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The policies and financing frameworks for countries in the Danube region are largely driven by
processes to integrate into the European Union (EU). Progress has been made on Water Supply and
Sanitation (WSS) services in urban settings – however fundamental service gaps remain present in rural
areas – often where most of the population and the poorest segments of society reside. In 2015, the
Danube Water Program (DWP)1 completed a study of WSS services in the Danube region and identified that
approximately 22.5 million people remain without access to piped water supply and 28 million without
flush toilet access (World Bank, 2015). The study highlighted the dual challenge that governments of the
region face of meeting their citizens’ demand for sustainable services while catching up with the
environmental requirements of the EU. Additionally, the study noted that WSS service delivery in rural
areas – particularly among informal or local providers of piped water and individual household supplies –
are poorly understood, including in Moldova. To address such gaps, the DWP has initiated a regional rural
WSS study in seven countries, notably Albania, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Moldova,
Romania, Ukraine (World Bank, forthcoming 2018). The main objective is to examine the status of rural
water and to some extent sanitation service provision, to identify bottlenecks and good practices in
achieving progress on rural service delivery and formulate potential policy directions. This documents
presents the findings of this regional study for the Republic of Moldova and builds on the previously
published Policy Note on Rural Water and Sanitation Services (The World Bank, 2016b). The Moldova
country study has been implemented jointly by the Water and Sanitation Project in Moldova (ApaSan)2 and
the World Bank in close collaboration with the former Ministry of Environment (MoE) and the Ministry of
Regional Development and Construction (MoRDC), since August 2017 merged into the new Ministry of
Agriculture, Regional Development and Environment (MoARDE), as well as the Congress of Local Public
Administrations of Moldova (CALM).
Moldova is a small Eastern European country of 3.5 million residents as of 2017 and is bordered by
Ukraine and Romania. Most of its population lives in rural areas (57%) (National Bureau of Statistics of the
Republic of Moldova, 2014). While Moldova is the poorest country in Europe, is has achieved economic
growth, significant progress in poverty reduction and has boosted shared prosperity over the past two
decades, with poverty shrinking by more than half between 2007 and 2014, from 26% to 11% (World Bank,
2016). However, much of this progress has been driven by remittances which form a key component of
Moldova’s Gross National Income (GNI) – as a significant portion of the population has emigrated and are
working abroad (European University Institute, 2013). As of 2016, the GNI per capita stands at 2,120 USD3
and while this has increased substantially since 2000 (when the GNI was only 370 USD), it has contracted
slightly from a high of 2,560 USD in 2014. Government policy remains centred around its ambitions of EU
accession – with an Association Agreement signed with the EU in 2014. Political instability, corruption, high
public debt, and rapidly decreasing fertility rates are among the other issues threatening Moldova’s recent
gains, as well as the viability of social safety nets and quality of public services (The World Bank, 2016a).
Moldova is characterized by territorial, political, and social fragmentation, a legacy of the country’s
history. Despite a small and shrinking population, there are 35 top-tier administrative jurisdictions including
2 cities, 32 raions (districts), the Autonomous Territorial Unit of Gagaúzia – and 896 bottom-tier local

1

A regional Technical Assistance Program focused on water services around the Danube region and supported by the
World Bank and the International Association of Water Supply Companies in the Danube River Catchment Area (IAWD)
2

The Water and Sanitation Project in Moldova (ApaSan) is funded by the Swiss Agency for Development and
Cooperation (SDC), co-funded by the Austrian Development Cooperation (ADC) and implemented by Skat Consulting
Ltd.
3

Atlas method (current US$) - https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GNP.PCAP.CD
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jurisdictions called Local Public Administrations (LPAs)4. The median population size of these LPAs is 1,830
(NBS, 2014), and an overall breakdown of LPA population sizes is presented in Figure 1, illustrating how
dispersed the rural population is.
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Figure 1 - Breakdown of population size of Local Public Administrations in Moldova (National Bureau of Statistics of the
Republic of Moldova, 2014)

In Soviet times, public services such as WSS were run as centralized systems and managed by
productive units such as agricultural enterprises. During independence, due to a lack of maintenance and
centralised funding, most of these services deteriorated, with negative public health impacts because of
lack of safe treatment and disposal of wastewater and/or unsafe drinking water. Impacts on livelihoods
could also be felt from the inconvenience of not having reliable or 24-hour service. Although over the last
15-years, public water and sanitation services in Moldova were impacted by various organizational
transformations – both technical and administrative, the legacy of Soviet times still plays an important role
in the WSS landscape today. The traditional soviet engineering culture tends to prefer large and centrally
planned investment projects and may in some cases restrain the introduction of appropriate local solutions
and creative approaches to problem-solving. The Government of Moldova’s achievements in adopting EUharmonized forward-looking legislation positions the sector well for further development and
modernizations.
In 2014, the Moldovan government endorsed the WSS Strategy for 2014-2028 including targets for
supplying safe drinking water to at least 65% of the population by 2020 and connecting 65% of the
population to sewerage systems by 2025. The implementation of this strategy is led by an inter-ministerial
coordination group established in 2015. The strategy points to the decentralization of service delivery,
clarification of regulatory frameworks, the expansion of centralized systems through regionalization or
regional utility model, and promotion of market economy principles as methods to improve the
performance of the sector, its service levels, and to address financing gaps.
Not surprisingly, most interventions to-date in response to the strategy have focused on addressing
WSS issues in cities and larger towns through the initiation and strengthening of regional utilities and by
transposing EU directives into national legislation. The 2014-2018 Action Plan and recent regulatory
frameworks have helped to successfully mobilize assistance from development partners (EU, EBRD, EIB,
KfW, GIZ, SDC, and ADA), with substantial investments in support of the regionalization vision. While the
potential benefits of regionalization have been well articulated, namely economies of scale and scope,

4

This does not include five raions in Transnistria. Including Transnistria, there are 982 localities, of which 916 are
defined as rural Local Public Administrations
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professionalization, and access to funds including debt financing, the implementation of Moldova’s
regionalization vision has faced several challenges. Despite technical and financial support to foster
voluntary regionalization of service provision, clearly communicating the concept, legal arrangements and
incentives to local self-governments as well as weak capacity of urban utilities have provided to be major
bottlenecks (The World Bank, 2013).
The strategy also articulates the need for development of piped water Systems (PWS) in rural
communities, – either through expansion of services by regional utilities or through local management
arrangements organized by the LPAs, who bear responsibility for WSS services. In this respect the strategy
mentions the importance of community management for rural areas. However, on the ground, other than
through the support of the APASAN project, service improvements in rural areas have not received much
support.
The WSS situation in rural Moldova specifically remains inadequately characterized – yet this is the
context in which 57% of Moldova’s population and 84% of the poor reside (National Bureau of Statistics of
the Republic of Moldova, 2014). Access gaps are widely reported: with only 30% of rural dwellers having
access to a public piped system with individual house connections, while 80% of urban dwellers and even
97% of Chisinau residents enjoy such service, as per the latest Household and Budget Survey (HBS), 2015.
However, there is larger knowledge gaps with respect to actual levels of service that rural households
receive, the performance and practices of local service providers, the overall legal and financing
arrangements and the role of local authorities in service provision, as well as the situation with respect to
sanitation. This study aims to characterize rural WSS service delivery conditions and performance in rural
Moldova and capture perceptions of local governments. With a better understanding of the key
bottlenecks for rural water supply, this report will discuss potential future policy directions and priorities.

2.1 Sampling framework
This study combines secondary and primary data collection, the former relating to a desk review of
policies, legislation and other literature (chapter 3) and the latter taking place in 50 rural local
administrations. While the focus is on understanding rural water services, attention has also been directed
towards sanitation services, pertaining to both on-site as well as sewer solutions. The study aims to
understand service delivery models in rural areas and the services that rural households receive for the
following situations:
i.

Provision of piped water services (PWS) in a random sample of local public administrations
(LPAs)

ii.

Provision of self-supply, meaning households not connected to any type of piped water
system, but using individual supplies, typically comprising of wells and boreholes.

Data collection was administered using three survey instruments, namely questionnaires for:
i.

Households - administered at 1,500 households, in 50 localities (30 households per LPA);

ii.

Local governments (administered among 50 LPAs) as the service authority, and;

iii.

PWS operators (administered among 50 operators) as the service providers.
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A total of 50 localities were randomly selected from a detailed list of 759 with at least one functional
PWS system from across the country in 2015. This list was compiled using three data sources with
information about piped water supply systems5. Only localities with at least one functional PWS, with a
water supply coverage greater than 30% and more than 100 total households were considered for
selection.
In the selected settlements and within the service area of each PWS operator6, individual households
were randomly selected for the administration of the household questionnaire 7 . Interviews with
representatives of the LPA and water operators were arranged in advance and administered with the most
knowledgeable person or persons available8. The survey locations are indicated in Figure 2.

Figure 2 – Map of local public administrations with primary data collection

5

The three data sources included: i) a listing of piped water supply systems implemented from 2013 to 2015 by MoE
through the National Ecological Fund, and by the MoRDC National Fund for Regional Development and the ApaSan
project, ii) IDAM or Deprivation Index for 2012 from the Ministry of Economy; and iii) National Bureau of Statistics of
the Republic of Moldova. The total number of existing functional systems is estimated to be 975 in 2015 and 1040 in
2016 ( (Bureau of National Statistics, 2017).
6

If more than one existed in the locality, the survey was administered with the largest one
A listing of voting blocks and streets was obtained for each LPA. Streets and households were randomly selected
(maximum of 5 households per street) using an interval step approach and a random starting point.
8
And follow-up calls were carried out if needed to complete or validate data with the service providers
7
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Quality assurance measures were applied as part of the survey administration, data entry and
management process9. The 50 selected LPAs represent approximately 11% of all localities with a water
service provider and that met the selection criteria (Table 1).
Table 1 - Representativeness of primary data collection
Criteria

Number
a

Percentage

Rural localities in Moldova

1,575

100%

Listing of rural localities with at least one functional PWS

759

48% of all rural localities

476

30% of all rural localities

50

3.2% of all rural localities (and 10% of
those satisfying selection criteria)

Rural localities meeting selection criteria

b

Randomly selected localities for primary data collection
a

Comprised of 916 LPAs and 659 rural hamlets

b

At least 1 functional PWS system,  30% PWS connection rate, and  100 households

The results are therefore not representative of all rural localities, but rather only those with
functional PWS systems with a slight preference to larger localities with higher rates of PWS coverage. In
other words, the situation depicted through the primary data collection tends to be more favourable as
compared to all rural areas in the country. The results are intended to provide a reasonable representation
of rural localities in Moldova where at least one piped water system is operational10.
The surveys were implemented from November 2016 till December 2016. An exchange rate of 1 Euro
= 20.4 MDL was used for currency conversions throughout the analysis. This report was finalized in October
2017 and may not reflect recent developments in the sector.

2.2

Data analysis framework

Table 2 includes an overview of some basic data derived from the local public administrations, also
called communes, and water operators sampled.
Table 2 - Basic data on communes and their service providers
Indicator
Operators / communes interviewed
Average population residing in the locality (territory of the LPA)
Average number of water connections for water scheme
Average age of water scheme

b

a

Unit

Value

no

50

people

3,402

connections

731

years

27

9

This included field testing and spot-checking of the household survey.
The households interviewed that are not connected to a piped water system and rely on their individual supplies
(wells mostly) are expected to give a reasonable representation of this population segment in Moldova.
10
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Water sources used by water operators:
Deep ground water > 25 m

%

Shallow ground water < 25 m

90%

Surface water (river/stream/spring)

8%
7%

Local public administrations with at least one partial sewer system

%

88%

Average number of staff present at LPA

No. staff/100
inhabitants

9

a

Estimated from LPA interviews

b

Reported from operator interviews

The average population in the sampled communes is 3,402 people, as indicated by population
estimates from the LPAs, with an average of 1,160 households per commune. The household survey
revealed an average of 3.0 people per household across the 50 LPAs. The size of the piped water systems
are on average 750 connections per system, which is substantial considering they are based in rural areas.
The average age of the water schemes is almost 30 years and deep groundwater is the most prevalent
water source used (90%). Sewerage systems - of any size and scale - are present in most (88%) of the LPAs
surveyed11.
Section 3.3 reveals that among the 50 randomly selected operators, several types of management
arrangements could be found, ranging from regional/urban utilities, small municipal enterprises, private
sector, and various forms of community management. As part of the regional report, characteristics of
service provision among a range of management models are being assessed (World Bank, forthcoming
2018). For this country note, the focus of the analysis is mostly on the overall situation of piped water
suppliers in rural areas, with an occasional breakdown of results across operator type is provided.

2.3

Analytical framework

The analysis with respect to the primary data collection uses an analytical framework, with eight
dimensions as represented in Figure 3. The first dimension analyses the service levels experienced by
households on a variety of factors including their perceptions, satisfactions and aspirations with respect to
services. The second dimension analyses the situation of the water facility/system and key performance
data of the operators. The next five dimensions examine in more depth the critical building blocks or
underlying factors that are important for the sustainability of service provision. The last dimension is
assigned to understanding the sanitation situation in rural areas. Across the following eight sections
information is used from different data sources (household, operator, local commune survey instruments
and used for triangulation when possible).

