provided in summary and excel. 

Not determinable: Quantitative school attendance 
data (2015 ï 2017) does not show 50% reduction in 
absenteeism. The data does show a slight increase in 
school attendance in all islands, over yearly periods, 
during the 3-year period. However, school attendance 
(which could simply mean more enrolments) should 
not be considered the equivalent of absenteeism.  
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Outcomes and 
outputs 

Indicator 
Reported status by KWIS team 

(as of 18th Aug 2017, and updated in 
December 2017) 

Confirmation of status as observed through the 
review (October 2017) 

Anecdotal qualitative data was obtained, which 
indicated perceived improvement in school attendance 
and studentsô increased motivation to attend school. 

GOK education annual 
budgets (provision of WASH 
in schools, with attention to 
needs of girls) 

UNICEF contributes to but is not 
accountable for this indicator. 

Not determinable: It was not possible to access MoE 
annual budgets. 

School improvement plans 
developed 

Fully met: 32/32 schools have 
SIPs 

Not determinable: Could not access all school 
improvement plans. Of those observed, some had 
SIPs 

Medium term outcomes 

Students, 
teachers and 
wider community 
have improved 
WASH practices 

100% schools implement 
WASH Action Plans 

Fully met: 32/32 schools have 
WAP 

Not determinable: Could not access all schoolsô 
WASH Action Plans. Of those observed, some had 
WASH action plans displayed in the school office. 

100% ODF in school 
communities (after Y2) 

Partially met: 31/32 schools 
(97%) have functioning toilets 

Not met: Previous ODF assessments shared with 
review team had only partially assessed 4 schools in 
North Tarawa (using qualitative data with small school 
representation). Data collected through this review 
indicated some students still practiced OD at school 
and at home. Toilet:student ratios in some schools is 
still low. The measure that schools have functional 
toilet is not likely a good proxy indicator for ODF in 
schools. A Student KAP survey can identify reported 
practices (as demonstrated by the review) and 
although not as rigorous as behavioural observations, 
combined with the ratio of toilets:students, is likely to 
better represent ODF at the school level.  

Policy and 
decision makers 
review and update 
national level 
WASH policy, 
planning and 
budgeting 
allocations 

WASH Education Toolkit 
approved by the Education 
Advisory Committee and 
being used to deliver the 
national curriculum for years 
1-6 

Met Partially met: WASH Education Toolkit approved by 
MoE, however not being used in schools yet. Strong 
interest from teachers to receive teaching resources, 
indicating a willingness to adopt them. 
 
Additionally, National WASH in Schools policy 
endorsed in December 2015 with support from 
UNICEF. 
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Outcomes and 
outputs 

Indicator 
Reported status by KWIS team 

(as of 18th Aug 2017, and updated in 
December 2017) 

Confirmation of status as observed through the 
review (October 2017) 

Short term outcomes 

Students, 
teachers and 
wider community 
have increased 
knowledge and 
skills to improve 
WASH practices 

100% school committees are 
actively engaging in WASH 
activities  
(Baseline = 0) 

Fully met: 32 schools (100%) 
have active school committee 

Met: As reported, all school WASH facilities have been 
built by the WASH Committees in all schools reviewed 
(6).  

100% ODF declaration in 
participating school 
communities after 1 year.  
(Baseline = 0) 

Partially met: 31/32 schools 
(97%) have functioning toilets 

Not met: same as above under medium-term 
outcomes.  

Policy and 
decision makers 
have knowledge 
to inform planning 
and budget 
decisions 

10 WASH demonstration 
activities per year to non-
participating schools, 
disaggregated by cross-
agency events and separate 
government departments 

Fully met for 2015 and 2016. 
Partially met for 2017 

Not determinable: It was not possible to assess 
delivery of demonstration activities to non-participating 
schools (located in islands not targeted by program). 
 
As reported by UNICEF, schools in South Tarawa and 
Betio (non-participating schools) have demonstrated 
WinS activities during school and local events and 
WASH global events. However, this could not be 
assessed by the review team. 

WASH Technical Toolkit 
components approved and 
available for use by policy 
and decision makers.  
 
4 WASH components: water, 
sanitation, hygiene and 
MHM. Toolkit made available 
to all participating schools 

Fully met Partially met: WASH Technical Toolkit approved and 
available for use by policy and decision-makers, 
however has not been made available to participating 
schools yet. 
 
As reported by UNICEF, the WASH Technical Toolkit 
will be disseminated, and trainings will be conducted in 
the 32 participating schools during the first quarter of 
2018.  

Outputs 

Output 1:  
 
WASH materials 
prepared and 
taught in schools 

1 WASH Education Toolkit 
and teaching and learning 
materials assessed, adapted 
and produced. 

Fully met Fully met: Toolkit and materials developed, produced 
and approved. 

