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Chapter 1: Background and Approach 
 

1.1 Introduction 

As a result of the increasing political and geographical fragmentation in the West Bank and Gaza, Local 
Government Units (LGUs) have gained paramount importance in providing services to the local 
population.   Development priorities in the sector have gradually moved from financing basic services and 
developing infrastructure towards institutionalizing investments and assuring longer term sustainability.  
As part of this change in focus, the Palestinian Authority (PA) has made the strategic choice to reform key 
areas of its Village Support program, which focuses on institutional strengthening and reforming the 
financing mechanism to improve service delivery in villages.  The Local Government and Services 
Improvement Programme for Results (LGSIP) has the intent of  supporting  a gradual move away from an 
“infrastructure delivery” approach with specific sub-projects implemented in a centralized manner 
towards a more decentralized mode embedded in a sector-wide programmatic approach focusing on local 
government performance and accountability. The LGSIP has been implemented by the Ministry of Local 
Government (MoLG) and the Municipal Development and Lending Fund (MDLF), and supported by the 
World Bank. 
 
The main components of the LGSIP are: i) Annual capital grants for delivery of local services; ii) Conditional 
capital grants for investment in joint projects; iii) Capacity support for strengthening local governance 
institutions; and iv) Investment in “Area C” financed through Program Parallel financing.  
The focus on this Beneficiaries Impact Assessment (BIA) is on components I and III, keeping in mind the 

other two components, as well as past building projects paving the way for the current LGSIP. This BIA is 

part and parcel of a broader evaluation and learning process, and its results will be integral and 

complementary to the midterm evaluation of the program.  

 

The main objective of this assignment is to understand how responsive the Programme is to the needs of 
the beneficiaries. The results of the BIA complement the midterm evaluation of the program and include 
the following:  
 
 Assessment of the beneficiaries’ perception of nature and the quality of the delivered outputs 

(Provision of physical infrastructure).  

  Assessment of the beneficiaries' perceptions of the relevance of the interventions to the 

community needs and priorities.  

 Assessment of beneficiaries’ perception regarding the efficiency throughout the implementation.   

 Assessment of the beneficiaries’ perceptions regarding the interaction between Village Councils 

(VCs) and their citizens and the transparency of the VCs in projects identification and 

implementation.  

 Assessment of community engagement and efforts to enhance communication and public 

awareness-raising efforts.  

 Assessment of the level and nature of the consultation with the community regarding the selection 

of the subprojects and existing feedback mechanisms.  



6 
 

1.2 Approach and Methodology 

AWRAD used a mixed-method approach in order to gather robust data on community perceptions, 

attitudes and behaviors, as well as course correction recommendations in relation to the LGSIP. It utilized 

an integrative approach to the study which utilized quantitative data to highlight the overall trends and 

qualitative data to provide in-depth analysis, and recommendations.  A participatory mechanism was also 

utilized to help ensure the optimal implementation of the LGSIP future activities from the point of view of 

the various stakeholders and the reality on the ground.   In all aspects of the research, AWRAD took gender 

into account, as women and men have different social roles and are impacted differently by any initiative 

or event. 

 

Review of secondary material 
To design the tools and plan for the field work, AWRAD team reviewed essential documentation to acquire 

an overview of the project, including its logic and rationale, its operating context, performance, 

beneficiary selection procedures, review of previous project reports and any assessment reports 

conducted by the participating institutions. We also reviewed any relevant documentation or any other 

local or regional assessments that has been conducted on similar programs. Specifically, the review 

included LGSIP Project Appraisal Document (PAD); satisfaction and sampling frame; the Poverty and Social 

Impact Analysis (PSIA) User’s Guide, and TIPS (World Bank, 2003, 2005); key literature on social 

accountability for municipal governance and service provision (incl. World Bank study on Municipal Social 

Accountability, 2012), Standard literature on satisfaction survey methodology (design, implementation, 

data processing, analysis, write-up), the LGSIP sub-projects list, LGSIP capacity building plan. 

Household Survey 
The assessment included a survey of community members in a select sample of villages.  The survey used 

the questionnaire as an instrument that hosted a variety of questions related to assessing the impact of 

the LGSIP interventions (Sub-projects, capacity building and other community participation/engagement 

aspects). In addition, the questionnaire assessed the extent of participation of village community 

members in the decision making process for selection of sub-projects, the relevance of the sub-projects 

to community priorities, the level of satisfaction of community members with activities undertaken in 

their communities, and the extent to which interventions have helped build capacity in the communities 

including VCs to undertake their own development and rank higher on the eligibility criteria. The survey 

questionnaire enabled the research team to disaggregate the responses by gender, age, marital status, 

income, to assess how the benefits were targeted within the community.    

As requested, AWRAD conducted a face-to-face household survey of 1,000 household across a 

representative sample of beneficiaries among LGISP eligible village councils. The total universe of the 

sample was defined in accordance with the following measures:  

1- LGSIP list of implemented and under-implementation projects;  
2- List of eligible village councils;  
3- Geographic distribution of implemented projects;  
4- Cost of sub projects;  
5- Project output; 
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6- Intervention type; 
7- Number of beneficiaries;  
8- Population Count Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) - 2017. 

Based on these criteria, the sample was selected from all targeted West Bank Governorates and included 

25 communities out of 109 communities. The sample included 9 projects underway and 16 completed. It 

also included 8 projects with less than 20K funding, 8 with 20-40k funding and 9 with more than 40k 

funding. The sampled projects included 14 in the sector of infrastructure, 8 in the social sector, 2 in the 

governance sector and 1 in the economic sector1.  

The questionnaire was an interviewer-administered questionnaire using the tablet. It comprised 

quantitative, fixed-choice questions and scales. The questionnaire was developed in close consultation 

with LGSIP team2.  

Detailed Sampling (sample size and selection for the LGSIP beneficiaries) 

The following section presents AWRAD’s sampling approach to this assignment. Once the sampling 

localities within each village council were identified, the following specific process was utilized for the 

selection of a representative simple random sample among eligible VCs:    

 A stratified probability sample of 1,000 respondents yields a ± 3.1 percent margin error at a 95 percent 
confidence interval (P=0.5).   

 Our sample is a representative sample of the population, employing random sampling techniques. For 
this particular assignment, the research team utilized an equal probability selection sample, which 
yielded a representative, self-weighting sample that resembled the targeted population of all eligible 
VCs, as well as the geographic distribution of the sub projects and beneficiaries. 

 The sampling frame used was an electronic list of all the localities in Palestinian Territories, as defined 
by the PCBS. The frame is based on the 2017 Population and Establishment Census, with population 
figures used to draw the 2018 mid-year estimates that serve as the basis for the sample allocation to 
selected VCs.  

 The Palestinian Territory is divided into several administrative and statistical levels. The PCBS utilizes 
these in selecting samples, disseminating statistical data and facilitating fieldwork. The administrative 
divisions are also used by planning institutions, donor agencies, and development agencies. The 
Palestinian Territory is divided into two administrative regions: the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. 
Moreover, each region is divided into several governorates, which are divided into a number of 
localities. 

 VCs were divided into several clusters in accordance with the agreed on criteria between AWRAD and 
MDLF. 

 Localities: Each governorate is divided into localities in accordance with the electronic list of all the 
localities in the Palestinian Territories, as defined by the PCBS.   

 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) or Statistical Divisions: Every locality is divided into statistical divisions, 
utilizing existing maps that detail neighborhoods, streets, housing units and the population. Each 
locality is divided into a number of statistical divisions, which will comprise the PSUs for this 
assignment.  

                                                           
1 For the detailed list of the sampled communities and projects, please refer to Annex 1. 
2 The survey questionnaire is included in Annex 2. 



8 
 

 Enumeration Area Secondary Sampling Unit:  Each statistical division is divided into blocks, utilizing 
existing maps detailing neighborhoods, streets and housing units. An enumeration area is a geographic 
area that is defined on the maps and on the ground. The boundaries are clearly defined (roads, streets, 
footpaths, walls, administrative boundaries). An enumeration area can be part of a large locality or a 
small village. 

 The boundaries of each enumeration area are shown on the maps taking the following into 
consideration:  
 Each enumeration area is surrounded by natural demarcations, such as roads, mountains, and 

space, to ease recognition on the ground; 
 Enumeration areas within each locality are prepared separately, taking into consideration their 

administrative boundaries (i.e., if there were localities or parts of localities with less than 100 
housing units, they would be marked as independent enumeration areas). 

 The statistical areas must be divided into enumeration areas. The boundaries of the statistical 
areas must match the external boundaries of the enumeration areas located within the statistical 
area.  

 Each enumeration area is given an independent serial number.  
 Field researchers, in coordination with supervisors, use the maps to designate enumeration areas, 

and then choose the exact household to be approached by the field researcher.  
 

Households were selected according to a sampling interval; in our case 1 out of every 10 households in 

every enumeration area. For enumeration areas of less than 100 households, the number of households 

is divided by 10. For example, an enumeration area of 80 households, will yield a sampling interval of 1 

out of every 8 households will be sampled.   

To ensure that the choice of access point in the community is the same as the entry point in each PSU, all 

field teams employ the following mechanisms and tools: 

 When the team arrives at the first PSU, it begins at a point northeast; 
 When the team arrives at the second PSU, it begins at a point northwest; 
 When the team arrives at the third PSU, it begins at a point southwest 
 When the team arrives at the fourth PSU, it begins at a point southeast;  
 After a team selects a starting point, this determines the path for all surveys conducted in that given 

PSU; 
 The team always counts households clockwise, from right to left;   
 Multi-story buildings are treated as one home in the process of data collection;  
 In the first building surveyed, a household on the first floor is selected; 
 In the second building surveyed, a household on the second floor is selected. Repeating the same 

procedure in the third, fourth and so on. 
 Kish Table: When inside the household, researchers utilize a Kish Table to determine the adult 

community member to interview. 