11

Under the used definition this would include very basic networks that could vary from serving a few households or
institutions, to larger systems.
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Service Levels
Operator Performance
Institutional Capacity

• Household water accessibility, reliability, quality, quantity and barriers to piped
water connections, and satsfaction
• Business practices, non-revenue water, billing collection efficiency, cost
recovery, and customer responsivenes
• Clarity of mandates, roles & responsibilities, service contracts, capacity and
support arrangements and training, and perception on reforms

Financing and Affordability

• Sector financing, WSS expenditures and sources of funds and household level
expenditure and service affordability

Asset Management

•Presence and quality of asset inventories and mechanisms for replacement and
capital maintenance

Water Resources Management

• Water source avalability, abstraction permits, local water conflicts, and water
source reliability and self-supply arrangements

Monitoring and Regulation
Sanitation Services

• Performance monitoring, tariff setting and water quality monitoring and
surveilance
• Access and on-site mangement, willingness-to-pay, satisfaction with sanitation
services

Figure 3 Framework for the analysis of rural WSS service delivery.

3.1 Water Resources Situation
Moldova is among the most water resource scarce countries in the region with total renewable
water availability of internal renewable water resources at approximately 398 m3 per capita per year in
2014 (FAO , 2017). Moldova is also threatened by the potential impacts of climate change - which may
include more frequent droughts and floods, poorer water quality, and more severe water supply reliability
problems (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2013). Shallow groundwater is
reportedly already highly contaminated by human and agricultural originating pollutions - typically faecal
contamination and nitrates12. Deeper aquifers are commonly contaminated with naturally-occurring
chemicals such as fluoride, boron, iron and calcium carbonate (Czech Republic Development Cooperation,
2016). The Protocol on Water and Health (2016) noted that 60% of non-compliant drinking water supply
samples were derived from groundwater sources and in 2015, 82% of wells did not comply on chemical or
microbiological parameters. Non-compliance with chemical and microbiological indicators over the period
2010-2015 in rural water systems is reportedly 53% in 2015. River bodies – which supply the majority of the
water used for consumption in the country (83%) – are widely contaminated and not fit for consumption
without primary water treatment (Duca, 2014).

12

85 percent to 95 percent of dug wells reportedly do not meet Nitrate water quality standards
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3.2 Water Supply and Sanitation Access
Nationally-representative data on WSS services at household level are captured through several
nationally representative surveys, notably the Household Budget Survey (HBS), National Census, and
Multiple-Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS)13. Figure 4 presents a detailed breakdown of household drinking
water sources in both urban and rural settings from the HBS 2015 survey.
100
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Piped water inside Piped water inside the Piped water inside the Public tap, spring, well
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yard (individual
or other
network)
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Type of water supply
Chisinau

Other urban areas

Rural areas

Figure 4 Description of household water supplies for urban and rural Moldova (HBS, 2015)

Most urban households obtain their household water from a public piped water supply network
(97% in Chisinau and 80% in other urban areas). Very few urban households access water from an
individual or private network for both in-home connections and yard connections. Most rural households
obtain piped water on premises from either a public or individual/private network (63%) - with 44% from
public networks (30% in-home connections, and 14% yard-connections) and 18% through individual/private
networks (15% in-home connections and 3% yard connections). As per HBS (2015), 45% of rural population
is thus benefiting from in-house piped water connections, two thirds of those publicly provide. Taps,
springs, and wells are also commonly relied on (37%). While the HBS 2015 survey does not specify exactly
the types of individual water supplies, the MICS 2012 survey reveals that most of these are shallow dug
wells - some of which are even unprotected14. Figures for access to piped water on premises are
significantly lower in the MICS 2012 survey at 33% (with 19% in-house connections and 14% yard

13

The HBS and Census capture data on household connections to utilities and facilities while the MICS focuses on
household drinking water supplies, latrine types, and hygiene practices.
14
Dug wells are protected if they are covered (so nothing can fall into the well), their interior is lined and extends
above the ground, and they have a platform to carry any surrounding water away from the well. If at least one of
these criteria are not met, they are categorised as being unprotected.
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connections) as compared to HBS 2015 data at 63% (46% in-house connections and 17% yard connections),
combining public and private connections. This may be because the MICS refers specifically to the source
used for drinking water purposes, which implies that almost half of people surveyed may not use the piped
supply for drinking water purposes15. Also, a reported increase in piped access between 2012 and 2015 may
have contributed to the difference16. The Census (2014) data refers to 63% of the rural population having
access to “cold water” supply in rural areas, of which 30% have access to a bath or shower inside the
home17, and the rest may benefit from yard connections or shared street connections.
Figure 5 presents a breakdown of the types of household water treatment methods practiced by
urban and rural households.
80
70
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60
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50
40
30
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0

Figure 5 - Household water treatment practices (MICS, 2012)

While most urban households treat their drinking water (62%) - typically boiling (34%) or using a
filter (31%) - only 27% of rural households do so, with 16% boiling and 9% use of filter. Given that
approximately 1.25 million rural Moldavians use shallow dug wells as their primary source of drinking water
(MICS, 2012), that such sources have a high likelihood to be non-compliant with drinking water standards,
and that household water treatment is not widely practiced – the use of shallow wells for drinking poses
serious health risks to the rural population. Moreover, as discussed in chapter 4, survey data reveal that
primary water treatment and residual chlorination are not commonly practiced by local water operators
and compliance for microbiological and chemical drinking water quality standards is low. Therefore, even
rural households consuming water from PWSs may be exposed to poor water quality and put at risk of
infectious disease18.

15

As opposed to referring to the main household supply, which is not always the same. Households may use a piped
water system as their main supply, however may use other sources for drinking.
16
Piped access through public networks reportedly increased from 36 percent in 2014 to 44 percent in 2015 (HBS data)
17
http://www.statistica.md/newsview.php?l=en&id=5583&idc=168
18
While no epidemics were reported over the past decade, and a decreasing trend of infectious diseases has been
observed, prevalence of water-related non-communicable diseases are less well known (Protocol of Water and Health,
2016)
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Figure 6 presents household access figures to sanitation facilities from the HBS 2015 survey.
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Figure 6 – Household sanitation facilities in urban and rural Ukraine (HBS, 2015)

Most households in Chisinau use a flush toilet connected to the public sewerage network (85%) –
however these figures decrease significantly for other urban areas (49%) and rural areas (0.5%)19. Few
rural households use a flush toilet (13%) and even this is most often connected to individual household
sewage disposal system rather than a sewerage network. Most rural households have no access to a flush
toilet and instead use a pit latrine (87%).
Figure 7 presents a breakdown of household sanitation facilities in both urban and rural settings
from the older but more detailed MICS 2012 survey.

19

The level of wastewater collection and treatment is not further discussed as the focus of the report is on rural areas.
IBNET (2015) data indicates that compliance with national standards at treatment plants is achieved for 56.3% of the
urban population for micro-biological parameters and 94% for BOD. At least secondary treatment is achieved for 84%
of the urban population.
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Figure 7 – Household sanitation facilities in urban and rural Moldova (MICS, 2012)

Overall, the figures from the MICS survey align well with that of the HBS 2015 survey, however, it is
notable that 57% and 30% of rural households use a pit latrine with and without a slab, respectively. In
terms of basic hygiene, 82% of rural households versus 92% of urban households have access to
handwashing facility with water and soap observed.
Access to WSS services in rural areas over time - including both piped water and sewerage - are
presented in Figure 8 (BNS) 20.

20

Definitions used in Figure 8 (derived from BNS based on annual HBS) are not clearly stipulated, but likely refers to
publicly provided piped water services (in the house and in the yard combined). This means that from HBS (2014) a
jump from 36% to
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Figure 8 – WSS Access over time in Moldova (HBS surveys 2000 – 2014)

Piped WSS service coverage in urban areas has remained high with a slight increasing trend for water
supply since 2000. For rural areas, access to sewerage has remained extremely low. However, access to
piped water in rural areas increased significantly since 2000. This is driven both by expansions of public
services in rural areas, as well as by private investments in extending piped access from private point
sources (e.g. wells) into people’s homes and yards through individual or shared networks. Public piped
access reported increased from 36% to 44% from 2014 to 2015 (combined in-house and yard connections),
which seems to correspond with the reported increase in number of piped systems (Figure 12).
3.2.1

Social inequalities in WSS coverage

At national level, inequalities are found across both rural-urban divide as well as across wealth
quintiles21. Figure 9 demonstrates that the disparities are more driven by location - rural versus urban than by consumption quintile. On average rural populations have lower access than the poorest twenty
percent of people in the country22 with respect to public water supply services – piped water through home
or yard connections, or sewer connections. On average rural households, they have done a bit better than
the poorest national quintile in terms of investing in their own individual private water connections (15%
versus 7%). With respect to investing in private flush-toilets, rural households on average do slightly worse
than the poorest quintile (13% access versus 16%).

21

For the HBS 2015 analysis the average consumption per capita per month in the top quintile is 3,725 MDL and for
the bottom quintile 890 MDL per capita per month (in 2015 prices). In 2015, around 38% of the population lived on
less than US$5 per capita per day (in PPP 2011 prices) (ECAPOV data)
22
National poverty estimates in Moldova are produced by the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) based on the annual
Household Budget Survey (HBS). The methodology for poverty estimation is based on an absolute poverty line. As of
2014, 11 percent of the population live below the national poverty line in Moldova, which is defined at 107 MDL per
adult equivalent per month.
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Figure 9 – Inequalities in WSS access in Moldova (HBS, 2015)

The richest households are more than twice as likely than the poorest households to have access to
a piped water connection inside their dwelling (90% vs. 40%) and to have any kind of connection to a public
network (79% vs. 35%). The richest households were more than four times as likely to not use a nonnetworked water supply (such as a well) than the poorest households (8% to 40%). Regarding sanitation,
the richest households were more than four times likely to have access to an indoor flush toilet than the
poorest households (68% vs. 15%) and one with a public sewage network (57% to 10%).
The Moldova Country Report of the Self-Assessment Scorecard for Equitable Access to Water and
Sanitation (SEAM, not dated) highlights the weak governance framework in Moldova to reduce inequalities,
including the lack of accountability from duty bearers to rights holders for service provisions. It also
highlights inequalities for specific vulnerable groups, including those with disabilities, female-headed
households in rural areas, as well as access issues of ethnic groups, such as the Roma.
Concluding, disparities in WSS service level and access are a profound phenomenon. The absence of
infrastructure for water supply networks in rural areas as well as high levels of poverty in rural areas
constrain households to improve their situation, both in terms of connecting to public systems, as well as in
in upgrading their own water supply self-supply facilities (e.g. in-house piping), as well as upgrading to
better sanitation facilities (e.g. flush toilets)
3.2.2

Regional trends in WSS coverage

Annex A presents maps of the localities of Moldova representing the proportion of the population
connected to piped community water systems, access to on-site sanitation disposal facilities and access to
sewers23. Localities in northern, western, and south-western parts of the country have particularly low

23

Access to cold-water community piped systems does not cover informal, unregistered systems owned by groups of
households.
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piped water access. The HBS (2015) confirms regional disparities with the Northern region only having 34%
access to public piped water (in-house and yard), followed by 42% in the Centre, and 52% in the South
(Chisinau 96%). Access to sewerage is low everywhere except in urban settings (88% in Chisinau), and
access to individual sanitation disposal facilities is 16% in the North region, 25% in the Centre and 35% in
the South (Chisinau only 8% due to high sewer coverage)

3.3 WSS Service Providers
In Moldova, WSS infrastructure is owned by the local public authorities (LPAs) and services in small
towns and rural areas are delivered through a variety of operational arrangements as outlined below.




Several service delivery models mentioned within the framework of Law No. 30324
o

Direct service delivery by the mayorality/local administration: A section within the
mayorality provides water services without a separate legal entity.

o

Delegated service contract to licensed operators: Licensed operators, typically at
town or regional level (either as State-owned enterprise, municipal enterprises, joint
stock companies or limited liability companies) provide water services on behalf of
one or more LPA and have a license from the National Energy Regulatory Agency
(ANRE). As per the strategy of the government, these utilities are expected to expand
their services into rural areas.

o

Delegated service to a “rural” non-licensed Municipal Enterprises: these are
municipal companies established under the Law on Municipal companies 25 and
operate in small rural LPAs. They have - in some cases - been formally delegated the
service by the LPA. While at national level a register is maintained of such municipal
enterprises, no official license from the national regulator ANRE has been issued (and
de facto they operate thus outside of the law).

Service models outside of the framework of Law No. 303:
o

Water Consumer Associations (WCA)26: WCAs operate under the control of, but
separately from, local government units. WCAs are often established through the
initiatives of non-profit organizations under the Civil Code of Republic of Moldova.
This model has been primarily supported by the Apasan project. While a delegated
management contract exists, such providers are not selected competitively and do
not operate under a license.

24

Water Supply and Sewer services law (No 303 adopted on 13.12.2013) regulates the provision of WSS services,
service quality, as well as the responsibilities of central and local public authorities and the consumers’ rights and
duties. It also details the norms on organisation, management, financing, operation and monitoring of the systems.
The law assigns the responsibility for WSS service provision to local authorities, with the option to provide it directly
themselves or to delegate it to an external operator under a delegation contract. All operators are supposed to be
subject to licensing as per the law. The Law is currently under review and amendments are expected to take place.
25
Law No, 387, adopted on 06.06.1994 regulates the formation, administration, activities, and monitoring of municipal
enterprises. In June 2017, Cabinet approved the draft law on state-run and municipal enterprises. The bill updates and
standardizes the public policies to manage state-run and municipal enterprises, adjusting them to the general
corporate governance norms, and specifies the duties of founders, administration boards and managers of these
enterprises. The Law has not yet been formally adopted.
26
This model is informally endorsed within the National WSS Strategy, but not legally mentioned under Law 303, and
therefore technically illegal until the law is revised
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o

Informal operators may comprise of local private citizens or informal community
groups who have established a very small network to improve water access in
localities where no infrastructure exists.

o

Unlicensed private operators: These can take the shape of local private enterprises
that have been contracted by LPAs to operate local water systems (with or without a
competitive process). In some cases, these are the result of privatization of State
Owned Enterprises with industrial/commercial activities, who were providing water
services to the employees and have continued to do so after privatization.

