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Abstract: The purpose of this Proposal was to analyse the Factors influencing Sustainability of Rural Water
Supplies Management in Kenya: A Case Study of Marakwet West Sub County Elgeyo Marakwet County Kenya. It
was guided by the following objective. To assess the effect of Proposal management committee on sustainability of
water projects in Marakwet West Sub County. The study was guided by Resource Based Theory (RBT), Resource
Dependence Theory (RTD) and Complexity Theory (CT). The knowledge was therefore important information
that integrated to Proposal cycle before or towards completion by government, private and non-governmental
organizations. The study adopted a descriptive design. The total target population was 108,540 people residing in
the sub county as provided by the Statistic office of the sub county that included: households who are the primary
consumers of the Proposals, Ward water officers, and the Proposal committee members are entrusted with
management of the Proposals. With a sample size of 259 from simple random sampling. Questionnaires were used
as the data collection instrument. The researcher visited each of the sampled departments and households to
personally administer the questionnaires. Pilot done for validity and reliability of the instrument. It was analyzed
both qualitatively and quantitatively using the Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) version 20. The
collected questionnaires were first be checked for completeness and then coded as per the research questions.
From the findings, proposal management committee (f = 0.378) was found to be positively related sustainability of
water projects. From t-test analysis, the t -value was found to be 3.308 and the p -value 0.024. Statistically, this null
hypothesis was rejected because p<0.05. Thus, the study accepted the alternative hypothesis and it concluded that
Proposal management committee and sustainability of water projects in Marakwet West Sub County. Based on the
findings, the researcher recommended the following: Communities should be invited and given a chance to
participate as leaders in the committee when preparing proposals to enhance sustainability of water projects.
Communities involved in water services should be empowered to have technical and expertise as to operate the
equipment or on maintenance of the equipment. There are adequate competent personnel to manage the proposal
for prosperity. Management of proposals in Water Company should increase the alignment of development
proposals with host communities ‘priorities. They should adopt and embrace modern technology in sustainability
of community based water projects for ease of operations and maintenance and for proper management and
accountability. The findings of this study provided important information and knowledge that influences policy
and reforms for enhancing sustainability pertaining to water Proposals; and Lesson drawn from this study may be
utilized by the communities, implementing partners, Donors and International NGOs to address the sustainability
challenges and plan the better ways of implementing the sustainable community based water Proposals.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Globally, water resources management has been acknowledged to be difficult requiring the integration of various types of
information in the context of uncertainty, heterogeneity, competing objectives and limited resources (Park, Roberts,
Alexander, McNamara, & Pannell, 2013). In Europe, the Water Framework Directive provides a high-level legal
framework within which Member States are responsible for developing river basin-based approaches for meeting ‘good
ecological status for all waters (Patterson, Smith, & Bellamy, 2013). Similarly, in Canada, the South Saskatchewan River
Basin (SSRB) provides an example of river basin governance situation characterized by decentralized, multilevel with
assigned water licenses as asserted by Hurlbert and Diaz (2013). Such an assertion has also been made regarding water
catchment management in most Western Countries such as Murray-Darling in Australia, Rhine and Danube water basins
in Europe which involve integrated approach to managing rivers (Pegram, Yuanyuan, Quesne, Speed, Jiangiang, & Fuxin,
2013).

In September 2000,189 United nations (UN) member States adopted the MDGs, setting clear, time bound targets for
making real progress on the most pressing development issues we face. Goal 7 was to ensure environmental sustainability
and one of its targets was to halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and
basic sanitation (UNICEF and WHO, 2004).The human society is facing four large problems defined as water, food,
energy and environment. Water related problems are the most essential since they implicitly interact with the other three.
Production of food and generation of energy critically depend on water (IWMlI, 2007).

It has been estimated that 1.2 billion people become sick annually as a result of poor quality drinking water (Cech, 2010).
UNEP (2004) projected that two thirds of the world’s population will be living in water stressed countries by the year
2015. In some places water is abundant, but getting it to the people is difficult because of restricted access as a result of
political and socio-cultural issues. In other places, the shortage is due to poor management of the available water
resources (Abu-Eid, 2007). The recognition by the UN General Assembly, in 2010, of water and sanitation as a human
right provides additional political impetus towards the ultimate goal of providing everyone with access to these vital
services. With this in mind, the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDG) aims at halving the proportion of
people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation by the year 2015 (WHO, 2010).