Our households’ sample is self-weighting and is representative of the entire demographic and geographic 

distribution of the targeted population (of all eligible VCs). This will yield a sample of respondents that is 

an identical and proportional representation of national demographic characteristics to that of the 

population. This will include all of the following characteristics age, gender, literacy, level of education, 

refugee status, in addition to type and place of residence.  
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For this survey, AWRAD owns its own application, tablets, server, and cloud and as per all of our mobile 

data collection research projects this allows for full programming and customization of the tool and allows 

us to develop a unique secure web portal and live analytics dashboard. AWRAD uses the latest data 

collection technologies, our files, their syntax and logic are checked by three different levels to minimize 

data collection error to the bare minimum, skips and logical fallacies are all accounted for in our syntax 

allowing for automatic detection of human error or inaccurate answers and correction by the researcher 

when they are still in the field.  For this assignment AWRAD conducted face to face interviews using 

computer assisted personal interviewing (CAPI).   

 

Sample Characteristics  
The following is a description of the sample distribution and characteristics: 

Project Status 
% in projects’ 
population 

% in sample 
# in projects’ 
population 

# in sample 

Underway 48.6 36 53 9 

Completed 51.4 64 56 16 

Budget 

Less than 20k 33 32 36 8 

20K-40k 32 32 34 8 

More than 40k 35 36 39 9 

Region 

Hebron 15.6 16 17 4 

Jerusalem 6.4 8 7 2 

Bethlehem 9.2 8 10 2 

Jenin 6.4 8 7 2 

Ramallah 16.5 16 18 4 

Salfit 8.3 8 9 2 

Tubas 2.7 4 3 1 

Tulkarm 3.7 4 4 1 

Qalqilya 7.4 8 8 2 

Nablus 23.8 20 26 5 
 100 100 109 25 

Sector 

Social 28.5 32 31 8 

Economic 3.7 4 4 1 

Infrastructure 62.3 56 68 14 

Governance 5.5 8 6 2 
 100% 109 100% 25 

Population Total Sample   

 339,832 79,356   

 100% 23.40%   
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Key Informant Survey 
The key informant interviews (KIIs) included 240 respondents involved, at varying levels,  in key program 

planning, designing, and delivery issues, who are aware of project activities or have specialized knowledge 

of the project context. They included members who are active and knowledgeable of other community 

initiatives and participation mechanisms, with an informed opinion on community matters and VC work.  

The sample included 75% male KIs and 25% female KIs, reflecting the varying level of community activism 

and inclusion of men and women in community affairs. The sample also reflects a disproportional level of 

participation among youth, where only 10% of the respondents were 30 years old or less, and another 

25% was in the age group of 31-40 years old3.  The rest (65%) were more than 40 years old. Compared to 

their communities, the KIs were disproportionally educated, where 56% of them had a BA or more; and 

15% had a 2-year diploma. Only 29% had secondary education. The arrest group among KIs is the staff 

and members of the VCs (32%), followed by other governmental representatives (29%). Private sector 

representatives comprised (24%) and civil society representatives comprised (15%). The vast majority of 

KIs (91%) use the Internet and only 9% say that they do not use it (indicating a high level of access to 

information).  

 

Graph (1): Sample Distribution of KIs (Gender, Education and Age) 

 

The locations where this key informant survey was conducted were aligned with the community survey 

sample described above4.  Specifically, the key informant survey was conducted with the following:  

 VC members 
 JSC members 

                                                           
3 National data show that 39% of adult Palestinians are in the group of 18-30, and 23% are in the group of 31-40, 
while Palestinians who are more than 40 year old comprise only 38% of the adult population.  
4 For the detailed description of the key informant sample, please refer to Annex 3. 
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 Members of any planning mechanism within the community or sub-region  
 Regional Offices of MoLG  
 Government and non-government institutions 
 Community activists and civil society leaders including women community organizations. 

A detailed questionnaire with quantitative and qualitative questions was developed, revised based on 

consultations and desk review, piloted and shared with the LGSIP team. In addition to closed-ended 

questions, the open ended questions were intended to allow the respondent the opportunity to reflect 

and give answers free of the limitations imposed by fixed-choice questions5.  

 

Focus group Discussions (FGDs) 
The research team held three focus groups with 30 beneficiaries from the three West Bank regions (north, 

middle and south)6. The participants were selected to represent various social cohorts, with knowledge 

of local and community affairs, including the work of the VC and its projects. They ensured representation 

of women, youth and other relevant groups. The focus groups provided in-depth responses considered in 

a socio-political context and an understanding of beneficiaries’ perspectives and views on LGSIP and its 

various interventions. They were particularly useful in developing conclusions, recommendations, lessons 

learned, future outlooks and opportunities7.  Each focus group was conducted by two researchers: the 

facilitator (one of our core senior team members - Team Leader and Social Development Expert) and the 

transcriber. Each focus group discussion took two hours.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 The key informant survey questionnaire is included in Annex3. 
6 For more on the communities included, please refer to Annex 1. 
7 For more on the guidelines for the focus groups, please refer to Annex 5.  
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Chapter 2: Analysis of Results 
 

The results are presented in two sections.  The first section provides a brief presentation of some key 

demographic characteristics of the sampled communities to illustrate how the assistance has been 

targeted. The second section presents the beneficiary perceptions, levels of satisfaction and assessments 

of aspects of the two programme components considered by six major themes. This analysis is followed 

by a brief summary of these findings, which address the trends noted across project types, genders and 

implementation status. 

2.1: Population characteristics 

The survey with beneficiaries was conducted with one of the adults within the household.  Within the 

sample, males comprised 42.7% and females 57.3% indicating that women are present at home more 

than men, and are more affected by municipal work and services8.  The vast majority were married 

(79.3%), 17.4% single, 0.2% divorced and 3.1% widowed, which is reflective of the marital status of heads 

of households and family members familiar with municipal work.  The respondents exhibited a similar 

level of education as the national average, where 42.9% having between 10-12 years of education, and 

27.9% having higher education beyond high school. 29% of the sample had 9 or less years of schooling. 

Graph (2): Sample of Citizens (Gender, Marital Status and Education) 

 

 

77.3% of the sample reported that their economic situation was average relative to the situation in their 

communities. 9.7% reported that it was above the community average; and 13.1% less than average9. 

                                                           
8 According to PCBS (2017), females comprise about 51% of the population compared to 49% males.  
9 This is consistent with the results of AWRAD’s regular surveys among Palestinians. See, AWRAD, 
http://www.awrad.org/files/server/polls/polls%202018/july%202018/English%20PR%20(July%202018).pdf  
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Only 7% of the sample was refugees reflecting the nature of villages with limited refugee presence. In 

terms of employment status, 59.8% reported that they do not work for pay10; this is compared to 53.6 

among the overall population and indicates the relatively lower living conditions in the targeted villages. 

Among those who do not work, 45.5% reported that their occupation was housekeeping.  Among those 

who work, the most common occupation was as laborers at 15%, followed by employment in the public 

sector (9.1%), merchants (7.4%) farmers 4.8%, craftsmen 2.7% and professionals 0.7%. 

The overall results show that the population of the targeted communities is relatively more marginalized 

than the rest of the population in the West Bank. This is mainly due to the presence of these localities in 

rural marginalized areas with higher limitations on employment and economic opportunities.  

 

2.2: Analysis of findings by themes 

The responses were categorized into six themes: 

1. knowledge and awareness of projects 
2. relevance of the projects  
3. planning and implementation process 
4. results and initial impact of intervention 
5. transparency and accountability of implementation process  
6. effectiveness of citizen engagement mechanisms  

2.2.1 Knowledge and awareness 
A majority of the community members - beneficiaries (66.8%) were aware of the infrastructure provided 
by the intervention. Levels of consultation undertaken by the local council during the planning process 
were quite restricted, with 77.4% of community members saying that they were not consulted at all on 
the type of infrastructure to be provided and 77.6% reporting not being consulted at all on the location 
of the infrastructure. A small percentage of respondents (19.7% respectively on type and location) said 
that they were consulted “to a great extent or to some extent”, suggesting that some kind of consultative 
process was in operation, albeit limited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
10 According to PCBS (2019), labor force participation rate aged 15 years and above was 46.4% in 2018. 
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Graph (3): Knowledge and Consultation with Citizens 

 
 
 

Males reported significantly higher levels of awareness of the interventions than females: 78% and 60% 
respectively. This is in part due to the involvement in consultations, where 27% of males reported that 
they were consulted, while only 14% of females reported the same.  
 

Graph (4): Knowledge and Consultation by Gender 

 
 
Significantly higher levels of awareness were also reported for completed projects (71.5%) compared to 
those still under implementation (61.3%).  
 
KIs level of knowledge of the project is not different from that of the public, as 68% of them say that they 
have high or adequate levels of knowledge. 21% have some knowledge, and 12% have limited or no 
knowledge.  
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Based on the qualitative data, the level of knowledge among citizens varies greatly. Active citizens who 
are involved in local consultation mechanisms11 or committees are well knowledgeable, while other 
citizens are less of not knowledgeable.  
 