Based on national level surveys and reports, Figure 10 estimates the structure of service provision in
Moldova.

Estimated structure of services delivery for piped
access in rural areas in Moldova
1%

% rural piped access from
urban/reg. utilities
30%

54%

% rural piped access from local
operators
% rural piped access by
individual self-supply

15%
% rural non-piped

Figure 10 Estimated structure of services delivery for piped access in rural areas in Moldova. Source: World Bank
elaborations on estimates based on national reports and national survey data; World Bank (2018).

Figure 11 presents a breakdown of the type of service provision models that were found in rural
Moldova as part of the primary data collection. As it is not unusual that there is more than one small water
operator within a LPA, the table includes both data based on the number of piped water system (PWS)
operators sampled, as well as based on the number of households reporting to be served by the various
typologies27.

27

The distribution of service management models is representative for rural areas with at least one functional piped
water system and at least 30% coverage. In rural areas with non-functional systems or lower than 30% coverage, the
distribution may be different (and for example more informal operators may be found).
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Figure 11 - Distribution of service provision models in rural Moldova (n=50 for water operators, and n= 1,196 for
households)

Based on the random sample, the municipal enterprise model was most commonly found (57% by
number of operators), followed by WCAs (14%) and private enterprises (8%). Few rural systems were
directly operated through the direct management by the mayorality (6%) and or by a licensed urban utility
(regional operator) (2%). No operator or an informal operator (community group) were rarely found
(12%)28.
At the time of writing, there are 38 licensed water utilities existing in Moldova, which reportedly
serve two-thirds of the population (National Energy Regulatory Agency of Moldova, 2016). Water
Consumer Associations29 currently cannot be licensed under Law 303, while municipal enterprises and
private sector providers de jure could be licensed in case the operator was established by the LPA with
pubic capital (or for private through a mix of public/private capital), and the delegation of the service is
done through a tender process. Figure 12 presents the trend of the total number of functional piped water
systems and sewerage systems in rural Moldova from 2008 to 2016.

28

This may be an underreporting because such informal arrangements are less likely to appear in the datasets used to
develop the list of localities receiving piped water services, which was used for the random sample.
29
As these are Associations, the ownership of assets typically remans with community, representing the members of
the associations (even though they may have benefited from public/donor funds).
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Figure 12 – Number of water systems and sewerage systems from 2008 to 2015 ( (Bureau of National Statistics, 2017)

The reported number of piped water systems in rural Moldova has more than doubled over the given
period with a significant increase reported in 2015 alone. This may reflect more accurate inventorying of
functional piped water systems, as well as efforts for rehabilitation of dysfunctional rural schemes and/or
completion of new rural schemes. Around half of rural localities are estimated to least one functional piped
water system operating in their jurisdiction30. Among those localities with at least one existing functional
PWS, the typical coverage is likely to be between 50% and 70% of the locality population31. No association
was found between PWS coverage and population size of the locality.
Overall, piped water system access in rural Moldova remains modest although there are some recent
signs of improvement. Within the context of a national program to address geographic and social
inequalities and achieve the government target of serving 65% of the population with piped water, focus
must be placed on expansion and rehabilitation of rural systems with an existing low coverage and
establishing piped water systems in rural localities without such services.

30

Elaborated by the authors from the combined data sets of the Bureau of National Statistics (BNS), Ministry of
Economy (IDAM) (see section 2).
31
The average piped water system connectivity rate reported is 51% as derived from the BNS and IDAM datasets, but
some localities have very low or zero coverage. Among the 49 LPAs surveyed in this study, the average PWS
connectivity rate was 70%, however the sample frame excluded localities with coverage less than 30%.
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The number of reported rural sewerage systems remains low at 41. National monitoring data32
suggests that only 5% of surveyed rural localities have some form of a sewerage system. Approximately 2
out of every 3 rural sewerage networks are reportedly managed by a municipal enterprise with most others
managed by the LPA themselves33.

3.4 Institutional Framework
Box 1includes several important laws and decisions that frame the WSS sector.
Box 1 Overview of legislative framework for the WSS sector

The Water supply and Sewer Services Law (Law No 303 adopted on 13.12.2013) regulates the
provision of WSS services, service quality, as well as the responsibilities of central and local public
authorities and the consumers’ rights and duties. It also details the norms on organisation,
management, financing, operation and monitoring of the systems. The law assigns the responsibility
for WSS service provision to local authorities, with the option to provide it directly themselves or to
delegate it to an external operator under a delegation contract. All operators are supposed to be
subject to licensing as per the law. It also assigns the role of economic regulation to ANRE (see section
3.3)
The Water Law (Law No 272 adopted on 23.11.2011) establishes the framework for
management, protection and efficient use of surface water and groundwater. The law also regulates
the extraction of water for drinking, and the treatment and discharge of wastewaters. The Government
Decision on the regulation for collection, treatment and discharge of wastewater and sewerage
systems (No. 950 adopted on 25.11.2013) describes the norms for the collection and discharge of
wastewater and discharge into water bodies.
The Drinking Water Law (No. 272 adopted on 10.02.1999) regulates the supply and quality of
drinking water and sets requirements to ensure the safe operation of piped water systems.
Sanitary regulations specifically for small-scale WSS providers have recently been formalised
through Government Decision No. 1466 adopted on 30.12.2016
A comprehensive public administration reform was announced in 2016 and has recently been passed
into law. This has resulted in a restructuring of the institutional framework through Law No. 695, dated
30.08.201734. These reforms included the consolidation of several ministries into a newly established
Ministry of Agriculture, Regional Development and Environment (MoARDE), which brings together
previously fragmented mandates for WSS policy and programming under one institutional home.
Under the new institutional arrangements, MoARDE determines policies and strategies for the WSS
sector while specialized agencies, such as the National Agency for Energy Regulation (ANRE), the
Environmental Inspectorate/Agency, and Apele Moldovei take on specific mandates for regulation, with
respect to economic regulation, environmental regulations, and water resources management. As part of
the reform, the delineation of roles and responsibility is current undergoing rationalization. Similarly, the
roles of Regional Development Agencies, previously under MoRDC, are under review.

32

Combined BNS, and Ministry of Economy (IDAM) dataset (see section 2).
Based on the primary data collection from the Local Public Authority survey (n=49)
34
http://lex.justice.md/md/371190/
33
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Previously, the former Ministry of Environment (MoE), through its National Environmental Fund
(NEF) and Ministry of Regional Development and Construction (MoRDC), through its National Fund for
Regional Development (NFRD) have provided investment funding to the sector with support from
international donors, with MoRDC’s funding primarily targeted at larger urban administrations and regional
projects. With the creation of MoARDE it is expected that a rationalization and increased coherence for
sector financing could be realized. Since 2014, WSS services provided by nationally licensed utilities have
been regulated for the first time through the national utility regulator - ANRE (Law No. 303). However, their
mandate does not expand to smaller schemes, operated by local operators in rural areas. Although tariffs
should be determined based on the methodology approved by ANRE (Article 35, 2 of Law 303) for both
urban and rural operators, in rural areas, LPAs are responsible for setting and approving tariffs for water
and sewerage services (Article 35, 17 of Law 303). Their decisions may be driven by political motives,
resulting in tariffs that are too low to allow for the recovery of even operational costs – let alone full cost
receiver -, and thus to deferred maintenance, deterioration of services and inefficient investments (see
section 4.4).
CALM is an association comprising of approximately two-thirds of all LPAs and its mandate is to
promote decentralization, local autonomy, development, and capacity building. CALM also represents LPAs
in dialogue with national and international entities while advocating for appropriate financial allocations
and disbursements. In 2017, with support from Apasan, CALM has also engaged in providing support
services specifically to small local water operators and LPAs. This specific service on WSS is being integrated
in CALM’s already existing Centers for Expertise, Assistance and Training which provide support to LPAs on
judicial, financing and migration topics. The services for WSS will provide advice and training based on their
clients’ needs. The main aim of the program is to strengthen institutional, administrative, financial, and
commercial capacities of the LPAs and service providers in the field of water supply35.

3.4.1

Water quality monitoring of WSS services

Environmental regulations such as water extractions and wastewater discharges were previously
administered by the State Environmental Inspectorate, under the MoE36, while drinking water quality
remains monitored by the National Centre of Public Health, under the Ministry of Health (MoH), and its
territorial units, per the Standards for the Quality of Drinking Water, approved by the Government Decision
no.934 dated 15.08.2007.
Responsibilities for conducting water quality testing lie with the service provider (including the costs)
and for health and sanitary surveillance with the National Centre for Public Health (NCPH), with the costs
for water quality testing are to be borne by the water supply operators. The NCPH typically analyses
approximately 2,000 and 6,000 water samples per year for centralized and decentralized water supplies,
respectively, however, full records are not publicly made available. In 2015, approximately 80% and 60%
were reportedly non-compliant for drinking water standards for centralized and decentralized systems,
respectively. This likely due to the fact that the majority of decentralized water supply systems do not
include treatment works and/or continuous disinfection practices (National Bureau of Statistics of the
Republic of Moldova, 2016)37. Regulations specifically for small-scale WSS providers have recently been

35

The set-up of the service and its first 2 years of implementation are financed by SDC/ADC but solutions to sustain
such services are being studied, such as co-financing by the beneficiaries.
36
Now expected to be under the mandate of Environmental Protection Agency.
37
Continuous disinfection is not a legal requirement for small systems (serving below 2000 people) that use
groundwater resources.
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formalized through Government Decision No. 1466 adopted on 30.12.201638. It describes WSS operator
responsibilities for systems supplying fewer than 2000 inhabitants or less than 200m 3 on average per day.
It indicates that responsibility for maintenance of the systems falls under the LPA or the collective owners
of the system. The LPAs must designate an operator of the system which will be responsible for meeting
the requirements of the regulation, which relate to several areas, such as sanitary protection zones,
technical designs, construction of wells and source development, disinfection, water quality norms,
monitoring and water safety planning, and registrations. It should be noted that in terms of water quality
standards, there are several deviations from the national drinking water quality standards, allowing higher
concentrations with respect to nitrite, ammonium, manganese, iron, chloride, turbidity and other
parameters. The regulation requires that permanent disinfection, through means of chlorination is carried
out for small systems39.
3.4.2

Financing of WSS services

As rural LPAs and their service providers are typically unable to generate sufficient funds from own
tax revenues and water tariffs to fund system rehabilitation and expansion, national transfers are essential
to ensure access in rural areas. At national level, there are a number of funding streams through central
budget allocations, as well as projects supplementing this with transfers from international financial
institutions and donors. The latter predominantly focused on urban areas and rayon centres (EBRD, KFW,
EU/GiZ), except for Apasan project (SDC/ADA funded). Domestic investment in WSS sector has to-date been
directed through the previous MoE and MoRDC, however there are no specific policies or rules that
underpin the prioritization process to include rural areas.
Prior to the recent reforms, the MoE supported National Environment Fund (NEF) was the most
significant investment tool for the rural WSS sector, and was financed by environmental taxes. It provided
investment subsidies to environmental projects in both urban and rural areas, including those related to
WSS. LPAs, institutions, enterprises and organizations of civil society in Moldova were eligible to apply for
such subsidies. More than 50% of the NEF budget of around 10 million EUR was invested in WSS (Knapp,
2014). However, procedures and criteria for allocating the resources to projects were not clearly and
transparently outlined, resulting in low quality implementation and uneven resource allocation. No
systematic monitoring on the use of NEF and the quality and sustainability of investments has taken place
and – in case the NEF is continued under the new institutional structure – it would benefit from improved
selection procedures, outcome monitoring, transparency and the packaging of investments with technical
support services. MoRDC previously supported the National Fund for Regional Development (NFRD) which
provided investment subsidies to selected regionally-focused projects, including those related to WSS.
Project selection was made based on regional development plans and MoRDC’s subordinated Regional
Development Agencies are responsible for the development and implementation of the regional
development strategies, regional operational plans and their implementation and oversee the
implementation of projects financed by the NFRD.
The WSS Strategy does not highlight the investment needs for the sector. Financial allocations from
the national budget remain limited and below the OECD recommendations. Additionally, most of these
financing mechanisms are directed towards urban WSS. There remains no clear vision for financing the WSS
sector and the future funding of development projects. Hence, financing of the sector has not been based
on strategic planning, due to the absence of up-to-date statistics for targeting and a national plan that
underpins prioritization. However, with support of the World Bank and Apasan, a proposal has been

38
39

http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=369026
With UV disinfection allowable under certain circumstances
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developed to develop a long-term national plan for WSS sector (both urban and rural), including a financing
strategy, although resources for the implementation of this plan have not yet been secured40.
To reach the targets proposed in the National Strategy, investment needs for the WSS sector have
been roughly estimated to exceed 1.4 billion EUR while investment remains steady at approximately 35
million EUR per year (World Bank, 2016)41. Most of the WSS investment needs are in rural settlements
(61%) despite currently receiving only approximately one third of total sector investments. The Moldovan
WSS sector would stand to benefit from a coherent planning and financing approach, in which dedicated
funding streams for rural areas would be identified, aligned with a national long-term WSS plan and
financing framework, and clearly outlined institutional arrangements for service provision. Due
consideration should be given to the needs, priorities, funding requirements for water versus sanitation
and sewerage projects based on reliable data sources.