According to UNICEF, The use of improved sources of drinking-water is high globally, with 87 percent of the world
population and 84 percent of the people in developing nations getting their drinking-water from such sources. Even so,
884 million people in the world still do not get their drinking-water from improved sources, almost all of them in
developing regions. Sub-Saharan Africa accounts for over a third of that number, and is lagging behind in progress
towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) target, with only 60 percent of the population using improved
sources of drinking-water despite an increase of 11 percenat points since 1990. (JMP Report, 2010). Nearly 10 percent of
the total burden of disease worldwide is attributable to unsafe water, sanitation, and hygiene and the associated diseases
claim 3.6 million lives annually (Pruss-Ustun et al., 2008). Access to improved water and sanitation is important because
it is the foundation for healthy communities, and results in significant health, economic, and social gains (Mihelcic et al
2003) and in both the water and sanitation sectors, there is critical need for greater sustainability. Agenda 21 provides a
general framework for examining sustainability of water and sanitation. The document declares that ‘sustainability is the
integration of environmental and development concerns for the fulfillment of basic needs and improved living standards
for all”” (UNDP-WSP 2006).

For most rural households throughout Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), there is limited access to safe water resources on the
premises, which results in women and children often walking long distances in search of water to fulfill basic daily water
requirements (Baker, Cullen, Debevec, & Abebe, 2015). In Zimbabwe, they sought to bring together fragmented water
institutions and users into an integrated planning, allocation and management framework (Chifamba, 2013). In Tanzania,
has demonstrated a bias toward the formal state-based institutions for water management leading to an increase in the
number of state-based formal institutional arrangements through which Water Resources Associations (WRUAS) were
formed besides providing frameworks for water allocation (Sokile & Koppen, 2004). However, a number of countries
that have attempted to develop reform processes based on principles have faced significant difficulties in doing so
(Pegram, Yuanyuan, Quesne, Speed, Jiangiang, & Fuxin, 2013). As Jiang (2009) asserts, water resource management has
been_poor, which has led to an increased vulnerability to increasingly severe water shortages. Moreover, the complexity
of many of the world’s river basins has increased and many have experienced serious water resources management
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challenges ranging from flashfloods, poor water quality, reduced water quantity, catchment degradation, lack of
community participation and involvement and increased water related conflicts (Pegram, Yuanyuan, Quesne, Speed,
Jiangiang, & Fuxin, 2013).

The World Health Organization report, with specific focus on rural Sub-Saharan Africa has made not only does the region
lay claim to some of the world’s greatest water and sanitation challenges (UNESCO, 2006), but over half of its population
is expected to remain rural until at least 2030 (UN, 2000). According to United Nations (2000) there are more than 1
billion people in the developing world that are unable to access, on a daily basis, a reliable source of clean, freshwater.
They further posit that the challenge of water for all is one that has taken on renewed interest through the declaration of
the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), which has, the specific target, of reducing by half the proportion of people
without sustainable access to safe drinking water by 2015.

According to WHO/UNICEF (2008) progress has been made towards meeting the water supply needs for the world’s
poor, for example, in 2002, 79 percent of the population in developing countries had access to improved water supplies,
bringing up the total world coverage to 83 percent. This is an increase of 8 percent from 1990 to 2002. De Regt (2005)
argues that with over 75percent of the Africa’s poor living in rural areas, there is need to expand sustainable water service
to these areas. But, Reif et al. (1996; Baker 2000) posit that community based Proposals fail due to a lack of
understanding of the specific context of the community or a lack of effective support structures. Water is a basic need for
human existence hence a fundamental right (Republic of Kenya, 2010). It plays very important role for the wellbeing of
the environment, life forms including various animal species and vegetation (Brauman, 2015). Societies, economies and
natural systems rely on water resources for their proper functioning (Pegram, Yuanyuan, Quesne, Speed, Jiangiang, &
Fuxin, 2013). According to Kalbus, et al. (2012), around 900 million people do not have access to safe drinking water and
about 2.6 billion people are living without adequate sanitation in the world. Meanwhile, an increasing number of countries
continue to experience water stress with most river basins having non-existent or unsatisfactory mechanisms and
institutions to manage water resources (Rahaman & Varis, 2005). Therefore, in order to attain sustainable development,
improving water resources management has been considered integral to realizing socio-economic development as well as
providing environmental services that are sustainable (Kalbus, et al., 2012).