“We as active and involved citizens know about the project supported by the Ministry of Local Government 
(MoLG) as we are included in the consultations and we follow up the progress of the project. Most other 
citizens are ambivalent, so they have less knowledge.” (Male Active citizens, Ramallah region) 
“Knowledge is mostly limited to local council members and to representatives of tribes. Other citizens are 
not informed.” (Male Active citizen, Bethlehem region) 
“The projects are not advertised to citizens. Some of them are known because they are visible like roads in 
the village, while others that not visible are not known.” (Female Active citizen, Nablus region) 
 
KIs have mixed levels of knowledge, mostly depending on the nature of the project (visible or not visible), 
the immediate utility of the project to citizens and the limited information-sharing with citizens. 
 
“These are small communities; the pavement of the internal roads is visible to all community members.” 
(KI, Mekhmas, Jerusalem region) 
“The public park is used by most community members; the changes helped in improving its services to 
patrons.” (KI, Kufr Ne’imeh, Ramallah region) 
“The assistance is known only to people who know the kindergarten; most citizens don’t use it.” (KI, Beit 
Al Roush Al Tehta, Hebron region) 
“Only the members of the youth club know about this; how would I know when I don’t visit the club.” (KI, 
Wadi Fukin, Bethlehem region) 
“Even if use the medical laboratory, I wouldn’t know that there was a project to improve it; nobody told us 
about it.” (KI, Rafat, Salfit region) 
 
In conclusion, the results suggest a level of knowledge of the projects (around two thirds among KIs and 

less than that among citizens). This, however, does not imply systemic awareness efforts on the part of 

the VCs as most are aware of the projects as a result of its implementation. This is also confirmed as the 

levels of consultation, while higher among KIs than citizens, are highly limited and ad hoc. The levels of 

awareness and consultation are correlated with gender and age, where males and older community 

members report higher levels of awareness and consultation than females and younger citizens.  

2.2.2 Relevance of the interventions 
Community members reported a high degree of relevance of the interventions. 90% confirmed that the 

intervention was relevant to the needs of their community, and 79% reported that it was also relevant to 

their family’s needs. The same level of assessment of relevance is among KIs.  

 

 

 

 

 

Graph (5): Relevance of Projects to Needs 

                                                           
11 Active citizens are the participants in the FGDs.  
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Perceptions of project relevance were also affected by implementation status, with beneficiaries 
reporting a significant difference of 15 percentage points in terms of the projects relevance to their own 
and their family’s needs when considering completed projects (86.1%) and those still under 
implementation (70.8%). The same pattern holds true for perceptions of relevance to community needs, 
but with only 8 percentage point’s difference. 
 
Again, perception of relevance is influenced by level of activism, involvement and participation in 

consultation and follow-up of implementation process. The participants of the FGDs, mostly active and 

informed citizens, believe that the implemented projects were relevant.  

“As the projects were selected by the local councils, they represented an important need for the 

community.” (Female Active Citizen, Bethlehem region) 

“Of course, equipping the school was relevant as the school was in need for further equipment and 

refurbishment.” (Male Active Citizen, Nablus region) 

“Infrastructure and especially roads were in dire situation; the pavement of two internal roads was a 

demand for citizens.” (Male Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 

It was, however, interesting to note that relevance was perceived to be influenced by size of potential 

budget and project offerings by the Ministry. 

“The project was relevant, but not the most relevant as we had to choose a project that fits the size if the 

allocated budget.” (Male Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 

“The technical capacities of the council to execute any project are limited; as such we selected something 

that could be implemented by the council.” (Female Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 
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Other activists perceived the selection process as being made by the Ministry and the World Bank. While 

this might be wrong from an objective point of view, it is important to consider this wrong perception as 

it influences how citizens perceive their role as passive in the selection of relevant projects. 

“The project was selected by the World Bank; we implemented it knowing that it is what is available for 

us.” (Male Active Citizen, Nablus region) 

Perception of the relevance of projects was also influenced by the nature of the immediate beneficiary.  

“This project was important to members of the VC, but not to all citizens; equipping the VC is not my priority 

as a citizen.” (KI, Shibtin, Ramallah region) 

In general, citizens and KIs report high levels of relevance of projects, especially implemented ones.  Levels 

of relevance are reported to be higher for the community at large than the families themselves. Males 

and females are equally satisfied with eth relevance of supported projects. The level of community 

activism and involvement in the consultation process leads to a higher level of relevance assessment. 

Although some KIs are more critical of the choices of projects than regular citizens; this is based on the 

claim by some that these choices are possibly biased to the views and needs of community leading 

members.  

 

2.2.3 Planning and implementation process 
Beneficiary satisfaction with the scope and inclusiveness of the planning and implementation process 
followed by the village council was mixed. Overall, only a minority (49.2%) of beneficiaries were satisfied 
with their involvement in the selection and planning process for the intervention. In addition, only a 
minority of beneficiaries were satisfied with the inclusiveness of the selection and planning process: 42.1% 
were satisfied with the level of involvement of youth, 20% with that of women, and 11% with that of the 
disabled. This suggests that the current consultation process may need to be expanded both in scope and 
diversity in some way to address these issues. 
 

Graph (6): Assessment of Involvement and Inclusion 
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Males were more satisfied with the scope of their involvement in selection and planning of projects (53%) 
than females (46%). 
 
KIs were more satisfied than community members with the level of participation and involvement 
achieved throughout the project. As much as 43% of them believe that the implemented project fostered 
the participation of citizens in project and priority selection to a large extent, and 36% believe that to a 
good extent. The rest (21%) have no or limited perception that the project promoted citizens participation.  
 

Graph (7): Perception of Project Role in Fostering Community Participation among KIs 

 
 
Activists who were included in the FGDs were highly satisfied with their role in the selection process, but 
some were not satisfied with some aspects of the participatory process. 
“As a member of the local council committee, I was fully involved in the selection of the project.” (Male 
Active Citizen, Bethlehem region) 
“I have been an active citizen in the work of the council for the past 20 years; I am consulted in the work 
of the council.” (Female Active Citizen, Nablus region) 
“The council involves me in its planning for its work all the time.” (Male Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 
“Everyone is invited to voice their opinion including youth and women.” (Male Key Informant, Nablus 
region) 
“We have a Youth Council that is continuously consulted to select priorities and plan for projects.” (Male 
Active Citizen, Nablus region) 
 
While most activists are satisfied, some have reservations including the seasonality of the consultation 
process, the lack or limited consultation with marginalized groups and the superficial involvement of some 
groups. 
“The council calls upon us when they need us; but there is no systemic consultation process.” (Female 
Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 
“Only when the village council wants to satisfy the requirements of the donor or the Ministry, it calls upon 
us for our opinion.” (Male Active Citizen, Nablus region) 
“It is is the heads of tribes who are usually consulted.” (Male Key Informant, Bethlehem region) 
“People with disability are not involved in selection or planning; and tha leads to difficulties for them using 
the infrastructure.” (Female Active Citizen, Ramallah region) 
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“The same few women participate in the consultation process; they invite women as cosmetics.” (Female 
Key Informant, Nablus region) 
 
The qualitative data from the KIIs reveal a more complex picture, where most had reservations about the 
participatory process (as in the case of activists above). In addition, however, they cited the very limited 
consultation process: 
“Only the head of the VC and maybe some members decide on everting in the community.” (KI, Deir Jarir, 
Ramallah region) 
“Citizens and civil society members are excluded from decision-making in the VC.” (KI, Tayasir, Tubas 
region) 
“In our village, citizens are not informed of any decisions made by the VC; how would we participate if we 
have no knowledge.” (KI, Tel, Nablus region) 
 
The involvement in selection, implementation and monitoring of citizens and KIs is limited in scope and 
nature, where the majority reported limited engagement. The least engagement is by youth, women and 
person with disability. In the target communities, the process of project selection and implementation is 
mostly influenced by leading community members including VC members and a small group of selected 
active citizens. The limited engagement of women and youth was viewed by some as cosmetic and to 
satisfy the needs of MOLG, MDLF and the donors.  
 

2.2.4 Results and initial impact of interventions 
The highest levels of satisfaction were with the current status of the infrastructure with 4 out of 5 (80%) 
saying that the project was still in good shape. Only 56% of KIs shared the same view; 30% shared that 
view to some extent, while 14% were not satisfied. Beneficiaries reported high levels of satisfaction with 
levels of accessibility (77.2%) and coverage (70.7%) of the infrastructure. KIs were more satisfied with 
level of accessibility of all citizens to the project (87%).  Two out of three (67%) of beneficiaries were 
satisfied with the quality of the project. KIs were more satisfied with quality of the projects (85%).  As 
much as 72.8% of beneficiaries said that the infrastructure met the actual needs of their families and 
73.4% said that they had personally benefitted from the project. At the same time, 88% felt that the 
project benefited the community.  
Beneficiaries were less satisfied (52.8%) with the time (duration) it took for the infrastructure to be 
delivered and operational, and also with the inconveniences experienced during construction. Only 48.1% 
were satisfied with this aspect.   A slim majority (53.7%) of beneficiaries were satisfied with the 
mobilization of community resources for implementation. 
 

Graph (8): Level of Satisfaction with the Following Aspects of Projects 
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Males (70.7%) reported higher levels of satisfaction with quality than females (64.3%). Males were 
significantly more satisfied with coverage (75.1%) and accessibility (81.8%) of the interventions than 
females: 67.4% and 73.9% respectively.  Males (57.2%) were also significantly more satisfied with the 
speed of delivery of the projects than females (49.5%). In addition, males were more significantly satisfied 
(59%) with the process of mobilization of community resources for projects than females (49.1%). 
Majorities of both males and females feel that the projects benefited them.  
 