40

Although MoE has submitted the proposal to the State Chancellery, MoARDE has not submitted this project
proposal yet.
41
Several broad assumptions were made in this analysis, and therefore it should not be used for planning purposes
until more rigorous analysis is performed.

Beyond Utility Reach? How to close the urban-rural access gap A review of Rural Water and Sanitation Services
| Moldova |

21

DANUBE WATER PROGRAM | WORLD BANK AND IAWD

This section presents and analyses the results of the primary data collection under the study. It
follows the eight dimensions of the analytical framework (section 2.3), through the following eight sections:
service levels and satisfaction, service provider performance, financing and affordability, institutional
capacity, asset management, water resources management, monitoring and regulation, and sanitation
services42. In part of the analysis a distinction is made between so-called “formal” and “informal” water
operators. In the study sample the large majority are formal operators include regional/city utility,
municipal enterprises, private sector, water consumer associations and direct provision by the mayorality.
Informal operators include not-registered citizen groups or systems where no entity is assigned as operator
(around 12% of the sample)43.

4.1 Service levels and satisfaction
Several dimensions of household water service levels and satisfaction were analysed for those
served by piped water systems (house connections or standpipes) and those not connected, i.e. those
reliant on self-supply. Summary results for water supply accessibility and reliability; satisfaction with water
quality; and water quantity. Results for summary indicators are presented in Table 3.
Table 3 - Service level and satisfaction summary indicators

Summary indicators

PWSconnected
households

Self-supply
households

100%
99%

31%
77%

…did not experience any water outages over the past 1 year
…are satisfied with the quality of the water
…practice household water treatment
…are satisfied with the amount of water available to them
Average number of days that piped water services was not available
over the past 1 year
Median number of days that piped water services was not available over
the past 1 year
Average duration of last service outage

38%
79%
31%
95%
10 days

70%
84%
28%
93%
-

2 days

-

6 days

-

Median duration of last service outage

2 days

-

Proportion of households that…
…have pressurized water piped into their home/yard
…spend less than 30 minutes per day fetching water

Note: all data from household survey

42

Unless otherwise indicated, the source of tables and figures are authors calculation derived from primary data.
As the sample is biased towards rural areas with systems that have at least one functional system that covers 30%
of the village, there may be a higher presence of informal operators across all rural areas. Water Consumer
Associations are mostly registered in Moldova due to support of SDC/ADA for this type of service provision
arrangement.
43
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4.1.1

Accessibility

Roughly 3 out of every 4 households connected to a piped water systems have an in-house
connection while the remaining 25% of households have yard-connections only. Access to piped water
from public standpipes are rare. Only 4% of connected households travel more than 10 meters to fetch
water and 1% spend more than 30 minutes per day fetching water. Therefore, those households using PWS
services as their main water supply have very high levels of accessibility.
Approximately 1 out of every 3 households that rely on individual water sources (such as wells or
boreholes) have their water piped into their home or yard and the majority (69%) do not have piped water
at all. As a result, 1 in 3 self-supply households spend more than 30 minutes per day collecting water and
roughly half travel more than 10 meters from the home to fetch water. Approximately two-thirds of wellusing households draw the water manually44, while 1 out of 4 use an electric pump and 1 out of 5 use a
hand pump.
Overall water accessibility levels are much lower for households without a PWS connection, they are
likely to travel further to access water, spend more time for water collection, and do not enjoy the hygiene
benefits that come with water connections in the home.
4.1.2

Reliability

Percentage

Most PWSs in rural Moldova appear to provide 24-hour per day water service to their users.
Approximately 2 out of 3 connected households reported that there has been at least one time when they
were unable to access water in sufficient quantities over the past 1 year – the total time without water per
year was a median of 2 days over the past 365 days, and the median reported duration of the last major
service outage was also 2-days. The reported cause of the last disruption was most commonly related to
system breakdowns (66%) and occasionally due to the PWS water source having insufficient water (23%).
Operators stated that the occurrence of multiple major service outages – lasting over 24 hours - are
uncommon as presented in Figure 13, typically lasting between 2 and 4 days. Nevertheless, a quarter of
operators reported at least three or more major service outages in the past year.
50
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Number of major service outages (>24-hr) in past 1-year

Figure 13 – Frequency of major service outages at rural PWSs (operator survey n=49)\

Households with individual water supplies reported higher level of reliability – with less than 1 in 3
households reporting a service outages in the past year, typically related to the water source being dry
(85%) – most commonly a dug well.

44

Without use of a pump, presumably in most cases using a bucket down a dug well
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Overall, piped services in Moldova appear to have a moderate to high level of reliability with some
minor inconveniences to customers due to service outages. Self-supply arrangement through individual
water supplies are generally reliable, with issues mostly related to seasonal scarcity of shallow wells.
4.1.3

Quality

No water quality testing was performed as part of this study, however quality conditions in rural
Moldova were drawn from secondary data sources, household perceptions, and water testing records from
sampled operators. Among the sample of rural water, most use water from deep groundwater aquifers
(90%) which reportedly may be commonly contaminated with natural compounds that may affect the
aesthetic quality of the water (Czech Republic Development Cooperation, 2016). Most operators (80%)
reportedly disinfect their system and pipelines by practicing preventative chlorination, or shock chlorination
once or twice a year. The recently issued Government Decision of 1466, dated 16.12.2016, requires
permanent disinfection for small drinking water system, except for systems using groundwater wells, which
are required to carry out shock chlorination once a year45. The operator survey revealed that primary water
treatment and permanent disinfection methods are not commonly part of piped water system facilities
(24% of systems), with 12% implement filtration, 8% continuous disinfection, and 2% flocculation.
A total of 32% of the PWSs self-reported providing ‘technical water’ only, which is provided to
customers for non-consumptive usage. Only 62% of operators could show their latest water testing records
to the interviewer. Although microbiological testing is quite common (E-coli on > 80% of test results), the
records revealed that 13% to 29% of those operators were non-compliant for the presence of
bacteriological indicators (see Figure 14).
90%

84%
74%

80%

68%

Percentage

70%
60%
50%
40%

29%

30%

29%

20%

13%

10%
0%
Ecoli

Fecal Coliform

Enterococi

Bacteriological water quality parameters
% of PWSs that tested for the parameter (based on latest water quality results shown to the
interviewer)
% of PWSs that demonstrated a failing test result (based on comparison to national standards)

Figure 14 Most recent PWS water quality test results for bacteriological parameters (n= 49, operator survey)

45

Groundwater wells require prophylactic disinfection of wells to be carried out at completion of the construction,
repair and periodic, once a year after cleaning with standard disinfectant solutions.
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100%

87%

84%
74%

Percentage

80%

71%

61%
60%

52%

40%

23%
13%

20%

10%

16%
6%

0%

0%
Ammonia

Fluoride

Iron

Nitrate

Nitrite

Lead

Chemical water quality parameters
% of PWSs that tested for the parameter (based on latest water quality results shown to the
interviewer)
% of PWSs that demonstrated a failing test result (based on comparison to national standards)

Figure 15 Most recent PWS water quality testing results for chemical parameters

Testing on chemical parameters is also quite common, and several parameters frequently exceeded
water quality standards, especially for ammonia (> 50%), iron (>10%) which may impact the aesthetic
acceptability of the water, and fluoride (> 20%) which may increase the risk on dental carries – but only at
high concentrations46 (see Figure 15). Nitrate concentrations exceeded standards in 10% of cases.
Despite the observed water quality issues, most (79%) connected households that use the piped
supply as their main water source were at least moderately satisfied with the water quality (perceived
safety, taste, smell and/or appearance of the water), while 29% highlighted water quality as a top concern
for their water supply situation47. Stated satisfaction should be interpreted with caution, illustrated by the
fact that only 74% of connected households used the water as their primary drinking water source (and
69% as their main domestic supply). The fact that less than a third of connected households practice any
form of household water treatment (boiling, filtering), combined with the moderate presence of
contaminated piped water supplies exposes even those with piped water services to preventable health
risks.
In Moldova, shallow aquifers that are typically accessed by dug wells are reportedly commonly
contaminated with faecal material and to some extent with nitrate (Czech Republic Development
Cooperation, 2016) (see section 3.1). Approximately 3 of 4 dug well users do not treat their water at home
and those relying on shallow dug wells for drinking are likely to be exposed to pathogens. Again, household
perceptions do not reflect their awareness of potential health risks, as fewer than 1 in 5 households using
dug wells for drinking regarded water quality as a concern. Only 1 out of 4 well-using households reported
that the water quality of their well had been tested in the past two years. Although dug well users were
generally satisfied with their water quality, 17% and 11% mentioned that their water situation could be
improved by addressing water quality and enhancing water quality monitoring, respectively.

46

The compliance rates presented take into account the higher allowable concentrations for some parameters for
small systems (< 2000 people served) as per Government Decision 1466, notably for iron, nitrite, ammonium.
47
Approximately 33% and 5% of households connected to formal respectively informal piped water systems reported
that their water situation could be improved through better water quality, respectively. Satisfaction of households
with water quality is slightly higher for informal than for formal providers. This difference can be explained as informal
providers tend to rely more on spring rather than groundwater sources, with less aesthetic quality problems.
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This situation, for both piped water system users as well as individual shallow well users – calls for
public measures to better assess health risk, promote regular testing of individual wells, and technical
support measures to help local water providers improve the water quality of their systems.

4.1.4

Quantity

Percentage of households connected to
a water supply system

Based on operator invoices that were observed by the interviewers, most connected rural
households consume between 30 and 100 litres/capita/day (25th and 75th percentiles), with a median of 58
(1.75 m3/cap/month or 6.1 m3/hh/month)48. Figure 16 presents the distribution of household water
consumption per day with typical daily needs for domestic purposes being met (World Health Organization,
2003), while also considering that other secondary water sources may be used to supplement water
quantities. Water supply operators reported water sales of 2.7 to 5.5 m3 of water per connection per
month (25th and 75th percentiles), with a median of 3.9 m3/conn/month49.
34%

20%
17%
10%
5%

0-30

31-60

61-90

91-120

121-150
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151-200

201-700

Litres/person/day

Figure 16 – Daily per capita water consumption from networks (households with invoices n=809)

Approximately 16% of connected households reported that low water quantities and/or low water
pressure were priority concerns regarding their water supply. This is consistent with most operators
reporting that they face at least some challenges maintaining water pressure at the periphery of their
network. Households that instead rely on individual household supplies were typically satisfied with the
quantity of water available to them and only 1 in 6 reported that increases in quantities would improve
their overall water situation. Overall, access to sufficient water quantity for both connected households and
individual well users does not seem a major issue in rural Moldova.

48

Reflective of latest invoice, demonstrating consumption during November/December conditions which may be
lower than what would be observed in the summer months. Results are also likely biased towards more formal
operators that provide invoices and households which are better organised and were able to show them to the
interviewer.
49
3
Operator reported water sales data is equivalent to a median of 1.1 m /cap/month. This value is lower as the
median of water use per capita derived from actual invoices. It is likely that invoices may be skewed to higher water
users/more formal operators. Also, reliability of operator data may be limited.
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4.1.5

Household concerns and barriers to connect to piped water networks

As presented in Figure 17, nearly half of self-supply households do not have any concerns or issues
with their water supply (46%) while among those with issues, poor water quality, water quality monitoring,
and limited water quantities are the main issues. Among PWS-connected households, only approximately
one-third do not have any issues with their supply, and water quality, water quality monitoring, and high
water fees are among the main issues.
Receiving bills too late
Paying bills is inconvenient
Other (specify)
Hours of operation of the water are too short
The operator is managing the system poorly
No operator to maintain the system
Water leakages
Water quantity is too low
Water pressure is too low
Checking/testing water quality
Price is too high
Water quality is not good
Nothing – it’s perfect
0

5

Self-supply households (n=304)

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

PWS-connected households (n=1,038)

Figure 17 Concerns of households about their water supply situation (household survey).

Figure 18 presents the reasons for which self-supply households have decided not to connect to their
local PWS.
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Not satisfied with the reliability of the water supply
Not satisfied with water safety
Other
Not satisfied with aesthetic quality of water
Cannot afford the tariff
Connection is currently in-progress
Already satisfied with existing water source
Not possible to connect
Cannot afford the connection fee
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Figure 18 – Reasons of self-supply households for not connecting to piped water services (household survey n=273).