Access to rural water supply remains low in Kenya. In particular, access to piped water has only increased from 9 to 10
percent of rural households over the past eight years. Small community-based water providers are seen as part of the
solution and are supported by the Water Sector Act of 2002, which introduced regulatory and tariff reforms. However
these small water projects lack funding, especially to improve existing systems (Gok, 2009). According to Mbata (2006)
the sustainability of any community Proposals requires a team of highly competent managers owing to many dynamics of
the Proposal implementation. The failure of community based Proposal is largely blamed on lack of professionalism and
management skills of the Proposal implementers owing to poor academic background. In order to establish good rapport
leaders need time, resources and authority to invest in a Proposal. Flexibility is critical in the way leaders interpret their
own and others' roles and in the activities they and the Proposals undertake (Carter et al. 1999). The key causes for failure
of community based water projects include inappropriate policy or legislation; insufficient institutional support;
unsustainable financing mechanisms; ineffective management systems; and lack of technical backstopping (Niyi et.al,
2007). Water supply schemes to communities should therefore consider the effects of this culture of ‘non-denial’ on the
capacity of the facility they provide since it may serve neighbouring communities (Gebrehiwot, 2006).

Kenya is a water scarce country with renewable fresh water per capita of 647 m3 against the United Nations
recommended minimum of 1000 m3 (JICA, 1992). Projections indicated that if no remedial measures are taken then the
per capita water availability will decline to 235m3 by 2025 which is considered to be below limits of water barrier (GOK,
2009). The World Water Development Report (UNESCO, 2006) sums up the current situation in Kenya as: ‘Demand
management strategies are lacking, and water resources allocation decisions related to surface and groundwater
abstractions are made without data.” With a population of 38.6 million in 2009 and a projected population of 43 million
by 2015 (MWI, 2007), Kenya faces enormous challenges in the management of its limited water resources. Despite a
remarkable decrease in population growth rate over the past decades, Kenya’s annual population growth rate is still one
the highest in the world at 2.6%. Population growth rates in densely populated regions have led to rural — urban migration.
This has over-stretched resources in the urban areas.
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Decreasing standards of land management, infrastructure, water and sanitation and municipal services have led to a steady
decline on health and environmental standards as well as increased vulnerability to human-made and natural disaster. The
rate of urbanization in Kenya is one of the highest in the world. While the estimated annual rate of growth of urban
population in Kenya is 7.05% for the period of 1995 — 2007, the average for African cities is 4.37% and 2.57% for the
world (GOK, 2009b). Kenya’s Vision 2030 (GOK, 2007) recognizes the crucial role water resources will play in
supporting the socio-economic development of Kenya. The Vision aims at ensuring that all Kenyans have access to
adequate water resources and sanitation facilities by 2030 and this would be achieved through implementing programmes
and Proposals on water resources management, water storage and harvesting, water supply and sanitation and irrigation
and drainage. Vision 2030 recognizes that water is a basic need and an important catalyst for both economic and social
development of the country. It states that ‘access to water for human consumption, agriculture, and livestock use is a
major problem in rural areas.’ It is thus paramount to improve the living standards of the rural communities through the
provision of sustainable water resources which will be used productively.