Graph (9): Levels of Satisfaction with Various Aspects of Projects by Gender 

 
 
 
Significantly higher levels of satisfaction with coverage and access issues were also reported for completed 
projects (81%) compared to those still under implementation (66%). Completed projects generated higher 
levels of satisfaction with implementation inconveniences (55.4%) than on-going projects (39.7%). 
KIs were questioned about the impact of the implemented projects. The following reveal a high level of 

satisfaction, yet the level of satisfaction varies according to the different measures: 

 The highest level of impact is the field of responsiveness to citizens’ priorities, where 69% agreed 
and 31% disagreed (to some extent or to a large extent).  

 Two thirds of the KIs believe that the project resulted in increased VC responsiveness to the 
complaints of citizens; 33% disagree.   

 66% of KIs agree that the project (selection and implementation) contributed to increased 
community participation in planning and priority-setting. The rest (34%) disagree.  

 About two thirds of the KIs believe that the project increased the transparency of the village 
council, while the rest (34%) disagreed.  

 62% of the KIs believe that the project resulted in increased VC information – sharing with the 
citizens; 38% disagree. 

 The least felt impact of the project is its ability to convince citizens to pay their dues to the village 
council (57%). As much 43% felt that was not achieved or it was to some extent. 
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The vast majority of KIs see a positive impact for the implemented projects on the livelihood of community 

members. 

“Paving the roads made it easier for citizens to move around and reach places.” (KI, Dar Salah, Bethlehem 

region) 

“The roads are cleaner now and that is good for the health of community members.” (KI, Oudala, Nablus 

region) 

“I have kids in school and the improved classrooms are good for them.” (KI, Al Surah, Hebron region) 

“The paved agricultural road made a big difference for farmers; they can reach their land much easier than 

before.”  (KI, Al Jeeb, Ramallah region) 

“The improvement in the sewage system helped solve many health problems that we had before.” (KI, 

Hajeh, Qalqilya region) 

“The new large community hall is also used by the citizens in different occasions which helped us from 

having to rent in nearby communities.” (KI, Falamyeh, Qalqilya region) 

 
Few KIs disagreed and cited the limited benefits of the projects. 

“The refurbishment of the second floor of the VC is ok but it is not used by citizens.” (KI, Al Burj, Hebron 

region) 

“The new water meters are good but not as much for the citizens; it is more difficult for us to get water 

now.” (KI, Qibya, Ramallah region) 

“Having a cover for the VC and the health center was not really beneficial for us as it is not what we really 

needed.” (KI, Deir Al Hatab, Nablus region) 

 
The overall results show that the majority of citizens and KIs are satisfied with the impact of the 

implemented projects. This, however, should not be constructed as consensus, where a significant 

minority expresses dissatisfaction with accessibility, coverage and quality. A majority of citizens were 

dissatisfied with the time spent to implement the project and another majority with the indirect harm of 

the project including noise and pollution. KIs are also divided, as while a majority expresses satisfaction 

some aspects of the implemented projects, a significant minority expresses dissatisfaction with the impact 

of the projects (including increased responsiveness to community needs, responsiveness to complaints, 

community participation, and transparency). Higher levels of satisfaction relate to VCs’ information-

sharing with citizens and the limited willingness of citizens to pay their dues to the VC. In general, women 

are less satisfied with all aspects of the impact of the projects than males. The only exception is that more 

females than males view that the projects met community and family needs.  
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2.2.5 Transparency and accountability of implementation process  
 A majority of beneficiaries felt that the project selection process was both transparent (68.6%) and 
participatory (55.1%) and that the selection procedures were properly followed (55.7%).  Slightly lower 
levels of satisfaction were reported for consultations with the community during implementation to solve 
any challenges arising (51.6%) and for community involvement in the monitoring of quality and 
implementation progress (49.5%). 
 

Graph (10): Levels of Satisfaction with Transparency and Accountability 

 
 
 
Just over 3 in 4 beneficiaries (76%) feel ownership of the infrastructure provided, and almost the same 
proportion (73.9%) feel that the infrastructure is equally accessible to all members of the community. 

 
Most KIs were satisfied with the transparency of the VC as most of them feel that they are represented 
through their family members and that the VC governs a small community and must work with everyone. 
Few others raised some issues12: 
 
“The work on road shoulders was done in a part of the village where VC members live; but not everyone 
benefited.” (KI, Deir Abu De’if, Jenin region) 
“Why would they support the kindergarten; some VC members have a personal interest in that.” (Beit Al 
Roush Al Tehtah, Hebron region) 
“The members of the youth club have influence in the VC; that is the reason for selecting the project.” (KI, 
Wadi Fukin, Bethlehem region) 
 
Transparency continues to be issue in the mind of citizens in general and KIs in particular. While majorities 
express ownership, proper coverage, transparent decision-making process and accountability, a 
significant minority disagrees. At the same time, qualitative evidence shows that these issues must be 
further investigated and addressed ruing the next phase of the LGSIP. 
  

                                                           
12 The truth of the statement was not verified by the research team as it is not within the scope of the assignment.  
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2.2.6 Effectiveness of citizen engagement mechanisms 
Less than one third (28.5%) of beneficiaries feel involved in the planning efforts carried out by their local 
councils. At the same time, only 42% feel that their local council makes sufficient efforts to ensure that 
members of the community are included in decisions taken about resource allocation in their communities 
and 43% say that their local council makes adequate efforts to inform them about the participatory 
processes for new infrastructure interventions.  Just over 2 in 5 (44.7%) beneficiaries feel that the 
complaints process administered by the local council is fair and transparent. A significant majority of 
beneficiaries (59.8%) do commend their local councils for the effective use of social media as part of their 
communication strategy.  
 
 

Graph (11): Perceptions of Various Aspects of Engagement and Due Process 
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respectively).  
 
  

29%

42% 43% 45%

60%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Involved in
planning

VC makes
effort to

involve citizens

VC makes
effort to

inform citizens

Complaints
process fair

VC uses social
media



24 
 

Graph (12); levels of Awareness and Consultation by Gender 

 
 
Significantly higher levels of awareness were also reported for completed projects (71.5%) compared to 
those still under implementation (61.3%). Engagement of citizens was controversial among KIs where 
some were highly satisfied while others were not satisfied. Those who were satisfied cited the following 
reasons: 
“In a small community everyone is practically engaged where most people say what they think formally or 
informally.” (KI, Iskaka, Salfit region) 
“People were asked to join a consultation meeting; so those who attended represented their families.” (KI, 
Qibya, Ramallah region) 
“Every citizen is represented through his/her tribe member; they present the needs of their tribes when we 
decide.” (KI, Dar Salah, Bethlehem region) 
 
Others disagreed and cited the lack of citizens’ engagement through a formalized mechanism. 
“The VC has no way of knowing what people really think.” (KI, Rafat, Salfit region) 
“In our village the VC doesn’t invite citizens to attend meetings to consult with them on priorities.” (KI, Tel, 
Nablus region) 
“The VC is very weak and has no human or physical resources to engage citizens.” (KI, Zebdeh Al Jadideh, 
Jenin region) 
 
As indicated above, the engagement of specific groups is questionable, where women, youth and person 
with disability, as well civil society members are not always involved.  
“Yes, we have a youth council, but youth are only consulted in rare occasions. (KI, Dar Salah, Bethlehem 
region) 
“Men are engaged and they are represented in the VC, but women are excluded.” (KI, Burqa, Nablus 
region) 
“No one cares for the opinion of people with disability; the infrastructure doesn’t take them into 
consideration.” (KI, Qibya, Ramallah region) 
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measures are embedded in the project implementation. In general, the limited levels of engagement by 

citizens have an influence on most views regarding relevance, impact, quality, coverage and transparency.  
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Chapter 3: Conclusions and Recommendations 

3.1 Conclusions 

The main findings for each research issue are listed above. The following are additional cross-cutting 

conclusions: 

 The LGISP process is less complicated or demanding from the VCs compared to previous 
approaches (i.e., the Village and Neighborhood Development Project’s (VNDP) Community-Driven 
Approach - CDD). While the present approach is less costly and time-consuming, it must be noted 
that capacity building and community participation and mobilization were not key elements. A 
balance between project implementation, participation, capacity building and a CDD approach in 
general must be found.  

 Levels of awareness of the project were not strongly correlated with levels of consultation about 
the type and location of the project. Projects are known to many citizens when the projects are 
implemented.  

 High levels of relevance of the projects to both their households and community were reported 
by a large majority of beneficiaries.  

 Assessment of relevance is impacted by the nature of the projects and their visibility and 
perceived utility to all citizens, where public utilities (e.g., roads, sewage systems, public parks) 
are still more popular among citizens compared to less visible projects (equipping kindergartens 
and youth clubs). The least relevant projects were those intended to generate income and 
improve the services of the VCs. This might be due to the limited understanding of these projects 
as well as the perceived limited decision-making processes as viewed limited to VC members.  

 The largest gendered-differences in beneficiary perceptions were around the issues of knowledge 
and being part of the consultation and decision making process around the interventions. Women 
felt significantly more marginalized in these areas than the men did. The biggest gender gaps were 
on issues of awareness (15 percentage points) and consultation (12 percentage points), followed 
by a gap of 10 percentage points on the issue playing a role in planning efforts and  the 
mobilization of community resources.  Slightly significant gender gaps (7% points) were noted on 
issues of quality, coverage, accessibility, transparency, participatory nature and compliance of the 
project selection process and procedures. On all other issues, there was little variation in the 
opinions of men and women. 

 Completed projects scored higher on all dimensions across the themes than on-going projects. 