When asking self-supply households about the reasons of not-connecting, only less than 20%
reported to be fully satisfied with their existing situation. The main barrier mentioned by 30% of
households is the connection fee, followed by the limited reach of existing networks for 23% of
respondents (which could be reached through extensions), and only 5% indicated high tariffs as a barrier. A
significant portion of households (17%) also reported that their connection was in the process of being
established.
Unsurprisingly, the poorest in the sample, based on a simple asset index – reported much higher
barriers to connect, especially around affordability of connection fees (36% in the 1st poorest quintile
versus 14% in the richest quintile) and tariffs (6% in the poorest quintile versus 3% in the richest quintile).
At the same, it is those households who are least likely to practice household water treatment and would
ultimately bear the greatest risks associated with poor water quality.
4.1.6

Service level inequalities

When examining the results of the 1,500 household surveys sampled in rural localities with at least
one functional piped water systems, profound inequalities were observed between poorer and richer
respondents, based on a simple asset index (see Figure 19). This observation is consistent with inequalities
in access presented in section 3.2 based on nationally representative data for the entire country. It offers
an additional insight, namely that even for municipalities that have managed to develop piped water
systems and sometimes even sewerage systems, it is the better-off households that are likely to benefit,
unless concerted efforts are made to the less well-off segments in the village.
% of households with access to

100
84.9 84.1 86.6

90

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

75.9

80

68.2

70

64.5

60
50

42

41.7

34.2

40
30
20
10

23
9.1

15.9

12.4
5.8 4.4 3.2
1.5

0
Unimproved water source for drinking Connection to a PWS

3.3
Use of a flush toilet

2.4

5.6

Connection to sewerage

Beyond Utility Reach? How to close the urban-rural access gap A review of Rural Water and Sanitation Services
| Moldova |

28

DANUBE WATER PROGRAM | WORLD BANK AND IAWD

Note: Quintiles in the graph above are based on constructed asset index applied to the survey sample across areas of
rural Moldova with existing an existing functional piped water supply system and do not represent national
consumption quintiles as presented in section 3.2.
Figure 19 Water supply and sanitation inequalities across sample population living in rural localities with at least one
functional piped water services (household survey n=1500).

Unimproved water sources, such as unprotected dug wells, were not common overall but more
common among the lest well off. The poorest quintile was also much less likely (68%) to have a connection
than the better off (87%) consistent with the reported connection fee as a barrier to connect. The greatest
disparities between rich and poor were observed for the use of a flush toilet where almost none of the
poorest households had such a facility. Access to a sewerage connection, with networks often only covering
a part of the village center, was extremely low for the bottom 40 percent.
Other insights in terms of inequalities are that richer households are more than twice as likely to
practice household water treatment as poorer households (44% versus 20%, with richer households having
a strong presence for us of water filter). In terms of gender inequalities, women are more than twice as
likely to be main person responsible for water collection in the poorest households compared to the richest
households (61% to 26%).

4.2 Performance of water operators
In the context of this study, performance refers to the ability of a piped water service provider to
offer professionalized services to their customers, such as through service contracts, invoices based on
metered water consumption, adequate disinfection practices and their ability to carry out basic water
quality tests, as well as service delivery hours. It is also expressed indirectly through households’
satisfaction with the customer services of water providers (such as addressing complaints, sharing
information, meter reading, billing and payment, repairs and maintenance). The performance of operators
was assessed based on their ability to produce records and performance indicators based on data from the
past fiscal year. This was done for three domains:
i.

Technical: ability to demonstrate volumes produced and sold from the system; and calculate
the corresponding Non-Revenue Water (NRW) ratio

ii.

Commercial: ability to record billed and collected revenues from water sales; and calculate
the collection rate

iii.

Financial: ability to record expenses and revenues from operations and calculate the
operational cost recovery rate (OCCR)

Results for operational performance indicators are provided in Table 4.
Table 4 – Water supply operational performance summary indicators
Summary indicators
Proportion of households that….
Unit
…pay something for the water they use

%

All piped water
services
95

…have a water meter
…receive an invoice from the water operator
…normally receive 24-hour per day water service
…are dissatisfied with at least one aspect of operator services
…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator billing
…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator payment arrangements

%
%
%
%
%
%

89
56
97
25
97
97

…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator maintenance

%

94
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…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator complaint handling
…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator communication on water quality

%

92

%

79

…are at least somewhat satisfied with operator sharing of information

%

81

Proportion of service providers that
…establish service contracts with their customers
…charge customers on the basis of a volumetric tariff

%
%
%

84
92

…conduct water quality testing at least monthly

%

4

…carry our disinfection or continuous chlorination
...record volumes of water produced and sold,
and
50
…of those able to report having NRW < 25%
…record billed and actual collected revenues
and
52
…of those able to report have a collection ratio > 90%
…record operation & maintenance expenses and revenues
and
54
…of those able to report have OCCR > 100%

na
%

23

%
%

92
73

%

75
74

51

53

55

43

Note: performance indicators for service providers should be interpreted with caution as the quality of data may be poor. This is
despite that interviewers spending considerable time with operators, whom were provided questionnaire in advance.

Nearly 95% of households with a piped water connection reportedly pay something for the water
they use, with a large disparity between those connected to a formal versus a non-formal supply – 98% and
67%, respectively56. While 89% of connected households have a water meter, again the discrepancy is large
with 93% of those served by formal providers having a meter and only 54% of households served by
informal providers57. Volumetric tariffs are common (92%) in line with high levels of metering. Nearly all
(99%) households connected to regional/urban, private, or mayorality managed systems have a water
meter while fewer (88%) have a meter that are connected to municipal enterprise supplies. Just over half
(56%) of customers receive a (paper) invoice for the water they consume, while 30% are informed verbally
on what they owe, and formal providers were more likely than informal providers to issue invoices.
Approximately 97% households reported their operator provides a 24/7 water service and this was
consistent across all management models. Household satisfaction levels were consistently high towards all
measures of service performance, including billing, payment, system maintenance, reacting to complaints
across all management models, with a slightly lower rate for systems operated by the mayorality directly.
Only 25 % of households expressed dissatisfaction with a least one aspects of service provision.
Interestingly, satisfaction levels were lower (around 80%) for communicating water quality information and

50

NRW defined with data referring to the past year [Annual Volume of water produced – Annual Volume of water sold]
/[Annual Volume of water produced]
51
Based on data from nine providers that could provide plausible figures
52
Collection ratio defined as [Annual collected amount water sales] / [Annual billed amount water sales]
53
Based on data from 39 providers that could provide plausible figures
54
Operational Cost Recovery Ratio (OCRR) defined for the past year as [Total annual collected revenues from water
sales] / [Total annual operation and maintenance expenses]. This typical does not cover the cost of capital and
replacement of assets, but includes capital maintenance and in some cases small extensions of systems.
55
Based on data from only 37 providers that provided plausible figures
56
And this is only 26% for households connected to informal piped water systems where no operator is designated.
57
And this is only 21% for households connected to informal piped water systems where no operator is designated.
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sharing general information (and even lower for formal providers in this respect at 77% compared to 97%
among informal providers).
Most formal service providers establish contracts with their customers (93%), while most informal
providers do not (17%) charge. Volumetric tariffs are common (90%). Almost none of the operators
interviewed conducted regular water quality testing at least monthly, except for the regional/urban utility
(serving two systems in the sample)58, and around half (54%) reported that they organized such testing at
least yearly, mostly relying on the services by external Water Quality surveillance departments (see section
4.7). As indicated in section 4.1, disinfection or permanent chlorination practices are rare components of
rural piped water systems (24%) and with the absence of regulator monitoring, contamination risks of rural
systems continue to prevail.
Mostly due to the absence of bulk water metering at the production facility, only one in four
operators could report rudimentary data for the calculation/estimation of non-revenue water. Of those
that could provide basic data, most (92%) reported non-revenue water less than 25%, however, these
results are to be interpreted with caution as data quality may be poor, and leakage may be higher. NRW
management by local operators can only improve if basic equipment, and data recording practices are put
in place as a first step.
Water consumption per capita does not vary significantly across management models and between
informal and formal providers, and typically is around 4 m3/connection/month, although the household
survey (based on invoices) shows a higher value of around 6 m 3 per connection per month (37 versus 57
lpcpd) (see also section 4.4). Guidance on piped water system design in Moldova is based on ex-Soviet
construction norms (SNIPs), which recommends that piped systems should be constructed to support 125160 litres per capita per day. For those systems following SNIP without adjustment for actual realities in
rural areas, systems may be significantly overdesigned59.
Approximately three quarters (73%) of operators reportedly track their billed and collected revenues
(actual income) from water sales60. Of those able to report, three quarters have a collection rate of over
90% (Figure 20). Similarly, around three out of four operators (74%) could report data on O&M expenditure
and income from water sales. Thus, only 32% of all interviewed operators demonstrated higher than 100%
operational cost recovery ratio (or a surplus on the last fiscal year)61, which is 43% of those providers that
could report such figures. Data also showed that 30% of those collecting financial records, had an
operational cost recovery below 80%. This illustrates that operational subsidies from local administrations
or other sources are not uncommon (see also section 4.4)62. Four out of five operators state they prepare
an annual financial report, but only half make it publicly available and just one in five stated they have
undergone a recent audit.

58

The only two schemes were those under Chisinau urban/regional utility
APSAN rural WSS project uses a design norm of 50 lpcpd for domestic use, which can be complemented by water
use for economic purposes (livestock, irrigation/gardening). (APASAN, 2014)
60
None of the informal providers track collection ratios; only one informal provider recorded revenues versus
expenses.
61
However, operational expenses may not have been accurately reported for all PWSs
62
Operators weak accounting and financial management practices make it difficult to distinguish between operational
subsidies and subsidies for capital replacement and expansion.
59
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Figure 20 - Collection rate (left) and operational cost recovery ratio (right) (operator survey)

Recorded financial information on operator water sales, billing, collection and expenses is indicated
in Table 5.
Table 5 Financial performance data for water operators (operator survey).
Parameter (median)

n

Monthly water sales per connection

39

m /con

Monthly billable income per connection

39

Monthly collected income per connection
39
Monthly operational expenses per
connection

40

Unit

25th

Median

75th

2.7

3.9

5.5

Operator survey

EURO

1.1

1.75

2

Operator survey

MDL

21.6

35.7

40.8

EURO

1.0

1.54

1.93

MDL

20.4

31.4

39.4

EURO

1.37

1.73

2.12

MDL

27.9

35.3

43.2

3

Data source

Operator survey

Operator survey

Operational cost recovery ratio

37

%

78

93

112

Operator survey

Billing collection ratio

37

%

100

100

108

Operator survey

Billed versus actual income collected varies considerably but is typically approximately 1.75 EURO,
respectively 1.54 EURO per month per connection. Monthly operational expenses were approximately 1.73
EUR/month/connection – the largest proportion allocated to staff salaries and energy costs. No significant
differences were observed across the different management models. Collection ratios were typically quite
high – except for a few operators with extremely low rates.
Service providers indicated low levels of satisfaction with their financial (averaging 2 out of 5 on a
satisfaction scale), as required rehabilitation and major capital maintenance on aging infrastructure is
beyond the financial means of operators due to a lack of cost recovery.
Significant opportunities exist to improve operational and financial performance among rural water
providers in Moldova (especially informal ones). The difficulty for rural water operators to provide basic
technical, commercial and financial information points to their weak technical and administrative record
keeping and management capabilities. Systematic deficiencies that require strengthening are water quality
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management and monitoring, commercial practices (such as revenue collection) and better financial
management.

4.3 Institutional capacity
Institutional capacity in the context of this study refers to the capacity of government, it’s relevant
entities at all levels, including local governments as service authorities, PWS operators as service providers,
and relevant associations to plan, manage, and support the delivery of WSS services in rural areas. Several
dimensions of institutional capacity are considered, including: organisation and structuring of the sector;
legal framework and policies; roles and responsibilities, and their execution; and training services. Key
indicators for institutional capacity are presented in Table 6.
Table 6 – Institutional capacity summary indicators
Summary indicators
Clear allocation in sector legal framework of roles and responsibilities for rural water
supply for at least 3-levels: 1) national; 2) service authority; 3) service provider
Relevant national sector documents/legislation provide unambiguous description of rural
water supply operator management models and their legal status
Summary indicators

Status
No
No
unit

value

…to have established contracts and/or performance agreements with service
authority/local government
…that received any type of support from local government

%

42

%

53

… to have their staff benefit from training and capacity building

%

33

…to have provided any support to the water operators in their jurisdiction

%

69

…to have a coverage rate of above 80% piped water access

%

37

…to have received support in implementing their mandate

%

57

…to have finalised and approved a medium-term planning document which includes water
supply provision

%

84

Proportion of service providers that reported...

Proportion of service authorities (local public administrations) that reported...