Kenya enacted the new constitution (Republic of Kenya, 2010) in which the Bill of Rights, Article 43(1) (d) confers on
every person the right to clean and safe water in adequate quantities. However, it is regarded as water scarce country with
a natural endowment of freshwater per capita per annum estimated at about 1985m3 with flood water incorporated and
647m3 without incorporating floodwater (Republic of Kenya, 2012). Only about 57% of the population has access to
improved water source. This compares unfavorably with the neighboring countries of Tanzania and Uganda, with per
capita levels of 2696 and 2940m3 respectively (UNDP, 2006). Moreover, Kenya’s per capita is expected to drop to
250m3 in 2025 when the population is projected to rise to sixty million and 235m3 by 2035, unless effective measures to
address the challenges facing water resources management are implemented (Republic of Kenya, 2007d).

Scarcity and unreliability of water resources has been impacting negatively on agriculture, domestic water use and
livestock development in various parts of Kenya. As a consequence, various regions of the country are faced with serious
challenges related to water resources management for continued social and economic development (Agwata & Abwao,
2007). However, this would entail involving all the actors in the water sector in participatory management approaches that
pay attention to the interests of the stakeholders and their water-related activities which include agriculture, power
generation, domestic, industrial use, and fishing (REMPAI, 2009).

Among the approaches shown to be effective in speeding up progress towards attaining Goal 7 of the MDGs on provision
of safe drinking water and sanitation, is decentralizing responsibility and ownership and providing a choice of service
levels to communities, based on their ability and willingness to pay (UNICEF & WHO, 2004). Based on this
understanding, the country has experienced a systematic shift toward the decentralization of water management activities
since the year 2002. In an effort to address the issues and challenges in the water sector as well as the severity of water
crisis, the country embarked on a comprehensive water sector reforms programme which culminated in the enactment of
the Water Act, 2002. The water sector reforms took cognizance of MDG 7 (a) which aimed at integrating the principles of
sustainable development into the country’s policies and programmes (Republic of Kenya, 2002). As pointed out by
WRMA (Republic of Kenya, 2012), due to the cross-cutting nature of water resources, their management should be
approached through principles which require participation of stakeholders to execute programmes.

Gebrehiwot (2006) asserts that there is evidence that in developing countries, national and regional governments, local
and international NGOs and other concerned organizations invest large sums every year for the implementation of rural
water supply Proposals. In National Water Policy (2002) stipulates that communities are responsible for full cost
recovery, which means the recovery of the complete cost of the installation of the system, as well as covering costs for
operation and maintenance. Therefore sustainability is not just reaching the design life of a technology, but about the
ongoing availability of clean, affordable and accessible water. However, construction of water projects is not the panacea
to provision of clean water for local communities. This is so because according to the local water board of Elgeyo
Markwet West, the Proposals run down barely into a year after being handed over to the community. This becomes a
threat to the many gains like, improving health, reducing the burden of carrying water long distances, and enabling users
to live a life of dignity among others that can be accrued if there were sustainable water projects in the sub county. For
instance, In order to make the investment in water supplies more effective, failure rates of these systems should be
reduced. This will be the motivation on the researcher to find out the factors that may influence the Sustainability of Rural
Water Supplies Management in Kenya: A Case Study of Marakwet West Sub County Elgeyo Marakwet County Kenya.
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2. PROPOSAL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE ON SUSTAINABILITY OF COMMUNITY WATER
PROPOSALS

Human capacity development through specialized training of Proposal managers, staff, community members and the
whole Proposal team has been noted to be important for Proposal success and sustainability. (Campo, 2008), in an
intervention model introduced in Peru for water supply considered community training as an important component in
which the Proposal used various methods of training such as audio-visuals, visual etc., argues that training on issues like
operation and maintenance empower the communities to look after water supply systems thus aiding sustainability. Lack
of community training is cited as one of the factors which could lead to breakdown and non-sustainability of water supply
Proposals in developing countries (Ademiluyi and Odugbesan, 2008). They further point out that even where full
community participation or management is planned from the start, community-level committees and care takers may lose
interest or trained individuals may move away. This can be a particular risk if community level organization is on a
voluntary basis. (Mengesha et al., 2003) in their study on sustainability of drinking water supply Proposals in Rural of
North Gondar, Ethiopia recommend that building adequate skills and capacity to maintain water sources is an essential
factor to sustain the water system.