 A majority of beneficiaries are not satisfied with either the scope or inclusiveness of the project 
planning and implementation process, particularly with the low levels of inclusion in the process 
of women and the disabled. 

 Levels of beneficiary satisfaction are generally high across all issues surveyed (from 67% to 77%). 
The lowest level of satisfaction was with the costs of using the new service/infrastructure. 

 Half the beneficiaries were satisfied with the efficiency of implementation in terms of time taken 
to implement, mobilization of community resources and levels of inconvenience experienced. 

 Community members and KIs were generally in agreement on most issues, with higher levels of 
involvement from KIs and extremely limited participation by other citizens.  

 Participation and engagement in small villages is limited as it is viewed as part of the engagement 
of leading community/tribe members. Participatory mechanisms are mostly elitist, informal with 
very limited formal consultations are organized. 
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 The participation in the consultation process, while essential, does not always translate into true 
and institutional participation in decision making process. The creation of a façade that an 
approach is creating spaces for the marginalized to participate without altering the hierarchy of 
decision making might lead to a reinforcement of the status quo. 

 While women and youth are on the agenda of VCs (Albite limited), persons with disability, their 
needs and views are largely ignored.  

3.2 Recommendations  

KIs and FGD participants were asked about the most needed actions to improve the performance of the 

VCs in planning and implementing projects.  

Theme 1: Improve Relevance 

1) Introduce clear guidance and mechanism that provides a credible mechanism to select priorities 
through genuine consensus – building and understanding of power relation within the 
community. A competent external consultant might be useful to achieve such a result.  

2) Ensure that there are sufficient consultations especially when projects are related to the 
refurbishment of VCs or other related institutions, as these types of projects create higher levels 
of sensitivity among citizens leading to questions about transparency. 

3) Achieve a high level of buy-in from community members and leaders in case of projects that bring 
revenues to the VC (paid by citizens) to ensure that they are not restating such new projects. 

4) Focus on projects that are more directly relevant to community members such as public utilities 
where VB buildings, refurbishment of clubs and kindergartens might create strife and doubt with 
the community.  

5) Minimize the negative impacts of project implementation such as noise, pollution and fees paid 
by the community. 
 

Theme 2: Improve Internal and Implementation Capacity through the following actions: 

1) Improve the ability of the VC to invest in economic opportunities through a systemic identification 

of potential business development opportunities at the village and cluster levels. 

2) Capacitate the VCs in terms of their internal procedures by developing a code of practice manual 

that covers areas of interest to VCs such as management of (if available and as applicable) waste 

water, Solid waste management, Electricity, Procurement, Human resources, Operations and 

Maintenance, Water, Crafts and industries licenses, Spatial planning, Property tax/ education tax and 

Building licenses. 

3) Capacitate the VCs to improve accessibility to and quality of delivery of services, clarity of VC 

procedures and average customer time spent to obtain each service. 

4) Improve the technical capacities of the staff especially in areas of community engagement, 

communication and participatory planning.  

5)  Improve collection of dues and the willingness of citizens to do so by improving transparency and 

accountability of VCs. 
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6)  Improve complaints’ system through creating a committee of credible arbitrators from the 

community and by building the capacity of the VC head and the staff to mitigate conflicts and resolve 

disputes 

 

The 3: Improve Levels of Consultation, Participation and Engagement and Knowledge-Sharing  

1) Capacitate the VCs to enable them to engage in meaningful consultation processes in relation the 

selection of priorities based on thorough analysis of community needs. 

2) Capacitate the VCs to properly use social media and new technology to raise awareness about its 

work and announce their activities to citizens. 

3) Ensure that the consultation process goes beyond the leading tribe and political leaders, by 

ensuring that the participation of women, youth and persons with disability (PwDs) is genuine and 

institutionalized. 

4) Involve and include women and youth in the participatory process to bring the approach to a 

successful conclusion and make sure that their voices are heard, however, future efforts must 

seek to maintain their quality roles and contributions.  

5) Support VCs to develop/activate communications plans which use a range of platforms to ensure 
maximum coverage of citizens. Develop an agreed and consistent communication process based 
on the most widely used communication methods employed in municipalities. 

6) Provide capacity development for women, youth and PwDs in skills and knowledge needed for 
effective participation in VC decision-making processes. 

7) Conduct a search for new recruitment methods and additional sources that are untapped 
(additional civil society organizations targeting women, youth and PwD, university students) for 
municipal VCs to help ensure greater and more genuine participation of these groups. 

8) Develop and implement an awareness raising campaign which provides information on VC 
services and the rights and responsibilities of citizens in relation to their proper management to 
encourage more citizens to consider an active role in municipal accountability mechanisms. 

9) Explore the value added (to VC and the private sector) of involving the local private sector in the 
consultation processes and help the VC design a system of incentives to engage them. This is 
particularly relevant to VCs who may not have engineers or other technical staff to support an 
effective project design and implementation process. 
 

 

 

 

  



29 
 

Annexes 
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Annex 1: Sample Locations and Projects 

Community 
Name 

Governorat
e Name 

Populatio
n 2016 

Field Project 
Budget 

Proposed 
US$ 

Budget 
Provide

d 
US$ 

Status 
Direct 

Beneficiaries 

 تعليم 4,032 الخليل الرصة
ي مدرسة 

بناء وتشطيب غرف صفية ف 
 البنات

72,000 36,288 
قيد 

 التنفيذ
100 

الروش بيت 
 التحتا

 تعليم 493 الخليل
تاثيث وتزويد الروضة باالدوات والوسائل 
التعليمية المطلوبة , وتجهي   الساحة 

 الخارجية للروضة
 70 منتهي  4,437 4,500

 طرق 2,131 الخليل واد الشاجنة
م+توريد اجهزة  965اكتاف طرق بطول 

 حاسوب لمجمع الخدمات
 2,131 منتهي  19,179 20,000

ج  مرافق عامة 3,825 الخليل الير
عىل  2م150بمساحة  2تشطيب الطابق 

 مبن  المجلس القروي
36,000 34,425 

قيد 
 التنفيذ

3,825 

 طرق 1,692 القدس مخماس
مير   250تعبيد طرق داخلية )تقريبا 

 مرب  ع(
 1,692 منتهي  15,228 15,228

 طرق زراعية 4,933 القدس الجيب
ي 

قرية استكمال تاهيل طرق زراعية ف 
 الجيب

 4,933 منتهي  44,397 46,500

ي القرية طرق 4,245 بيت لحم دار صالح
 
 38,286 63,000 تعبيد الطرق الداخلية ف

قيد 
 التنفيذ

4,245 

 مرافق عامة 1,470 بيت لحم وادي فوكي   
توريد اجهزة وادوات رياضية ومستلزمات 

ي القرية
 
ي ف

 للنادي رياض 
 1,470 منتهي  13,230 13,300

 62,334 62,334 بناء جدران استنادية طرق 6,926 جني    ابو ضعيفدير 
قيد 

 التنفيذ
6,926 

 مياه 1,173 جني    زبدة الجديدة
استكمال تركيب عدادات  مياه مسبقة 

 الدفع
 1,173 منتهي  10,577 11,000

ة كفر نعمة  4,799 منتهي  43,191 65,000 صيانة وتطوير الحديقة العامة وتطويرها مرافق عامة 4,799 رام هللا والبي 

ة شبتي     مرافق عامة 1,080 رام هللا والبي 
إعادة تأهيل و تأثيث مقر مجلس قروي 

 شبتي   
 1,080 منتهي  9,720 9,720

ة قبيا  مياه 6,272 رام هللا والبي 
تركيب عدادات مياه الدفع المسبق 

وع للدخل المستدام  كمشر
 6,272 منتهي  56,448 65,000
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ة دير اجرير  كهرباء 5,101 رام هللا والبي 
اعادة تاهيل مدخل القرية واضافة 

 وحدات انارة
45,909 45,909 

قيد 
 التنفيذ

5,101 

اء معدات لمختير صحة رافات صحة 2,258 سلفيت سلفيت-رافات  2,258 منتهي  20,322 28,900 شر

 1,107 سلفيت اسكاكا
نفايات 
 صلبة

تطوير خدمة النفايات الصلبة )اضافة 
 حاويات ، وباركنات الحاويات (

 1,107 منتهي  9,963 12,631

ي القرية طرق 3,311 طوباس تياسي  
 3,311 منتهي  29,799 29,800 تعبيد شوارع داخلية ف 

ي  طرق 3,436 طولكرم صيدا  3,436 منتهي  30,375 30,000 تطوير وتعبيد  مدخل صيدا الغربر

 رصف صحي  2,674 قلقيلية حجة
الرصف الصحي مخطط من اعادة تأهيل 

 2017العام 
24,000 24,066 

قيد 
 التنفيذ

2,674 

 788 منتهي  7,092 7,100 بناء صالة للمجلس مرافق عامة 788 قلقيلية فالميا

 12,393 18,137 تعبيد شوارع طرق 1,377 نابلس اودال
قيد 

 التنفيذ
1,377 

ي برقة طرق 4,454 نابلس برقة
 40,086 45,000 تعبيد طرق داخلية ف 

قيد 
 التنفيذ

4,454 

 تعليم+طاقة 5,271 نابلس تل
تركيب لوحات طاقة بديلة عىل اسطح 

 المدارس
 1,686 منتهي  47,439 47,439

 طرق 3,823 نابلس بيت ايبا
م  250تعبيد الشارع الرئيسي بطول 

 م10بعرض 
34,410 34,407 

قيد 
 التنفيذ

3,823 

 صحة 2,685 نابلس دير الحطب
المركز الصحي والمجلس تغطية ساحة 

 القروي
 2,685 منتهي  24,165 24,165

         