4.3.1

Sector framework and the role of service authorities (local government)

Before the August 2017 merger of several ministries into MoARDE, sector was fragmented and
parallel programs were implemented financing rural water investments. It is expected that with the
consolidation of line ministries more coherence will be brought into national sector policies and
programming, including better articulated strategies to expand services to rural areas. While the National
WSS Strategy does outline sector targets, there is no clearly defined action plan to achieve those. Law 303
does describe national-level roles and responsibilities for WSS service provision, but does not do so
explicitly for the rural context. While regionalization and decentralization of services are included in the
National Strategy, there is no time-bound national plan that outlines the future service areas of regional
service providers. There are no arrangements outlined for the transitional period before local water
providers are eventually integrated and/or aggregated into regional water utilities. While the Strategy
recognizes and promotes the Water Consumer Association model as a viable option for rural areas, Law 303
does not recognize this option as it does not comply with a delegation option contracted on a competitive
basis, of the requirements of the law. In principle, Law 303 requires the licensing of all service providers
operating under a delegated service contact with local pubic administrations, however, de facto licensing is
not extended to municipal enterprises in rural areas (or small rural private sector providers). While Local
Public Administrations (LPAs) are responsible for designating an operator for each water supply and
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ensuring that it is operated and maintained in accordance with the regulation63, capacity and financial
support to LPAs related to the fulfilment of this role remains insufficient, as illustrated below.
According to the legal and regulatory framework, LPAs are (partially) responsible for financing of
infrastructure, ownership and management of assets, organising the management of water supply systems
and approving tariffs (for operators not regulated by ANRE).
Surprisingly, approximately one third of interviewed LPAs reported that they do not perceive
themselves to be responsible for providing water supply services, which reflect the limited assistance and
financial resources available to LPAs to implement their mandate. Only 35% of LPAs have staff assigned for
WSS-related activities. Despite this, eight out of ten (84%) LPAs indicated that their current medium-term
development plan includes details for the improvement and expansion of rural water supply services.
Coverage rates within the sampled LPAs remain low, with only 37% of them reportedly having a coverage
rate above 80%64. Barriers to achieving higher coverage are likely linked to the lack of financial resources
for extension (see section 4.4), the dispersed lay-out and population density of rural LPAs, as well as the
reported high barriers by households to connect due to connection fees65.
Only 57% of LPAs reported receive some form of support to implement their mandate for WSS
service delivery. This support most often took the form of technical (69%), legal (52%), or regulatory
support (45%). Support was most often received from external donors or the rayon (district) government
(for all three forms of support). The Ministry of Environment occasionally provided legal and technical
support directly. Legal support was occasionally also received from CALM. LPAs were most interested in
receiving additional training on sector regulatory/legal aspects (91%), financial management of enterprises
(71%), and technical water supply aspects (71%). Half of the LPAs surveyed were not satisfied with the
support they received – indicating insufficient access to financial resources/funds, unresolved technical
challenges, delays, and lack of priority to help improve water quality.
Approximately 69% of LPAs reportedly delivered some form of support service to the service
providers in their jurisdiction over the past 2-years.
Figure 21 shows for those LPAs that provided support, what kind of assistance was provided.

63

Government decision 1466 30.12.2016 defines responsibilities for operators supplying fewer than 2000 people
3
and/or less than 200 m /day, published on 24.02.2017 in the Official Gazette Nr. 60-66 art Nr : 131 60-66 art. No: 131
64
The proportion of households within an LPA that are connected to piped water services (in some LPAs these can be
multiple stand-alone system)
65
The median coverage rate is 72%. This is higher than the 44% piped public connections in rural areas reported by
HBS (2015) (in-house and in-yard), which is to be expected as the sample is biased towards municipalities with
functional pipe water systems.
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Figure 21 – Types of support provided by LPAs to service providers (n=36)

The most common types of support provided by LPAs to operators included regulatory support for
public consultation (83%), technical support for feasibility or design of expansions or upgrades (83%),
regulatory support for tariff setting (72%), and administrative support (such as billing, accounting reporting)
(67%). LPAs were on average somewhat satisfied with the support that they could provide to service
providers. Barriers included lack financial resources and staff with the needed expertise to provide
assistance. Several LPAs also indicated that some operators do not require support or are not willing to
cooperate.

Nearly 65% of LPAs reportedly provide some form of support services towards individual point water
supplies (such as boreholes and dug wells). Nearly half publish recommendations or information on
individual water supplies and over 40% provide contact information of relevant supply chain actors (drilling
companies, servicing and repair companies)66. Nearly all LPAs reportedly monitor functionally and keep an
inventory of public wells. Approximately one third of LPAs were involved in financing the construction of
new public wells and/or supervising construction of new wells.

4.3.2

Service providers

The legal and managerial modalities for piped water supply operations in rural contexts are not
unambiguously defined in national strategy and regulatory/legal documents. The legal endorsement of
service delivery modalities, such as Water Consumer Associations, is recommended to reflect the realities
of service delivery in rural Moldova to bring clarity to service authorities and rural operators. Also, as
stipulated in Law 303, a licensing process for local municipal enterprises is required to formally legalize
their operation, at least for the interim period until proposed regional utilities are established and have
expanded their service areas. Moreover, a significant proportion of systems are managed informally
through non-registered citizen groups and in some cases without any designated operator at all. Such
cases likely arise due to the history and nature of system development and lack of LPA involvement67.

66

Certification or training of such companies was rarely reported.
For example gravity fed systems, once invested in by local residents, require minimal O&M and may continue to
function without a clear designated operator.
67
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Efforts should be taken to identify such informal systems to bring them under a formal management
model.
In the sample, approximately two out of every three water operators in rural Moldova operate based
on a formal service agreement, contract and/or license, half of which were with LPAs68. All regional utility
and private service providers had such contract, while only two-thirds of WCAs and mayorality operators,
half of municipal enterprises, and only one in three informal operators had a formal agreement69. These
formal documents, when they exist, typically stipulate responsibilities for the collection of tariffs (86%),
distribution of water to a performance standard (82%), requirements for customer contracts (80%),
collection of fees for new customers (71%), responsibility for major repairs (69%), geographical area of
service (67%), reporting requirements for operational and water quality data (67%), and expansions to
delegated geographical areas (43%). Licenses with ANRE were only reported for the regional service
provider in the sample.

Type of external support received

Half of service providers (53%) reportedly received some form of external support in the past two
years (while informal operators did not receive any support)70. The types of support received are presented
in Figure 22.
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Figure 22 - Types of external support received by piped water system operators (n=25)

The most common type of support relates to technical support for feasibility studies and design of
extensions or rehabilitation (64%), followed by support for tariff setting (52%), administrative support
(52%), and support for major repairs (52%). Approximately 32% of water operators reportedly participated
in at least one training over the past two years, of which the organizers are presented in Figure 23.

68

This could be an agreement/contract with the local government or in a few cases an ANRE license.
Half of all mentioned agreements were directly with the LPA, others were with different tiers/entities of
government or a license from ANRE (for regional/urban utility, that served two selected LPAs in the sample). Overall,
only one third of service providers had a formal service agreement established with the LPA. Other contracting entities
included The State Registration Chamber, District Ecological Inspection, and the District Public Health Center.
70
This is in the same order as two thirds of LPAs indicating they provide support to water operators in their areas.
69
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Figure 23 – Recent training providers to PWSs (n=16)

Training is most commonly delivered by a vocational institute (31%) or AMAC (25%). Trainings are
typically funded by the water supply operator themselves (38%), a local organisation/NGO (31%), or
national government and international donors (20%). Operators indicated that the biggest barriers to
address their human resource needs are insufficient funds (73%), qualified staff unwilling to work for
offered salaries (65%), and general lack of availability of qualified staff (35%). Overall, operators were only
moderately satisfied with the quality of their human resources, indicating a considerable unmet demand
for capacity development. Capabilities of operators to take a medium-term view on their operations are
limited as well, with only 29% of providers having some sort of 3-5 year business plan approved.

4.4 Financing and affordability of services
This section describes the findings with respect to the financing arrangements and sources of funds
for water scheme development and service delivery, as well as household expenditure on water services
and affordability of tariffs. Summary results are presented in Table 7.
Table 7 – Financing and affordability summary indicators
Summary indicators
Dedicated funding streams exist for rural water supply investments (new
systems, expansions, and/or rehabilitation)
Policy documents prescribe tariff setting rules and guidelines for rural piped
water systems

Status

Yes, as part of national funds
(not specific for rural areas)
Yes, although de facto not
applied for rural operators
(unlicensed)

Proportion of service authorities that …
…. report lack of funds as a key barrier to improve water supply situation
….allocate funds for WSS expenditure
… have received funds from regional or national authorities for WSS expenditure
in the past fiscal year
… that administer specific pro-poor support mechanisms

82%
65%
84%
45%
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Median annual expenditure per LPA on WSS activities

Median annual per capita expenditure per LPA on WSS activities

MDL

69,203

EUR

3,392

MDL

26

EUR

1.3

MDL

55

EUR

2.7

MDL

15.7

EUR

0.77

Summary indicators
Median monthly water expenditure per household (water bill)
Median monthly water expenditure per capita (water bill)

a

a

Median share of per capita monthly water expenditure as of monthly per capita
b
consumption level for national poverty line
3
Median tariff per m
c

Median water consumption per month per capita
Median water consumption per month per household

1.1%
MDL
EUR
3
m
3
m

9.8
0.48
1.75
6.1

a

This is derived from the actual invoices from the household survey, deemed to be the most reliable estimate on actual
b
expenditures in rural areas; the median for number of people per households was 3.5. National poverty line in 2015 was 1379 MD
71 c

Lcapita/month, or 1467 MDL capita/month in 2016 prices . Based on actual invoices of household survey. This corresponds with
around 57 lpcpd.

4.4.1

Financing service authorities

LPAs represent the service authority responsible for water supply service delivery in rural areas and
therefore require financial resources to support this mandate. In some cases, LPAs achieve this through
successful mobilization of funds through national investment programs. However, more than a third of
local governments in the sample did not spent any funds for WSS related activities (for the last fiscal year)
(see Figure 24). Across the sample, the total expenditure was a median of 3,392 EUR (69,203 MDL). Out of
the total reported expenditure for 33 LPAs, it is estimated that on average half was used for capital
expenditures (57%), driven by few LPAs that allocated all their resources to capital expenditure. However,
most LPAs reported to use over 80% of the allocated funds to support operational costs, which seems
consistent with low levels of cost recovery72. presents a breakdown of the size of typical LPA budgets
allocated for WSS-related expenditures73.

71

National poverty line for 2015 was 1379 MDL/capita/month, adjusted to 1467 MDL/capita/month (adjusted by CPI
2016); http://www.statistica.md; See
http://www.mec.gov.md/sites/default/files/nota_informativa_saracia_2015.docx
72
Local governments were only able to make rough estimates of the breakdown between capital expenditures and
operational expenditures. For those 14 LPAs that could estimate the proportional allocations of their budgets to
capital versus operational subsidies, the majority of LPAs used more than 80% of resources on operational expenses.
73
Not representative of all rural LPAs in Moldova, rather only those with a functional PWS
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Figure 24 – Breakdown of reported annual WSS expenditure (last FY) (n=49)
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Figure 25 presents a breakdown of the source of funds available to the sampled communes, as well
as the reported median annual expenditure from each source

LPA funding source
Percentage of LPAs receiving funds

Median budget (EURO)

Figure 25 – Reported LPA funding sources for WSS expenditures (n=32)

The most common funding sources for LPA expenditures for WSS include their own LPA budget
(32%), community contributions (12%) and the NEF (9%). The latter dominates the total amount of funds
directed to WSS at service authority level, likely due to a few high-value projects. funds originating from
local government, communities, and the water supply operator are very low in comparison. As expected,
NFRD and central fund transfers for water supply scarcely reach Moldova’s rural areas, evidenced by last
fiscal year data. However, 84% of LPAs reportedly did receive some fund allocation from national and
regional authorities for WSS expenditure over the past fiscal year. Reported WSS expenditures across the
sampled communes is extremely low with around 1.3 EUR/capita/year (26.3 MDL/capita/year) A notable
exception are those few LPAs that receive transfers through the NEF. While 1 in 4 LPAs conveyed clear
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dissatisfaction with their funding situation, 76%% of LPAs were at least somewhat satisfied with their ability
to finance water services. This could point to low expectations of accessing external funds and possibly
weak ownership of their water services mandate in absence of conducive policies and central support74.
LPAs indicated that the main overall priority in their jurisdiction was to expand and/or rehabilitate
existing systems. Approximately 60% of the LPAs reportedly had provided recent support for feasibility
study and designs for system extension or rehabilitation – indicating their effort level to mobilize resources
from national programs. Most LPAs (82%) emphasize that the lack of financing is a key barrier to improving
water supply coverage and service quality.
The initial construction costs associated with rural piped systems varied considerably, but reportedly
averaged approximately 200,000 EUR or 95 EUR/capita served75. Investment costs are heavily dependent
on the population size to be serviced, length of the network, gravity fed vs. pumping systems, and the
presence of any water treatment. Original construction works were typically funded by contributions from
the community, local government, donor-funded programs or national funds. Central public funds,
including donor funds, comprised the largest portion of the initial investment. One in three of the systems
in the sample received at one time investment funds from NEF or NFRD. Costs associated with past
rehabilitation works average approximately 100,000 EUR and are typically funded by the community
themselves, local government, NEF, bilateral donors, and/or by revenues from the operator. When asked
about the procedures to receive financing from NFRD and NEF, LPAs did not indicate a full awareness of the
criteria and conditions.
Given the government’s commitment to the human right to water and the underwriting of the SDGs,
funding streams for rural services provision need to be reconsidered. Considering the obvious funding gaps,
age of existing infrastructure, and the lack of capacity and opportunities for service authorities to mobilize
resources, a national long-term WSS plan needs to be developed that covers both urban and rural
territories. This needs to be underpinned by well-defined institutional arrangements and a financing
strategy to help prioritize the use of scarce public funds (taxes and transfers) and increase financing from
tariffs, translated into coherent investment program. In parallel, attention is required to develop capacities
within the LPAs to develop proposals and to implement rural water investments efficiently and effectively.