Water technology that fails to fulfill the needs of its users, which is poorly installed or which is difficult to maintain or
repair, possess significant challenges for sustainability. Water Aid’s recent sustainability study in Zambia highlighted, for
example, the rapid corrosion of hand pump rising mains as a constraint to sustainable community water supplies (Len
Abrams, 2003). There is no such thing as a maintenance-free technology yet even gravity water supply schemes, which
were expected to provide sustainable services, have failed to live up to that promise. Proasne (2005). Argues that for
water projects to give sustainable results, Proposal Managers should ensure that there will be funding to support identified
solutions to the problems in long term, and for this to happen it is necessary that the technologies used be cost effective
and CMs receive instructions on the new techniques as well as training on how to maintain and repair the equipment. Cost
effective technologies will give CMs a humble time in terms of repair and maintenance, and this will enhance
sustainability of the Proposal.

Management of Proposals involves increasing the alignment of development Proposals with host communities priorities
and coordinating aid efforts at all levels (local, national, and international) to increase ownership and efficient delivery of
services. It is therefore basically offering leadership to achieve certain laid objectives. According to McDade (2004), good
management ensures that sufficient local resources and capacity exist to continue the Proposal in the absence of outside
resources.

Community based Proposals are complex (Weinberg, 2008) and require multifaceted management skills. A Proposal
manager (PM) has to manifest not only Proposal management related skills (Kirsch, 2000), but also technical and
expertise as required by the Proposal (Thite, 2001). Proposal management activities include but are not limited to defining
Proposal scope and requirements gathering, managing resources and relevant training issues within a Proposal, advising
about technical architecture, identifying specific and general Proposal management practices and escalation procedures,
estimating Proposal schedule and budget, ascertaining and managing risks within a Proposal and preparing risk mitigation

The matching or fit between a PM and Proposal extends not only to the technical skills as enumerated above, but also to
other general Proposal-PM profile attributes, such as prior exposure to the methodology experience (Swanson and Beath,
2000). A PM is likely the most senior person within a Proposal and is often perceived as a sounding board for technical
and architectural decisions made for the Proposal. In addition, the PM is also expected to demonstrate a deep knowledge
of the business objectives of the Proposal being undertaken (Bloom, 2006). Prior literature has shown that task familiarity
helps in improving performance and increasing sustainability of a Proposal (Goodman and Leyden, 2001). Prior exposure
to the Proposal characteristics such as technology, or methodology would make the current task more familiar to the PM,
and hence improve sustainability (Banker and Slaughter 2000).

According to Espinosa, et al. (2007) task familiarity is important in the community based Proposals and this is usually
linked to performance which in turn is linked to sustainability. As irsch (2000) and Thite (2001) suggest, a PM should be
able to take on the leadership role with respect to not only managing the Proposal but also leading the technological
initiatives. McDade (2004) indicated that individuals with good management skill are considered to be good leaders and
therefore, through their leadership organizations are steered to prosperity. Precise nature of leadership and its relationship
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to key criterion variables such as subordinate satisfaction, commitment, and performance is still uncertain, leadership does
remain pretty much of a 'black box' or unexplainable concept.” However, not all leaders are good managers. Therefore, in
the quest to establish effect of management skills on sustainability of community Proposals, leadership should be
distinguished from management.

Chemers and Mabhar, (2004) indicated that management involves planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling,
and a manager is someone who performs these functions. A manager has formal authority by virtue of his or her position
or office. Leadership, by contrast, primarily deals with influence. A manager may or may not be an effective leader. A
leader's ability to influence others may be based on a variety of factors other than his or her formal authority or position
(Andriessen and Drenth, 2007).

Kirsch (2000) has highlighted that successful Proposal management requires both hard and soft skills. Hard skills
comprise technological skills, domain expertise, experience as well as Proposal management experience, and Proposal
management skills such as planning, monitoring, risk management and scheduling. Soft skills are intangible, and are
primarily concerned with managing and working with people and fostering inter- and intra- organizational ‘relationships.’
Such skills include but are not limited to organizational knowledge, tacit knowledge in handling people within the
organizational structure, leadership and management skills, and customer handling skills (Becker, 1975; Lee et al., 1995;
Kirsch, 2000). Thite (1999) has emphasized that both technical and transformational leadership skills are required of IT
managers. As prior research has found (e.g., Byrd and Turner, 2001), both hard and soft skills are necessary in IT
professionals to achieve higher performance. However, to the best of our knowledge, there has been no study that
measures the direct impact of the PM’s skills, especially soft skills, on Proposal success.