 

 

 

 

 

 



32 
 

Annex (2): Detailed Results of Beneficiary Survey 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
 
 
 
I am aware about 
the infrastructure 
provided by the 
aforementioned 
project 

To a 
great 
extent 

12.7% 3.1% 10.5% 19.1% 17.9% 6.2% 12.4% 10.2% 11.2% 

To 
some 
extent 

62.2% 93.8% 49.1% 51.5% 57.9% 53.8% 48.9% 61.3% 55.6% 

Not at 
all 

21.7% 3.1% 33.3% 27.9% 20.5% 33.5% 31.5% 24.8%% 27.9% 

Don't 
know 

3.4% 0.0% 7.1% 1.5% 3.7% 6.4% 7.1% 3.7% 5.3% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
 
 
 
I was 
consulted 
about the kind 
infrastructure 
to be provided 
by the project 

To a 
great 
extent 

4.9% 3.1% 1.8% 4.4% 4.7% 1.6% 2.1% 3.5% 2.9% 

To 
some 
extent 

18.0% 39.1% 13.0% 23.3% 21.6% 13.0% 18.5% 15.2% 16.7% 

Not at 
all 

74.5% 57.8% 81.5% 70.6% 72.1% 81.4% 75.1% 79.4% 77.4% 

Don't 
know 

2.6% 0.0% 3.6% 1.5% 1.6% 4.0% 4.3% 1.9% 3.0% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

 

 

I was consulted 
about the 
location of the 
infrastructure 
in our 
community 

To a 
great 
extent 

6.0% 3.1% 1.8% 11.8% 5.1% 2.6% 3.0% 4.3% 3.7% 

To 
some 
extent 

16.1% 37.5% 13.3% 19.1% 22.8% 10.9% 17.8% 14.4% 16.0% 

Not at 
all 

76.0% 59.4% 81.4% 67.6% 70.2% 83.2% 75.3% 79.6% 77.6% 

Don't 
know 

1.9% 0.0% 3.5% 1.5% 1.9% 3.3% 3.9% 1.7% 2.7% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
 
 
How relevant is 
the 
aforementioned 
projects to your 
needs and to your 
family’s needs? 

Very 
relevant 

68.5% 18.8% 59.6% 42.6% 58.8% 57.8% 45.7% 69.1% 58.3% 

Somewhat 
relevant 

19.1% 42.2% 19.9% 14.7% 22.1% 19.8% 25.1% 17.0% 20.8% 

Neutral 7.9% 29.7% 10.4 11.8% 8.6% 12.8% 14.2% 8.3% 11.0% 

Not 
relevant 

3.4% 9.4% 4.1% 7.4% 4.4% 4.5% 5.8% 3.3% 4.5% 

Not 
relevant at 
all  

0.7% 0.0% 5.3% 22.1% 5.8% 4.2% 8.2% 2.0% 4.9% 

Don’t Know 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 1.5% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 0.2% 0.6% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

 

How relevant is 
the 
aforementioned 
projects to the 
needs of your 
community? 

Very 
relevant 

83.5% 32.8% 77.3% 51.5% 75.6% 73.4% 68.5% 79.4% 74.4% 

Somewhat 
relevant 

13.9% 51.6% 13.0% 13.2% 15.6% 15.8% 17.2% 14.4% 15.7% 

Neutral 1.9% 15.6% 6.6% 10.3% 4.7% 7.3% 8.4% 4.3% 6.2% 

Not 
relevant 

0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 10.3% 1.4% 1.4% 2.6% 0.4% 1.4% 

Not 
relevant at 
all  

0.4% 0.0% 1.2% 14.7% 2.6% 1.2% 3.0% 0.7% 1.8% 

Don’t Know 0.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.9% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
The level of 
community 
involvement in 
the projects of 
selection and 
planning 
processes 

Very 
satisfied 

16.5% 9.4% 15.2% 35.3% 16.7% 16.3% 18.0% 15.2% 16.5% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

37.8% 46.9% 30.6% 17.6% 36.3% 30.0% 29.8% 35.2% 32.7% 

Neutral 15.7% 34.4% 20.6% 11.8% 20.5% 18.9% 21.9% 17.6% 19.6% 

Dissatisfied 12.7% 6.2% 12.4% 5.9% 11.4% 11.8% 11.6% 11.7% 11.6% 

Very 
dissatisfied  12.7% 0.0% 13.7% 26.5% 13.3% 13.5% 12.4% 14.3% 

 
 
13.4% 

Don’t Know 4.5% 3.1% 7.6% 2.9% 1.9% 9.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.2% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

The level of 
youth 
involvement 
in the 
project’s 
selection and 
planning 

Very satisfied 12.4% 1.6% 10.9% 32.4% 12.8% 11.6% 13.5% 10.9% 12.1% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

31.1% 57.8% 28.8% 10.3% 30.2% 29.9% 26.2% 33.3% 30.0% 

Neutral 16.5% 34.4% 18.5% 7.4% 18.8% 17.7% 20.6% 16.1% 18.2% 

Dissatisfied 12.0% 4.7% 16.8% 13.2% 15.3% 13.9% 17.0% 12.4% 14.5% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

20.2% 0.0% 16.0% 13.2% 19.1% 15.3% 14.6% 18.9% 16.9% 

Don’t Know 7.9% 1.6% 9.1% 8.8% 3.7% 11.6% 8.2% 8.3% 8.3% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

The level of 
women’s 
involvement 
in the 
project’s 
selection and 
planning 

Very satisfied 9.7% 0.0% 2.8% 26.5% 5.1% 6.8% 6.0% 6.1% 6.1% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

16.1% 23.4% 12.9% 13.2% 14.9% 14.1% 12.4% 16.1% 14.4% 

Neutral 16.9% 45.3% 13.0% 7.4% 16.7% 14.9% 14.6% 16.7% 15.7% 

Dissatisfied 15.0% 17.2% 17.5% 10.3% 16.5% 16.1% 19.1% 13.9% 16.3% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

32.6% 3.1% 40.7% 38.2% 37.4% 34.9% 35.4% 36.5% 36.0% 

Don’t Know 9.7% 10.9% 13.2% 4.4% 9.3% 13.2% 12.4% 10.7% 11.5% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

The level of 
disabled 
persons’ 
involvement 
in the 
project’s 
selection and 
planning 

Very satisfied 5.6% 0.0% 0.5% 32.4% 3.7% 4.2% 5.4% 2.8% 4.0% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

9.0% 7.8% 5.9% 8.8% 8.8% 5.7% 7.3% 6.9% 7.1% 

Neutral 6.4% 21.9% 6.9% 2.9% 7.7% 7.3% 9.7% 5.6% 7.5% 

Dissatisfied 18.4% 32.8% 17.0% 11.8% 17.4% 18.4% 19.7% 16.5% 18.0% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

43.8% 10.9% 47.8% 38.2% 48.6% 40.1% 37.6% 49.1% 43.7% 

Don’t Know 16.9% 26.6% 21.9% 5.9% 13.7% 24.3% 20.4% 19.3% 19.8% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

 

 

Quality  

of the 
infrastructure 

Very satisfied 27.0% 15.6% 29.0% 16.2% 30.5% 24.0% 19.7% 32.8% 26.7% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

39.7% 65.6% 39.7% 23.5% 40.2% 40.3% 40.8% 39.8% 40.3% 

Neutral 16.5% 17.2% 18.6% 35.3% 16.7% 20.8% 22.3% 16.3% 19.1% 

Dissatisfied 3.7% 1.6% 3.6% 5.9% 3.3% 4.0% 4.9% 2.6% 3.7% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

8.6% 0.0% 4.0% 13.2% 7.2% 4.3% 4.9% 6.1% 5.6% 

Don’t Know 4.5% 0.0% 5.1% 5.9% 2.1% 6.6% 7.3% 2.4% 4.7% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

Coverage of the 
infrastructure 
(does it serve all 
those who need 
it, including 
marginalized 
groups within 
the community) 

Very satisfied 40.4% 14.1% 39.0% 17.6% 40.0% 33.7% 29.2% 42.6% 36.4% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

31.5% 62.5% 33.8% 23.5% 35.1% 33.7% 36.1% 32.8% 34.3% 

Neutral 12.7% 18.8% 15.3% 27.9% 13.7% 17.2% 19.1% 12.8% 15.7% 

Dissatisfied 6.0% 3.1% 3.8% 14.7% 4.7% 5.4% 5.4% 4.8% 5.1% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

4.9% 0.0% 3.6% 8.8% 4.2% 4.0% 4.5% 3.7% 4.1% 

Don’t Know 4.5% 1.6% 4.4% 7.4% 2.3% 6.1% 5.8% 3.3% 4.5% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

Your 
accessibility to 
the finished 
infrastructure 
(the location, 
hours of 
opening) 

Very satisfied 38.6% 15.6% 38.1% 51.5% 40.7% 35.4% 27.7% 46.3% 37.7% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

41.6% 60.9% 37.1% 33.8% 40.9% 38.5% 39.7% 39.4% 39.6% 

Neutral 9.4% 23.4% 14.8% 5.9% 12.1% 14.2% 19.5% 8.0% 13.3% 

Dissatisfied 7.1% 0.0% 3.1% 5.9% 2.8% 5.2% 5.2% 3.3% 4.2% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

1.5% 0.0% 2.5% 2.9% 2.1% 2.1% 2.4% 1.9% 2.1% 

Don’t Know 1.9% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 1.4% 4.5% 5.6% 1.1% 3.2% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
The extent to 
which the 
project met 
your and 
needs and the 
needs of your 
family 