4.4.2

User charges and affordability

As discussed in Section 4.2, nearly all households that are connected to a formally managed system
have a water meter (93%) and pay for their water service (98%). For households connected to informally
managed systems, water meters (55%) and tariffs (67%) are less common. Nine out of ten operators
charge a volumetric tariff, while 1 out of 5 charge a (additional) flat monthly fixed fee. Tariffs typically
ranging from 0.38 to 0.58 EUR/m3 (25th and 75th percentiles or 8-12 MDL/m3) for formal systems and 0.14
to 0.34 EUR/m3 (3-7 MDL/m3) for informal systems (Figure 26)

74

In this context the fact that a third of LPAs do to perceive themselves t bear responsibility for water supply services
is noteworthy.
75
These rough estimates (could not be verified) are equivalent to around EURO 333/connection or EURO 95/capita as
initial investment costs.
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Figure 26 Water supply tariffs for household connections in rural Moldova (household survey)

Tariffs in rural Moldova are nearly always approved by the LPA (88%) before the operator charges
the tariffs to customers. As can be seen tariffs are quite variable, to be expected in a context of little
oversight, guidance and highly variable conditions in rural areas. Guidelines from ANRE are in principle
meant to inform the tariff setting process, but in reality, tariffs do not follow the proposed full cost
recovery model76. Thus, income is often insufficient to cover operational costs, let alone support major
rehabilitation or expansion.
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Approximately 75% of connected households reportedly paid an initial connection fee when their
service was established. Two thirds of formal operators charge a connection fee but only 17% of informal
water providers do so. Connection fees typically range between 23 to 95 EUR. Median connection fees and
water tariffs for different type of service providers are presented in Figure 27.
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Note: Sample sizes for each management model are presented in the format n= sample size for tariff / connection fee
Figure 27 Typical connection fees and volumetric tariffs for different management models (operator survey)

76

And methodologies require a lot of data that typically are not available with rural water providers and their LPAs
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Connection fees appear to be highest for systems managed by private enterprise and informal
operators, and lowest for systems managed by municipal enterprises or directly by the mayorality. Water
tariffs are slightly higher for municipal enterprises as compared to other formal management
arrangements, and lowest for informally managed systems.
Total monthly per capita water expenditures are lower for households served by informal (0.48 EUR;
9.8 MDL) versus formal suppliers (0.82 EUR; 16.7 MDL), mostly attributed to their lower tariffs77. Overall,
households that pay for services spend a median of 0.77 EUR (16 MDL) per capita per month (or 2.7 EUR or
56 MDL per household connection per month) (see Table 8).
The national poverty line was MDL 1379 per capita/month in 2015 prices78, or MDL 1467 per
capita/month in 2016 prices. Thus average per capita monthly household expenditures for piped water
comprise just 1.1% of the monthly consumption for households at the national poverty line. Despite this
good level of affordability (on average), 19% of connected households reported water tariffs to be a top
issue of concern, pointing rather to reluctance to pay than actual affordability. Only 5% of non-connected
households stated that high tariffs were a reason not to connect and stated willingness-to pay of nonconnected households is ranging from 0.20 to 0.50 EUR/m3 (similar across quintiles), which corresponds
with actual tariff levels in rural Moldova. This shows there remains space to increase tariffs of local
operators, to support a gradual move towards higher levels of cost recovery and comply with licensing
requirements. Such increases should be carefully communicated and go hand in hand with service
improvements (such as on water quality, service outages).
Among non-connected households that could feasibly connect, 1 in 3 indicated that the price of the
connection fee was the primary reason why they were not connected. The poorest quintile of households
has a reported willingness to pay of 17 to 48 EUR (350 to 1000 MDL), substantially lower than the range of
actual connection fees (23 to 95 EURO). This show that high connection fees rather than high tariffs are the
decisive factor that prevents especially poorer households to connect in villages that already have access to
service.
To address such challenges, half of interviewed LPAs and one third of operators reportedly offer
some sort of support to households of lower socio-economic status79. Initiatives may include free or
discounted connection fees and/or tariffs. Targeting and delivery modes of “social” connection fees or
instalment payment programs will require further investigation to address the clear affordability barrier
posed by these fees. Water consumption and expenditure form the household survey is presented in Table
8.
Table 8 – Monthly water consumption and expenditure per capita
Parameter (median)

n

Unit

25th
3

Median

75th

Data source

Monthly water use per capita (invoices)

860

m /cap

1

1.75

3

Household survey

Monthly water expenditure per capita

860

EURO

0.48

0.77

1.28

Household survey

77

Water consumption does not differ much across management models
http://www.mec.gov.md/sites/default/files/nota_informativa_saracia_2015.docx
79
To determine whether a household is vulnerable or poor, 40% of operators reportedly follow the criteria used by
the LPAs, based on a national social assistance systems, 27% discuss with the community and 13% develop their own
specific criteria in consultation with LPAs
78
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(invoice)

80

MDL

9.8

15.7

26.1

4.5 Asset management
Asset management in the context of this study refers to the process of recording, assessing,
monitoring, and improving the conditions of water system assets. Such activities are important to ensure
that plans and resources are in place to prevent and respond to breakdowns while minimising system
downtime and considering capital maintenance and replacement requirements. Results for key asset
management indicators are given in Table 9.
Table 9 – Asset management summary indicators
Summary indicators
Asset ownership is clearly defined in policy and legal framework
Responsibilities for capital maintenance and replacement are clearly
defined for rural water systems
Proportion of service authorities that…

Status
Yes
Only partly

… have made an inventory of water schemes and assets in their
jurisdiction in the past 2 years
Proportion of service providers that…

78%

…reports to have an asset inventory updated in the past 2 years

53%

… were able to show their asset inventory to the interviewer

34%

…have included the responsibility for capital maintenance and
replacement in their legal agreements

69%

Asset management starts with clarity on asset ownership. While operational and minor maintenance
roles are clearly understood, responsibilities for execution and financing of capital maintenance (major
repairs) and replacement also need to clearly be defined to ensure such activities are carried out. Asset
ownership is clearly described in Moldavian sector policy. Operator surveys revealed that almost all assets
reportedly belong to local authorities, or in a few cases rayon authorities81. Generally, there is no
ambivalence about ownership, except for some gaps identified for informally managed systems, and
potentially for privately managed schemes82. Approximately 70% of service providers indicated that they
are formally responsible for maintaining and replacing system assets, as indicated in their service
contract/agreement. As indicated in section 4.2, major asset maintenance and rehabilitation is likely
underfunded as tariffs do not cover full costs. Major breakdowns typically cost more than 1,000 EURO
(20,000 MDL) to resolve – and these costs tend to be borne by the operator themselves (57%), the local

80

As explained, the higher water consumption from household survey (invoices) compared to operator survey may be
explained by bias of presence of invoices. Poor data records of operators may also account for this difference (1.75
m3/cap/month (57 lpcpd) versus 1.1 m3/cap/month (37 lpcp)).
81
A few operators and local governments reportedly did not know who owned assets or stated NGOs or private
citizens as asset owners, such as found for the informally operated systems. Half of private sector water service
providers reported that assets belonged to the private company, which could indeed be the case if they invested in
the assets or assets were included in their charter capital at the time of privatization.
82
Given the low prevalence of privately managed system no detailed investigation for these cases was carried out.
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authority (35%) or customers (30%). Households themselves were more likely to contribute to major repair
expenses for informal systems.
Four out of five local governments (78%) reportedly maintained an inventory of water supply assets
under their jurisdiction, and these were updated within the past 2 years. However, only half of all
operators (53%) reportedly maintained some form of updated asset inventory for their facilities and just a
third could (34%) show the inventory to interviewers. The quality of these inventories is moderate, with
asset inventories comprising of elements such as valuation (32%), age (29%), functionality (25%),
specifications (21%), and location (21%). Informal operators were less likely to maintain an asset
inventory83.
Although asset management practices appear to be unevenly implemented and few operators
maintain detailed updated inventories, major service interruptions (> 48 hrs) and customer dissatisfaction
do not appear to be widespread (see section 4.1). However, poor asset management practices ultimately
results in inefficient investment and operations, with assets functionality not being maintained for the
designed life spans84.

4.6 Water resource management
Water resource management in the context of this study refers to whether water basin
management plans are inclusive of measures for rural water supply, whether extractions for rural drinking
water are implemented, and whether there are issues on water scarcity, water quality and conflicts around
water resources for rural water supply, including private wells. Results for key water resource management
indicators are given in Table 10
Table 10 – Water resource management summary indicators

Summary indicators
Proportion of service authorities that…
…report problems with groundwater/aquifer recharge
…report water-related disputes concerning water extraction
Proportion of service providers that…
…have carried out a source yield assessment
…have been issued a water extraction permit
…do not have sufficient quantities of water during the driest times of the year
…whose current water resources are not sufficient to support future expansions
Proportion of households connected to a piped water system that…
…state that a lack of water resources cause service outages
Proportion of non-connected households that..
…rely on wells that are in private ownership
…rely on wells that report falling dry over the past year

Status
39%
32%
70%
33%
26%
41%
9%
91%
25%

While the Water Law (No. 272) aims to better regulate water resources through the introduction of
water abstraction permits and the requirement for integrated River Basin Management (RBM) plans to
protect the ecological status of its water bodies (mirrored to the EU Directives), the implementation of such

83

For those systems operated by the mayorality a more comprehensive inventory was found than for other
management models.
84
It should be noted that the survey was conducted among functional systems only and it is conceivable that some
systems are no longer functional as a direct result of poor asset management.
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measures remains a work in progress. Thus far, the Prut RBM Plan has been developed (Government of
Moldova, 2016), while the Dniester RBM Plan is currently under development. The Program of Measures of
the Prut RBM includes measures for the expansion of water supply and wastewater investments but does
not specifically refer to rural areas.
Only 1 out of every 3 operators (303%) has a permit for water extraction indicating that water
resources for rural domestic purposes remains largely uncontrolled and unregulated - a first step towards
better management. Although around two thirds of service providers reportedly had their source’s water
yield assessed (70%), a quarter of operators (26%) indicated that they do not have sufficient quantities of
water during the driest times of the year, with 41% reporting that current water quantities are not
sufficient to support future expansion. This corresponds with around 40% of local governments indicating
that poor recharge of water bodies was a notable water resource issue affecting their locality. Although
water shortages due to lack of resources are not yet a major issue for connected households with just 9% of
connected households reporting service outage due to water shortage, operator data indicate that future
water resources development remains critical.
Despite the reported pressures on water resources, water conflicts were not commonly described,
with some local administrations reporting the inappropriate use of piped water for irrigation (16%) or
issues with water extractions (14%).
Individual water supplies – which remain prevalent throughout rural Moldova – appear to be
predominantly constructed by households themselves, by either a group of households (49%) or an
individual household (42%), only 8% were funded by local governments. One in four households that rely
on individual water supplies reported that their wells became dry at some point over the past year85.
As most rural Moldovans rely on water from either private shallow wells, or small systems most of
which are using groundwater sources86, shallow and deeper aquifers will remain the critical resource for the
foreseeable future. Given the prevalence of geogenic and anthropogenic contamination, as well as
increasing resource scarcity due to climate change impact, monitoring of water quality, quantity and
regulation of water abstraction becomes ever more critical.

4.7 Monitoring and regulation
This section reviews how and to what extent rural water services in Moldova are monitored and
regulated, in terms of information reporting, water quality compliance, as well as economic regulation on
tariff and service levels. Results for key monitoring and regulation indicators are summarized in Table 11.

Table 11 – Monitoring and regulation summary indicators
Summary indicators
Existence of a comprehensive national monitoring system for rural water supply operators

Status
No

Water quality standards and regulations are defined that govern service provision in rural areas

Yes

Proportion of service authorities…
…where de facto tariff approval takes place according to de jure assigned responsibility
…that report that all piped water systems under their authority have been tested for water
quality in the past 2 years

4%
86%

85

The study is not suited to make any assertions about the prevalence of declining groundwater tables in Moldova.
Although surface water supports the needs of most urban dwellers in Moldova, the rural population remains
dependent on groundwater sources with 90% of sampled rural schemes relying on groundwater.
86
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Proportion of service providers that…
…regularly report to service authorities (LPAs) meaning at least yearly

78%

…report that their water quality is tested at least yearly by external agency responsible for
surveillance
… organize/carry out their own water quality testing at least yearly

86%
54%

Two monitoring mechanisms exist at central level that compile basic data on urban and rural water
providers – the so-called IDAM database87 and a database on water operators compiled by the National
Bureau of Statistics (BNS). The BNS database intends to administer an enterprise survey completed by legal
entities and operators in localities with a water or wastewater system, but is not regularly updated. It
covers the status and functionality of existing systems, design details, number of households connected
and volumes of water produced. The IDAM database is maintained by the Ministry of Economy and its
overall focus is on determining settlement level deprivation based on questionnaires completed by national
and local authorities – including on the topics related to water supply and sanitation. Shortcomings in
monitoring of rural water providers are the lack of regular updating and discrepancies between the
databases, as well as the absence of a strategic monitoring framework that aligns with the national strategy
and performance targets.
Drinking water quality standards are clearly defined and were published in 2007 (Government
Decision Nr. 934), aiming to align national legislation with EU Drinking Water Directive, and concerns
drinking water systems both in urban and rural areas. Sanitary regulations and slightly modified drinking
water standards have recently been issued for small-scale WSS providers through Government Decision No.
1466 adopted on 30.12.2016. National monitoring data indicate that compliance is problematic especially
for rural decentralized systems with only 60% of all tests meeting standards in 2015 (see section 3.4.1).
When examining monitoring and regulatory practices in the study sample, formal operators, report
to a variety of agencies and entities with relatively high frequency – typically at least annually, while
informal operators rarely report any data and information (see Figure 28).
100