Minimum 2 teacher training 
workshops per school  

Partially met: 1 Not determinable: Teachers in the schools reviewed 
reported not receiving training. 
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Outcomes and 
outputs 

Indicator 
Reported status by KWIS team 

(as of 18th Aug 2017, and updated in 
December 2017) 

Confirmation of status as observed through the 
review (October 2017) 

Reports shared by LLEE show there were consultation 
processes carried out with school staff in some 
schools, for the development of the WASH Education 
Toolkit. 
As reported by UNICEF, some orientation workshops 
on the WASH concept and training on the construction 
of tippy taps were conducted by the KWIS Steering 
Committee, LLEE and UNICEF in 2015/2016. 
However, it was not possible to confirm delivery of 
teacher training workshops in all schools.   

Minimum 2 school committee 
workshops per school  

Partially met: 1 Not determinable: As reported by parents (school 
committee) of the 6 schools reviewed, most have not 
participated in workshops ï in some schools it was 
reported only one representative from each school was 
selected to attend a workshop. It was not possible to 
assess delivery of workshops in all schools and to all 
committee members.   

Minimum 3 WASH student 
learning sessions per school 
per year 

KWIS steering committee to 
discuss distribution plan and roll 
out of materials in schools 

Not met: WASH Education Toolkit not distributed to 
schools and teachers not trained. 
 

Output 2:  
 
WASH options 
assessed, 
selected and 
installed in target 
schools 

Number of schools with 
handwashing facilities 
installed  
 
(Baseline = 0) 

Fully met Met: Review confirmed the 6 schools visited have 
handwashing facilities installed, although some not 
functional, and/or located far from toilets and in both 
the JSS not enough for all students. Additionally, 
baseline data not available for comparison or 
attribution to the program.  

Number of schools with 
functioning toilets installed ï 
disaggregated by gender  
 
(Baseline = 0) 

Partially met: 29/32 schools Partially met: The 6 schools reviewed have 
functioning toilets installed. However, baseline data not 
made available to reviewers to be able attribute to this 
Activity, and toilet:student ratios are low in some 
cases. 

Number of schools with 
functioning rain water tanks 
installed  
 
(Baseline = 0) 

Partially met: 24/32 schools Partially met: Most of the 6 schools have functioning 
rainwater tanks installed. However, baseline data not 
available to attribute improvement to this program, and 
it was observed that some schools have received 
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Outcomes and 
outputs 

Indicator 
Reported status by KWIS team 

(as of 18th Aug 2017, and updated in 
December 2017) 

Confirmation of status as observed through the 
review (October 2017) 

rainwater tanks, but they have not been installed (due 
to parts missing). 

Output 3:  
 
Scalable WASH 
options 
demonstrated 

% change in score for 
demand and supply 
determinants of the BNA 

ESR Not determinable: Project is still ongoing (with a no-
cost extension approval by donor), therefore end-line 
BNA not conducted yet, so this review could not 
compare the changes. However, from what was 
observed during the review, both demand and supply 
determinants have demonstrated improvement (e.g. 
WASH Clubs established, and WASH infrastructure 
installed). Other determinants need improvement, such 
as provision of O&M school budgets, toilet and 
handwashing facilities ratios, teacher trainings, toolkits 
distributed. 

95% of schools have clean 
WASH facilities  

Fully met:  
- 10/32 schools are 3-Star schools 
- 20 schools are 2-Star  
- 1 school is 1-Star 
- 1 school is 0-Star 

Not determinable: All facilities were clean at all 6 
schools at the time of inspection and most schools had 
a cleaning roster displayed. However, there was no 
evidence of monitoring or observations of cleanliness 
of WASH facilities, and the star rating does not 
necessarily equate to cleanliness of facilities.  

Minimum 2 workshops on 
WASH guidelines and its 
upscaling and replication 
strategy 

ESR Partially met: ESR has reported conducting 1 meeting 
with MoE and UNICEF to develop replication strategy 
in September 2017. 

1 strategy developed per 
type of target group (PS, 
JSS, SSS) for up-scaling and 
replication 

ESR Not determinable: Replication strategy is currently 
being developed jointly by ESR and UNICEF, although 
not specific for target group (PS, JSS and SSS). 
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The following sections describe the effectiveness of the actual activities of the program, regardless of 

whether they were implemented as described in the ADD. 

Outputs 

Output 1: WASH materials developed and taught 

¶ The WASH Education Toolkit targeted at years 1-6 (primary school level) has been developed 

in close consultation with KWIS stakeholders, especially the Curriculum Development Unit of 

the MoE.  

¶ The toolkit is of good quality and contains age- and gender-appropriate messages and lessons. 

Note that the toolkit targets primary school children, not JSS and SSS, for whom no education 

materials were developed. 

¶ Key informants reported that the WASH Education Toolkit has not been delivered to any of the 

schools yet. Consequently, teachers have not been trained on how to use the toolkit, nor have 

they used it in any of the schools.  

¶ However, the schools have already started hygiene and sanitation promotion activities with 

students, although teachers reported not receiving training on the WASH Education Toolkit. 

Teachers may have interpreted training to mean a formal training session run by an external 

trainer/facilitator; some teachers reported that their Head Teachers had participated in some 

workshops and shared that information with them, though this related to sanitation and hygiene 

promotion more broadly rather than the WASH Education Toolkit specifically. Teachers reported 

they had limited materials (for example, health posters from the clinic) to support promotional 

activities. They report developing their own lessons using the curriculum and story and song 

writing.  