Very 
satisfie
d 

35.6% 6.2% 42.2% 20.6% 38.4% 35.4% 27.5% 44.6% 36.7% 

Somew
hat 
satisfie
d 

42.7% 43.8% 33.4% 26.5% 35.8% 36.3% 40.6% 32.2% 36.1% 

Neutral 18.0% 43.8% 13.2% 23.5% 15.6% 18.2% 17.6% 16.7% 17.1% 

Dissatis
fied 

1.5% 6.2% 6.1% 10.3% 5.3% 5.0% 6.9% 3.7% 5.2% 

Very 
dissatis
fied  

0.4% 0.0% 4.1% 19.1% 4.4% 3.5% 6.4% 1.7% 3.9% 

Don’t 
Know 

1.9% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.6% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
The length of 
time it took for 
the 
infrastructure 
to be delivered 
and operational 

Very satisfied 21.0% 7.8% 13.8% 44.1% 17.9% 17.0% 19.1% 15.9% 17.4% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

36.0% 45.3% 34.1% 35.3% 39.3% 32.5% 32.6% 37.8% 35.4% 

Neutral 12.7% 28.1% 19.9% 13.2% 18.6% 17.7% 18.0% 18.1% 18.1% 

Dissatisfied 11.6% 4.7% 13.3% 1.5% 9.1% 13.4% 8.8% 13.9% 11.5% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

10.9% 1.6% 8.7% 2.9% 9.8% 7.5% 9.7% 7.4% 8.4% 

Don’t Know 7.9% 12.5% 10.0% 2.9%  5.3% 12.0% 11.8% 6.9% 9.1% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

The negative 
effects on the 
community 
during the 
construction of 
the 
infrastructure 
(noise, 
pollution, 
dangers to 
movement) 

Very satisfied 27.0% 25.0% 14.5% 45.6% 21.4% 20.0% 18.0% 22.8% 20.6% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

27.0% 34.4% 26.7% 30.9% 29.5% 26.0% 21.7% 32.6% 27.5% 

Neutral 18.0% 32.8% 25.2% 19.1% 23.5% 23.3% 28.8% 18.7% 23.4% 

Dissatisfied 12.7% 3.1% 19.9% 2.9% 15.8% 15.8% 17.2% 14.6% 15.8% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

7.5% 0.0% 8.7% 1.5% 6.7% 7.8% 8.4% 6.5% 7.4% 

Don’t Know 7.9% 4.7% 4.9% 0.0% 3.0% 7.1% 6.0% 4.8% 5.4% 

 
 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

 

 

Cost of  

using the new 
infrastructure 

Very satisfied 20.6% 46.9% 18.0% 7.4% 20.2% 19.4% 13.7% 25.0% 19.8% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

27.3% 23.4% 20.8% 42.6% 25.3% 23.3% 27.0% 21.7% 24.2% 

Neutral 10.9% 4.7% 16.3% 29.4% 14.7% 15.3% 20.0% 10.7% 15.0% 

Dissatisfied 8.6% 3.1% 7.7% 11.8% 8.8% 7.3% 7.5% 8.3% 8.0% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

4.1% 0.0% 5.8% 2.9% 4.4% 5.0% 3.0% 6.3% 4.8% 

Don’t Know 28.5% 21.9% 31.5% 5.9% 26.5% 29.7% 28.8% 28.0% 28.3% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  

Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 
progress 

complete 

Mobilization of 
community 
resources for 
implementation 
(land owners, 
community safety 
committees, cash 
and in-kind 
contributions) 

Very satisfied 16.1% 29.7% 15.3% 25.0% 20.0% 14.9% 15.9% 18.1% 17.1% 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

34.5% 46.9% 38.4% 19.1% 39.8% 34.2% 34.3% 38.5% 36.6% 

Neutral 17.6% 18.8% 20.8% 25.0% 19.3% 20.7% 22.5% 18.0% 20.1% 

Dissatisfied 8.6% 1.6% 5.1% 2.9% 5.1% 6.1% 5.4% 5.9% 5.7% 

Very 
dissatisfied  

6.0% 0.0% 2.6% 2.9% 5.3% 1.9% 2.4% 4.3% 3.4% 

Don’t Know 17.2% 3.1% 17.8% 25.0% 10.5% 22.2% 19.5% 15.2% 17.2% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
The process 
of selecting 
the project as 
a priority for 
the 
community’s 
needs was 
transparent. 

Very 
true 

32.6% 0.0% 40.5% 23.5% 35.8% 33.9% 38.8% 31.1% 34.7% 

True to 
some 
extent  

39.7% 65.6% 29.8% 17.6% 37.4% 31.2% 31.5% 35.9% 33.9% 

Neutral 10.9% 18.8% 11.2% 20.6% 10.7% 13.4% 13.1% 11.5% 12.2% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

7.9% 6.2% 4.9% 10.3% 5.6% 6.6% 4.5% 7.6% 6.2% 

Not true 
at all 

4.9% 0.0% 6.8% 25.0% 7.2% 6.9%      6.9% 7.2% 7.1% 

Don’t 
Know 

4.1% 9.4% 6.8% 2.9% 3.3% 8.0% 5.2% 6.7% 6.0% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In 

progress 
complete 

 
The process of 
selecting the 
project as a 
priority for the 
community’s 
needs was 
participatory. 

Very 
true 

23.6% 1.6% 29.8% 10.3% 24.7% 25.3% 30.3% 20.6% 25.0% 

True to 
some 
extent  

34.8% 39.1% 27.3% 26.5% 33.5% 27.4% 26.8% 32.8% 30.0% 

Neutral 10.9% 39.1% 15.2% 20.6% 14.7% 16.8% 17.0% 15.0% 15.9% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

10.1% 7.8% 9.2% 11.8% 10.0% 9.2% 7.7% 11.1% 9.5% 

Not true 
at all 

14.6% 1.6% 9.1% 29.4% 12.3% 10.8% 9.4% 13.1% 11.4% 

Don’t 
Know 

6.0% 10.9% 9.4% 1.5% 4.9% 10.4% 8.8% 7.4% 8.1% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
The selection 
procedures 
 were 
properly 
followed 

Very 
true 

17.6% 0.0% 30.3% 20.6% 24.9% 24.0% 31.8% 18.0% 24.4% 

True to 
some 
extent  

37.8% 59.4% 26.7% 20.6% 35.1% 28.5% 26.2% 35.7% 31.3% 

Neutral 12.4% 25.0% 15.7% 17.6% 13.0% 17.4% 16.5% 14.6% 15.5% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

4.9% 3.1% 5.3% 5.9% 5.6% 4.7% 5.2% 5.0% 5.1% 

Not true 
at all 

8.2% 0.0% 6.9% 22.1% 8.4% 7.5% 6.4%      9.1% 7.9% 

Don’t 
Know 

19.1% 12.5% 15.2% 13.2% 13.0% 18.1% 13.9% 17.6% 15.9% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

Members of the 
community were 
involved in 
monitoring the 
quality and 
progress of the 
infrastructure 
during 
implementation 

Very 
true 

19.1% 3.1% 18.8% 14.7% 17.9% 17.4% 18.7% 16.7% 17.6% 

True to 
some 
extent  

33.3% 50.0% 31.1% 16.2% 34.2% 30.2% 27.7% 35.6% 31.9% 

Neutral 12.0% 35.9% 20.3% 22.1% 19.3% 19.1% 23.2% 15.7% 19.2% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

10.1% 6.2% 8.1% 11.8% 9.1% 8.5% 7.1% 10.2% 8.7% 

Not true 
at all 

13.9% 0.0% 7.9% 29.4% 12.6% 8.9% 8.8% 11.9% 10.4% 

Don’t 
Know 

11.6% 4.7% 13.8% 5.9% 7.0% 16.0% 14.6% 10.0% 12.1% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
Challenges arising 
during 
implementation 
were solved with 
the participation 
of the community 

Very 
true 

16.9% 0.0% 23.1% 17.6% 21.4% 18.2% 19.5% 19.6% 19.6% 

True to 
some 
extent  

42.7% 53.1% 26.4% 20.6% 34.0% 30.6% 26.2% 37.0% 32.0% 

Neutral 13.5% 39.1% 21.9% 17.6% 21.4% 19.8% 23.0% 18.3% 20.5% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

6.0% 6.2% 9.2% 13.2% 7.9% 8.9% 10.9% 6.3% 8.4% 

Not true 
at all 

7.5% 0.0% 4.9% 8.8% 7.2% 4.3% 5.8% 5.4% 5.6% 

Don’t 
Know 

13.5% 1.6% 14.5% 22.1% 8.1% 18.2%    14.6% 13.3% 13.9% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
The community 
feels that the 
infrastructure 
belongs to 
them 

Very 
true 

41.6% 20.3% 47.8% 22.1% 44.4% 41.3% 36.5% 48.0% 42.6% 

True to 
some 
extent  

36.3% 53.1% 30.8% 26.5% 33.0% 33.7% 37.8% 29.6% 33.4% 

Neutral 15.0% 25.0% 11.2% 14.7% 13.5% 13.2% 12.2% 14.3% 13.3% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

3.7% 1.6% 4.6% 13.2% 4.4% 5.0% 5.2% 4.4% 4.8% 

Not true 
at all 

1.1% 0.1% 2.1% 22.1% 3.5% 2.8% 4.5% 1.9% 3.1% 

Don’t 
Know 

2.2% 0.0% 3.5% 1.5% 1.2% 4.0% 3.9% 1.9% 2.8% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
The 
infrastructure is 
equally 
accessible to all 
citizens 

Very 
true 

39.0% 26.6% 46.8% 25.0% 44.0% 40.5% 33.9% 48.9% 41.9% 

True to 
some 
extent  

36.7% 50.0% 28.2% 29.4% 31.9% 31.9% 31.3% 32.4% 31.9% 

Neutral 11.2% 17.2% 12.7% 17.6% 12.6% 13.2% 17.2% 9.3% 12.9% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

7.5% 4.7% 5.1% 14.7% 6.7% 6.1% 6.7% 6.1% 6.4% 

Not true 
at all 

5.2% 1.6% 3.1% 10.3% 4.0% 4.2% 5.4% 3.0% 4.1% 

Don’t 
Know 

0.4% 0.0% 4.1% 2.9% 0.9% 4.2% 5.6% 0.4% 2.8% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
Is the 
implemented 
project still in 
good form? 