Percentage

80
60
40
20
0
FISC

CNAM

CNAS

BNS

LPA

Agency / entity that service providers report to

Figure 28 - Agencies / entities that rural service providers typically report information to (n=49)

Typically, financial information was reported to the State Tax Service (FISC), employee data to CNAM
(Medial Insurance Agency) and CNAS (Fund for Social Insurance), water supply system and coverage

87

The IDAM database contains a deprivation index of small areas: "Indicele de Deprivare a Ariilor Mici” (IDAM), hosted
by the Ministry of Economy.
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information to BNS, and water quality, coverage, and other service performance information to LPAs88.
Monitoring and reporting requirements for rural water operators, currently not under the oversight of
ANRE, requires improvements to include service levels, functionality and performance benchmarks to
inform sector planning and programs that target rural areas.
Water quality testing was reportedly conducted by NCPH at least annually at 86% of service
providers, and 56% reported that NCPH water testing is conducted more than once per year. All LPAs
reported that NCPH was performing water testing at the facilities within their jurisdiction. However, only
86% of LPAs reported that all the systems within their jurisdiction were subject to water quality testing in
the past 2 years. Thus, NCPH appears to be inspecting and monitoring the quality of drinking water in rural
Moldova quite comprehensively, although the frequency is quite low, especially given the low compliance,
lack of treatment and low capacity for water quality monitoring of operators.
Only half (54%) of operators stated they carried out water quality testing themselves at least yearly,
with municipal enterprises, WCAs or informal operators least likely to do so, and only the regional utility
doing this a least monthly. Improving water quality monitoring could be addressed by integrating testing
protocols at the operator level. Promotion efforts to increase monitoring, in accordance with the
regulations, should be accompanied with enforcement measures and public information sharing. In this
context, it is interesting to note that one in five households were dissatisfied with water quality information
shared by operator (see section 4.1).
An additional concern related to water quality are NCPH-issued temporary permits for the provision
of non-potable water or “technical water”, with approximately 30% of operators having such permit. Close
monitoring of such permits may need to be improved to ensure that suppliers are moving towards
providing potable water to their customers.
Law 303 on public WSS services stipulates that all piped water system operators in Moldova must
submit a detailed tariff calculation to ANRE for review. However, de facto this is only the case for operators
with an ANRE license and thus sparsely done on a voluntary basis by local water providers with no
enforcement mechanism in place. ANRE will send information on tariff setting procedures upon request,
however, does not provide further advice or support to non-licensed rural operators on tariff setting, as
this is seen as the exclusive realm of local governments. Nearly all LPAs (96%) reported that they were
involved in tariff approvals, except for two localities (4%) served by the regional licensed utility, where
ANRE had been involved in tariff approvals. Operators reported that their tariffs had been approved by the
LPA in most cases (88%) and roughly 2 out of 3 operators publicly disseminate the tariffs, typically on a
signboard in a public place.
Section 4.4 indicates that there is room to improve tariff setting processes for rural service providers
to address the low levels of cost recovery, while staying within affordability ranges. Clear guidance or even
an independent “concurrence function” of tariffs by local water operators may be needed to overcome
willingness-to-charge by LPAs. Given the large number of rural schemes, this function may not be easily
absorbed by ANRE at its current capacity and resource levels. A light-handed form of regulation, with
dedicated resources, could be an interim solution to ensure that LPAs approve tariffs and their adjustments
as per (simplified) guidelines for rural schemes. Currently, such tariff oversight functions are not being
implemented, except for voluntary advisory services provided by CALM.
Overall, 1 out of 3 service providers are dissatisfied with the way their operations are regulated,
typically because of unclear and/or contradictory laws and regulations. This dissatisfaction seems to be the
result of the disconnect between operational modalities as they currently exist in rural Moldova compared
to those outlined in the legal framework. It is advised that discrepancies in the legal framework governing

88

The quality of this information and whether or how it is used was not assessed as part of this study.
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the sector should be gradually resolved by considering the realities of rural water supply delivery and
management models.

4.8 Sanitation services
This section describes flush toilet and latrine service levels and perceptions among households in
rural Moldova. Results for key sanitation indicators are summarized in Table 12.
Table 12 – Sanitation summary indicators
Summary indicators
Flush toilet
Proportion of households that…
…use flush toilet/dry pit latrine as their primary sanitation facility
20%
…have their toilet/latrine inside their house
80%
…do not desire to make any changes to improve their sanitation facility
52%
…reportedly cannot afford a flush toilet

Pit latrine
77%
0%
22%

-

65%

…have never emptied their pit/tank

60%

72%

a

53%

6%

-

98 EUR
2000 MDL
74 EUR
1500 MDL

…are connected to sewerage/drainage system
Median willingness-to-pay for a flush toilet
Median willingness-to-pay for a sewerage connection

49 EUR
1000 MDL

a

In localities where a sewerage system exist. It is expected that the 6% of pit latrine users have their sullage water connected to
the sewerage systems

4.8.1

Toilets and latrines

Most of the households surveyed used a pit latrine (77%) opposed to a flush toilet (20%). These
figures indicate slightly higher access to flush toilets than the overall situation in rural Moldova at 13% 89.
The quality of the sanitary conditions associated with latrine facilities (i.e. odours and cleanliness) were
generally poor for unimproved pit latrines, moderate for improved pit latrines, and high for flush toilets.
Unimproved latrines typically have no floor finishing and no seat. Satisfaction levels associated with the
comfort, ease, and privacy of latrine use, decreased from users of flush toilets (highest), improved pit
latrines (moderate), and unimproved pit latrines (lowest). The proportion of households that were fully
satisfied with their sanitation conditions was lowest among those using unimproved pit latrines (20%),
higher for users of improved pit latrines (30%), and highest for flush toilet users (50%).
Most households with a flush toilet had it situated inside their home (80%) while all pit latrines were
outdoors. Satisfaction levels differed significantly between flush toilet and pit latrine users, as
demonstrated in Figure 29.

89

As surveys were restricted to localities with a piped water supply network it is expected that they may be less remote and betteroff than areas without any piped water network.
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Figure 29 – Household satisfaction (at least somewhat satisfied) towards sanitation facilities (n=1,486)

Percentage of households

Satisfaction was very high for all criteria among households that used flush toilets – except for
disposal of waste and sludge. Satisfaction levels among pit latrine households were still generally high, but
lower than flush toilet users, with one in five not desiring any sort of improvements, as presented in Figure
30.
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to improve
inside home
waste/sludge
dispoal

Upgrade to flush
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Desired improvements to sanitation facilities
Flush Toilets

Pit Latrines

Figure 30 – Desires to improve sanitation facilities (n=1,449)

Most flush toilet users (52%) indicated that their sanitation situation was perfect, and flush toilet
users that were not fully satisfied most wanted to add a piped water connection to their toilet/bathroom.
On the contrary, pit latrine users were much less satisfied and indicated that they want to construct a toilet
inside the household (30%). The primary reason for not having a flush toilet is affordability or the
perception of a flush toilet as being too expensive (Figure 31).
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Figure 31 – Reasons for not having a flush toilet (n=1,029)

Only few households reported that non-cost related factors prevented them from upgrading to a
flush toilet – such as water availability, lack of contractors or materials, or the household not having a
sewerage connection. Motivations for upgrading to a flush toilet among households without a flush toilet
are presented in Figure 32.
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Figure 32 – Motivations for upgrading from a pit latrine to a flush toilet (n=1,029)

The main motivations for upgrading to a flush toilet are related to comfort (48%) and cleanliness
(37%). However, 30% of households without a flush toilet do not desire one at all, consistent with 20%
indicating that no improvements to dry pit latrines are needed. Pit latrine users were on average reportedly
willing to pay between 98 EUR (2000 MDL) for a typical flush toilet, which is considerably below the actual
costs that it would take to construct such toilet and associated indoor plumbing/home improvements90.

90

Costs of different types of flush-toilets were not included under this study. Experience in other countries indicate
that this would at least be around EURO 200 (for underground facility), plus further improvements to the home, e.g.
indoor plumbing and the creation of a bathroom.
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4.8.2

On site sanitation management and pit emptying

Most flush toilet households have some form on on-site wastewater or sullage water management
facility – such as a soak pit, infiltration tank, or septic system (75%) – while less than half of pit latrine users
have such facilities (35%) as presented in Figure 33.
Percentage of
households

80
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Flush toilets
Yes

Pit latrines
No

Don't know

Figure 33 – Presence of on-site wastewater / sludge management facilities (n=1,360)

The poor are much more likely to discharge their sullage or wastewater onto the open ground or in
drainage ditches than the rich, who are more likely to utilise cesspits or soakaways for sullage and
wastewater. Approximately 60% of flush toilet households with on-site sanitation management facilities
have never emptied their pit/tank. Almost three quarters of pit latrine users have never emptied their pit:
those households would rather construct a second pit and move the toilet to a new location.
Among households that do empty their tank/pits, around a third of them do so manually while the
two thirds use mechanical means, the rich more likely to use mechanical means. Most households (60%)
use local contractors, or otherwise had a household member perform this task.
Approximately 2 out of 3 households have a desire to improve their on-site sanitation/wastewater
situation – most predominantly connecting to a sewerage system, while some households also reported
improvements to existing pits/tanks or building additional pits/tanks.
Nearly all local governments reported the absence of regulations on on-site sanitation, sludge and
wastewater management. Although some regulations do exist, there appears to be a low awareness of
those among local authorities. The study did not cover treatment and disposal practices of the
content/sludge from tanks and pits, but given the informal practices and households’ own involvement - it
is likely unregulated dumping on land or in water bodies is taking place.

4.8.3

Sewerage systems

Approximately 30% of households reported that sewerage systems91 were present somewhere in
their village – however only 6% of all households were connected92. For households able to connect to a

91

For this survey, a sewerage system is defined as a network of pipes, ditches, or canals that capture wastewater from
multiple households and/or institutions and conveys the wastewater to a centralised location. The number of
connections to the sewerage system could vary from just a few households and/or institutions to hundreds or
thousands.
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sewerage system in their village the main reason for not connecting was satisfaction with their on-site
sanitation situation or they stated that the connection fee was too high. The willingness-to-pay for
sewerage was a median of 49 EUR (1000 MDL) among flush toilet users and 74 EUR (1500 MDL) for pit
latrine users93.
Among those households with a sewer connection, 66% reportedly paid for the service. Households
typically paid between 0.5 to 2.0 EUR (25th and 75th percentiles; 10 to 40 MDL) per month for sewerage
services, the majority (82%) through one combined water and sewer tariff and 9% paid a flat rate, and 7%
paid a separate wastewater tariff based on volumetric water.
Only two thirds (64%) of households connected to sewerage reported that they were fully satisfied
with their service – while 12% stated that the system was not well operated and maintained, 10% that
there were sewerage leakages and few reported bad odors.
Overall, the development of sewer systems has not reached rural villages, and if so, it only benefits a
few households. The data confirms that the primary priority for households would be to improve and
upgrade their situation from outdoor pits to in-door flush toilets with a substantial willingness to pay.
Adequate emptying practices and regulations would require attention if such transition is to take place.

The following high-level recommendations are proposed, which will require further dialogue for finetuning
and operationalization, which is beyond the scope of this draft country report.

At national level for an enabling environment for rural water


A long-term national WSS planning framework needs to be developed, based on a revised strategy
that recognizes various service delivery models (regional, local service providers and supported
self-supply), and is underpinned by sound financing strategy.



There is a critical need to mobilize increased sector funding and develop a coherent financing
window with dedicated “slice” for rural areas.



A phased implementation plan needs to be developed for service provider regionalization with
strong incentives for collaboration and time-bound equity goals for delineated service boundaries.



The legal framework for local operators needs to be completed, combined with the set-up a simple
licensing system for local operators, tailored regulatory instruments, such as tariff guidelines, and a
performance monitoring system for local service providers.



Support functions need to be assigned institutionalized and resourced for local governments and
local operators to increase performance (administrative, institutional, technical support), building
on pilot with CALM.



To address needs of remote rural populations, a supported self-supply program should be
designed, piloted and evaluated starting in high risk areas.

92

Higher than the national rural average of 2%, to be expected in localities with piped water networks included in the
survey.
93
Actual connection costs to sewerage systems, as charged by utilities, were not covered under this study (not
relevant in rural areas).
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At service provider level to improve quality and access




As part of a national support program for local operators, a dedicated rural water safety initiative
should be launched, that incentivizes primary water treatment and disinfection for local service
providers, combining investment and technical support for operation and risk assessments.
Existing pro-poor measures should be further investigated and inform measures and policies to
provide targeted support to address affordability for the poorest to connect to existing systems.
A technical assistance program to complement regionalization is required to engage and support
local authorities with asset inventories, help overcome legal barriers, and deliver intensive
communication campaigns to create broad political and popular support for regional service
providers and tariffs.

For addressing sanitation


A comprehensive sanitation strategy needs to be developed with decentralized solutions such as
on-site solutions and fecal sludge management to ensure proper management and treatment.



A sanitation marketing program to support upgrading from pit-latrines to in-door flush toilets
needs to be launched, that combines communication and marketing efforts, with local
implementation support, and financial incentives or access to micro-credit for home improvements
for rural households



The Institutional and legal framework along the entire service chain should be enhanced and local
implementation capacities for fecal sludge management and its oversight put in place
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Annex A – Proportion of persons connected to piped water and sewerage systems by locality
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