General human capital comprises technological skills, domain expertise, experience as well as Proposal management
experience, and Proposal management skills such as planning, monitoring risk management and coordination. An
individual can use general human capital to increase productivity in many firms. Specific human capital utilizes skills that
are intangible, and may be specific to a particular firm or environment (Becker, 1975; Lee et al., 1995; Kirsch, 2000).
While the PM’s hard skills play a role in determining Proposal performance, team members also play a crucial role. When
team members are more familiar with each other, the coordination effort required is lower, because familiarity can
provide information about the task and task stakeholders (Espinosa et al., 2007). For example, when team members
interact with each other over the course of a Proposal, they develop a road map of expertise, that is, they know where and
how to locate the expertise needed when in the next Proposal (Boh et al., 2007). Because coordination is easier to
accomplish in a more familiar team, we expect that the PM’s soft skills are more helpful for less familiar teams, in terms
of facilitating Proposal performance and therefore ensuring sustainability of the said Proposals.

Prior literature has examined the congruence between personnel’s management skills and Proposal success (Pagell et al.,
2000). This approach inherently assumes that there is a congruent relationship between the performance, organization,
and context, and thus predicts a unidirectional effect between skills and performance. While the direct impact of these
skills is anticipated, it is important to explore how the fit — between PM skills and the Proposal characteristics — impacts
Proposal sustainability. Pagell et al., (2000) find that the impact of fit between skills and environment on performance is
more significant compared to the direct impact of skills on performance. Proposal managers need to match resources to
the Proposal needs. Resource allocation requires a matching of Proposal characteristics with the skill sets of the PM. Such
a matching can also be viewed as a strategic choice in response to the (Proposal) environment. Venkatraman and Prescott
(1990) suggest that any deviation from an optimal pattern of resource allocation should be significantly and negatively
related to performance and thus sustainability (Martin et al., 2004).

3. METHOD

The study adopted a descriptive design. The total target population was 108,540 people residing in the sub county as
provided by the Statistic office of the sub county that included: households who are the primary consumers of the
Proposals, Ward water officers, and the Proposal committee members are entrusted with management of the Proposals.
With a sample size of 259 from simple random sampling. Questionnaires were used as the data collection instrument. The
researcher visited each of the sampled departments and households to personally administer the questionnaires. Pilot done
for validity and reliability of the instrument. It was analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively using the Statistical
Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) version 20. The collected questionnaires were first be checked for completeness and
then coded as per the research questions.
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4. DISCUSSION

The study sought to assess the effect of proposal management committee on sustainability of water projects in Marakwet
West Sub County. The findings are presented in a five point Likerts scale where SA=strongly agree, A=agree, N=neutral,
D=disagree, SD=strongly disagree and T=total.

From table 4.1 below, the respondents were asked whether there is sufficient technical expertise to manage the proposal.
The distribution of findings showed that 5.5 percent of the respondents strongly agreed, 35.5 percent of them agreed, 30.9
percent of the were neutral, 11.8 percent disagreed while 16.4 percent of them strongly disagreed. These findings implied
there is sufficient technical expertise to manage the proposal.

The respondents were also asked whether management of proposals has increased the alignment of development
proposals with host communities priorities. The distribution of the responses indicated that 6.4 percent strongly agreed to
the statement, 36.4 percent of them agreed, 19.1 percent of them were neutral, 27.3 percent of them disagreed while 10.9
percent of them strongly disagreed to the statement. These findings implied that management of proposals has increased
the alignment of development proposals with host communities’ priorities.