Yes, to 
a great 
extent 32.6% 37.5% 39.4% 27.9% 40.7% 33.7% 25.3% 46.5% 36.7% 

Yes 49.1% 56.2% 38.4% 54.4% 39.3% 46.5% 47.4% 40.0% 43.4% 

To 
some 
extent  

9.4% 4.7% 14.2% 8.8% 11.6% 12.2% 16.3% 8.1% 11.9% 

No   3.4% 0.0% 2.1% 1.5% 2.8% 1.9% 2.8%    1.9% 2.3% 

Not at 
all 

2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 1.5% 2.3% 0.9% 1.9% 1.1% 1.5% 

Don’t 
Know 

3.4% 1.6% 4.6% 5.9% 3.3% 4.9% 6.2% 2.4% 4.2% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
Do you 
feel like 
you 
benefited 
from the 
project? 

Yes, to 
a great 
extent 

29.6% 18.8% 40.7% 23.5% 36.7% 34.0% 24.0% 44.8% 35.2% 

Yes 47.9% 42.2% 35.6% 19.1% 39.1% 37.5% 43.3% 33.7% 38.2% 

To 
some 
extent  

15.0% 32.8% 14.2% 27.9% 13.5% 18.8% 18.7%    14.6% 16.5% 

No   6.4% 6.2% 3.1% 11.8% 5.1% 4.5% 4.7% 4.8% 4.8% 

Not at 
all 

0.7% 0.0% 5.4% 17.6% 4.9% 4.5% 8.2% 1.7% 4.7% 

Don’t 
Know 

0.4% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 1.1% 0.4% 0.7% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
I believe 
that I play 
a role in 
the 
planning 
efforts 
carried 
out by the 
local 
council 

Very 
true 

19.5% 1.6% 7.6% 14.7% 11.9% 10.1% 10.5% 11.1% 10.8% 

True to 
some 
extent  

 19.1% 37.5% 13.3% 32.4% 21.9% 14.6% 20.8% 15.0% 17.7% 

Neutral 7.1% 21.9% 13.2% 17.6% 14.9% 10.6% 16.1% 9.3% 12.4% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

9.0% 31.2% 9.2% 2.9% 10.9% 9.5% 8.8% 11.3% 10.1% 

Not true 
at all 

43.1% 7.8% 54.0% 32.4% 39.5% 52.1% 41.2% 51.5% 46.7% 

Don’t 
Know 

2.2% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.9% 3.1% 2.6% 1.9% 2.2% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
My local 
council exerts 
sufficient 
efforts to 
ensure that 
citizens are 
being included 
in the decision-
making 
processes 
regarding 
allocation of 
resources in 
my community 

Very 
true 

17.2% 1.6% 14.0% 11.8% 
15.6
% 

12.7% 15.7% 12.4% 13.9% 

True to 
some 
extent  

 32.6% 43.8% 24.4% 29.4% 
29.1
% 

27.4% 26.0% 30.0% 28.1% 

Neutral 
17.6% 34.4% 27.7% 22.1% 

25.6
% 

24.7% 25.8% 24.4% 25.0% 

Not 
true to 
some 
extent   

10.5% 7.8% 11.4% 20.6% 
11.2
% 

11.8% 13.3% 10.0% 11.5% 

Not 
true at 
all 

20.2% 3.1% 17.1% 14.7% 
17.4
% 

16.5% 14.8% 18.7% 16.9% 

Don’t 
Know 

1.9% 9.4% 5.4% 1.5% 1.2% 6.9% 4.5% 4.4% 4.5% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
I volunteer 
in  
public 
events and 
activities 
organized 
by my local 
council 

Very 
true 

8.6% 3.1% 4.0% 6.4% 8.4% 4.9% 7.3% 5.6% 6.4% 

True to 
some 
extent  

17.6% 28.1% 14.0% 15.4% 23.3% 9.5% 13.9% 16.7% 15.4% 

Neutral 20.6% 20.3% 16.0% 17.5% 22.1% 14.1% 18.7% 16.5% 17.5% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

10.5% 18.8% 11.0% 11.8% 12.3% 11.5% 13.5% 10.4% 11.8% 

Not true 
at all 

40.85 29.7% 54.0% 47.8% 33.0% 58.9% 45.7% 49.6% 47.8% 

Don’t 
Know 

1.9% 0.0% 1.0% 1.1% 0.9% 1.2% 0.9% 1.3% 1.1% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
The local 
council makes 
adequate 
efforts to 
inform the 
community 
about 
participatory 
planning 
processes for 
new 
infrastructure 
projects 

Very 
true 

19.1% 3.1% 15.8% 14.7% 18.6% 13.7% 16.1% 15.6% 15.8% 

True to 
some 
extent  

27.7% 42.2% 26.7% 19.1% 29.1% 26.2% 26.4% 28.3% 27.4% 

Neutral 21.7% 43.8% 28.3% 26.5% 26.7% 28.0% 27.7% 27.2% 27.4% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

8.2% 7.8% 12.0% 17.6% 9.3% 12.5% 15.5% 7.4% 11.1% 

Not true 
at all 

21.0% 1.6% 13.0% 16.2% 14.7% 14.6% 11.6% 17.2% 14.6% 

Don’t 
Know 2.2% 1.6% 4.1% 5.9% 1.6% 5.0% 2.8% 4.3% 3.6% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
There is 
trust 
between 
the local 
council and 
the 
community 

Very 
true 

18.7% 12.5% 20.9% 20.6% 20.2% 19.4% 20.0% 19.6% 19.8% 

True to 
some 
extent  

35.6% 51.6% 29.0% 17.6% 35.3% 28.5% 26.8% 35.4% 31.4% 

Neutral 21.0% 32.8% 27.0% 26.5% 23.3% 27.6% 28.5% 23.3% 25.7% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

7.9% 3.1% 8.1% 14.7% 7.7% 8.5% 10.1% 6.5% 8.2% 

Not true 
at all 

16.1% 0.0% 12.0% 20.6% 11.9% 13.7% 11.8% 13.9% 12.9% 

Don’t 
Know 

0.7% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 1.6% 2.3% 2.8% 1.3% 2.0% 

 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
 
The 
complaints 
process 
 operated by 
the local 
council is fair 
and 
transparent 

Very 
true 

18.0% 4.7% 17.5% 20.6% 18.6% 15.8% 16.7% 17.2% 17.0% 

True to 
some 
extent  

29.6% 46.9% 25.7% 20.6% 27.4% 28.0% 25.3% 29.8% 27.7% 

Neutral 18.7% 18.8% 25.9% 27.9% 22.3% 24.7% 26.4% 21.3% 23.7% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

10.1% 12.5% 11.5% 10.3% 12.6% 10.1% 11.4% 10.9% 11.1% 

Not true 
at all 

17.2% 0.0% 11.2% 19.1% 12.6% 12.7% 11.8% 13.3% 12.6% 

Don’t 
Know 

6.4% 17.2% 8.2% 1.5% 6.5% 8.9% 8.4% 7.4% 7.9% 
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 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
The local council 
makes good  
use of social 
media in its 
communication 
strategy 
 
 

Very 
true 

26.6% 17.2% 30.3% 35.3% 32.6% 26.0% 30.5% 27.4% 28.8% 

True to 
some 
extent  

33.7% 48.4% 29.7% 16.2% 31.4% 30.7% 27.3%    34.3% 31.0% 

Neutral 15.4% 14.1% 17.8% 25.0% 16.7% 17.9% 21.9% 13.5% 17.4% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

5.6% 1.6% 6.3% 4.4% 5.6% 5.7% 6.9% 4.6% 5.7% 

Not true 
at all 

10.5% 0.0% 2.5% 10.3% 4.9% 5.0% 3.0% 6.7% 5.0% 

Don’t 
Know 

8.2% 18.8% 13.5% 8.8% 8.8% 14.6% 10.5% 13.5% 12.1% 

 
 

 Type of project Gender Implementation status  
Total Social  Economic Infrastructure governance male female In progress complete 

 
 
 
I feel like I 
belong to 
the 
community 

Very 
true 

82.8% 62.5% 83.9% 80.9% 81.9% 82.1% 81.8% 82.2% 82.0% 

True to 
some 
extent  

 11.6% 32.8% 7.4% 13.2% 11.6% 9.7% 9.2%    11.7% 10.5% 

Neutral 3.0% 4.7% 5.6% 1.5% 4.0% 5.0% 6.4% 3.0% 4.6% 

Not true 
to some 
extent   

1.9% 0.0% 1.2% 2.9% 1.2% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4% 

Not true 
at all 

0.7% 0.0% 2.0% 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 1.1% 1.9% 1.5% 
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