¶ Once the WASH Education Toolkit is distributed to schools, teachers must undergo training, 

which is planned to be delivered by the MoE with the support of a MoHMS staff, during the first 

quarter of 2018.  

¶ Key informants consulted during this review (including several MoE staff and other external 

stakeholders) expressed concerns about MoEôs capacity to undertake training in all of the 

schools (and other activities), due to high volume of work at the Ministry and/or a lack of 

capacity. There should be some mitigation considerations if this risk eventuates.  

¶ There were considerable delays in achieving the delivery and completion of this output, which 

were explained by the stakeholders consulted. It was reported that LLEEôs and MoEôs role and 

budget renegotiation process slowed down the ability for LLEE to progress the toolkit and MoE 

to review and approve it. 

Output 2: WASH facilities assessed, selected and installed 

¶ WASH Technical Toolkit documents have been developed to guide the selection and 

construction of appropriate WASH infrastructure. However, it was not clear if the development 

process happened in consultation with the MPWU and the FMU.  

¶ The early version of the toolkit (Risk-based Framework and Sanitary Survey) was developed 

as a knowledge resource for use by UNICEF and MoE and other Activity 

implementers/facilitators, rather than directly with communities. Later in the program a Menu of 

Options document was developed for use by school communities. One key informant suggested 

that if the initial Toolkit had been developed later, with opportunity to seek feedback from users, 

there would have been greater clarity on the specific need including for a product useable by 

communities, improving the efficiency of the toolkit development.  

¶ Key informants reported limited/no use of The Risk Framework or Sanitary Survey at the time 

of interviews, reportedly because they are too technical, potentially indicating insufficient 

baseline technical knowledge to be able to use technically-oriented tools. Additionally, some 

government key informants indicated insufficient time to properly engage with the documents, 

to be able to use them.  
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¶ The delivery of the WASH Technical Toolkit to school communities was delayed and had not 

occurred at the time of this review, and additionally, the school communities reported not 

receiving technical guidance or training ï neither the toolkit nor any other technical information 

was used or referred to during the WASH facilities selection process in any of the schools 

assessed. 

¶ WASH facilities (rainwater tanks, gender segregated toilets, and handwashing facilities) have 

been installed or upgraded in all the schools visited, to varying levels of quality and quantity, 

with worse results for the JSS (See Appendices 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 for more detailed information 

of facilities):  

- Using the number of enrolled students, as reported by the school principal of each 

school at the time of the review, only 2 out of 6 schools complied with the national toilet 

ratio standards of 1:40 schoolgirls, and 4 out of 6 schools complied with standards of 

1:60 schoolboys. Ueen Abaiang JSS had the highest ratios for both girls and boys (See 

Table 8 below and Appendix 3.6 - Structured toilet observations for more details): 

Table 8 - Ratio of toilet to students by gender  

 
Naibunaki 

PS 
Sunrise 

PS 
Taiwan PS 

Nikierere 
PS 

Ueen 
Abaiang 

JSS 

Aontena 
JSS 

Girls 1:23 1:42 1:55 1:54 1:78 1:24 

Boys 1:38 1:42 1:43 1:103 1:173 1:34 

 

- Most toilets observed have been built through the KWIS Activity, and pre-existing toilets 

have been upgraded.  

- Most toilets are built from local materials, and almost all of the latrines are either flush 

or pour-flush. 

- None of the toilets in both of the JSS provided privacy for girls: doors not present, or if 

present, no locks on doors.  

- Toilets in both of the JSS are built close to unprotected water wells, putting water quality 

at risk of contamination. The school principals in the schools where this was observed 

seemed aware of the potential risk this could pose to water quality and assured the 

reviewer that this water is only used for flushing toilets and not for drinking, hence the 

convenient location near the toilets (see Figure 1 below). However, as these wells are 

not signalled as unsafe water, it is not clear if students or other school staff are aware 

they should not use the water for anything other than flushing toilets. The school 

principal at Ueen Abaiang JSS confirmed she had chosen the location of the toilets.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 - Toilets built close to unprotected water wells in Aontena JSS (left) and Ueen Abaiang JSS (right) 



 

30 
 

- All handwashing facilities observed have been installed as part of the KWIS Activity.  

- Some handwashing facilities use running water from a piped system or tank, but most 

facilities use hand-poured water systems and handmade (tippy tap or pipe-based 

system for group handwashing). 

- The quality and usability of the facilities varied, with worse results for the JSS (see 

Figure 2 below for examples and Appendix 3.7 ï Structured handwashing facilities 

observations per school for more information): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 - Handwashing facilities installed in Ueen Abaiang JSS (top) and Sunrise PS (bottom) 

- The JSS had the lowest number of handwashing facilities, although they have the 

highest number of students. In Aontena JSS, there was only one handwashing facility 

installed (which was not functional) to cater for 221 students.  

- All handwashing facilities had soap present at the time of inspection. 

- All schools have rainwater tanks, and report having enough water all year round, 

however mostly reliant on wells. 

¶ The installation of all sanitation and hygiene facilities in all the schools were self-funded and 

self-constructed, showing high engagement and commitment from the schools and 








































































