The respondents were also asked whether that the management team makes it possible for the proposal to last for long.
The distribution of the responses indicated that 12.7 percent strongly agreed to the statement, 41.8 percent of them agreed,
17.3 percent of them were neutral, 22.7 percent of them disagreed while 5.5 percent of them strongly disagreed to the
statement. These findings implied that the management team makes it possible for the proposal to last for long.

Finally, the respondents were asked whether the poor management team leads proposal stalling after a short while.The
distribution of the responses indicated that 28.2 percent strongly agreed to the statement, 36.4 percent of them agreed,
17.3 percent of them were neutral, 12.7 percent of them disagreed while 5.5 percent of them strongly disagreed to the
statement respectively. These findings implied that the poor management team leads proposal stalling after a short while.

Table 4.1: Effect of proposal management committee on sustainability of water projects

Statements SA A N D SD T
There is sufficient technical expertise to manage the % 5.5 35.5 30.9 11.8 16.4 100
proposal

The leadership skills of the managers is satisfactory % 6.4 36.4 19.1 27.3 10.9 100
The community is satisfied with the overall % 12.7 41.8 17.3 22.7 5.5 100
management of the water proposal

Management of proposals has increased the alignment % 0.9 52.7 18.2 6.4 21.8 100
of development proposals with host communities

priorities

That the management team makes it possible for the % 28.2 36.4 17.3 12.7 55 100

proposal to last for long

The poor management team leads proposal stalling
after a short while

4.1 Inferential Statistics:
4.1.1 Pearson Correlation:

The study sought to establish the strength of the relationship between independent and dependent variables of the study.
Pearson correlation coefficient was computed at 95 percent confidence interval (error margin of 0.05). Table 4.2
illustrates the findings of the study.

Table 4.2: Correlation Matrix

Sustainability Of Water Projects

*k

Pearson Correlation 728
Proposal management committee Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 250
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As shown on Table 4.2 above, the p-value for Proposal management committee was found to be 0.000 which is less than
the significant level of 0.05, (p<0.05). The result indicated that Pearson Correlation coefficient (r-value) of 0.728, which
represented a strong, positive relationship between Proposal management committee and sustainability of water projects
in Marakwet West Sub County.

4.1.2 Multiple Linear Regression:

Multiple linear regressions were computed at 95 percent confidence interval (0.05 margin error) to show the multiple
linear relationship between the independent and dependent variables of the study.

4.1.3 Coefficient of Determination (R?):

Table 4.3 shows that the coefficient of correlation (R) is positive 0.529. This means that there is a positive correlation
between factors influencing Sustainability of Rural Water Supplies Management in Kenya. The coefficient of
determination (R Square) indicates that 27.9 percent of Sustainability of Rural Water Supplies Management in Kenya is
influenced by factors. The adjusted R? however, indicates that 25.2 percent of Sustainability of Rural Water Supplies
Management in Kenya is influenced by factors leaving 74.8 percent to be influenced by other factors that were not
captured in this study.

Table 4.3: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 5292 279 252 4.10718
a. Predictors: (Constant), Proposal Management Committee,

4.1.4 Analysis of Variance:

Table 4.4 shows the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The p-value is 0.000 which is < 0.05 indicates that the model is
statistically significant in predicting how Factors influencing Sustainability of Rural Water Supplies Management in
Kenya. The results also indicate that the independent variables are predictors of the dependent variable.

Table 4.4: ANOVA?

Model Sum of Squares  df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 786.720 4 171.691 58.650 .000°
1 Residual 2993.440 245 19.869
Total 3780.160 250

4.1.5 Regression Coefficients:
From the table 4.5 of the Coefficients table, the regression model can be derived as follows:
Y =43.619+ 0.378X;

The results in table 4.5 indicate that all the independent variables have a significant positive effect on sustainability of
water projects in Marakwet West Sub County. Proposal management committee was found to be influential with a
coefficient of 0.378 (p-value = 0.023). According to this model when all the independent variables values are zero,
sustainability of water projects will have a score of 43.619.

Table 4.5: Regression Coefficients

Model Unstandardized Coefficients  Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 43.619 2.638 14.276 .000
Proposal management committee .378 A71 .350 3.308 .024
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4.1.6 Hypothesis Testing:

Hos:  There is no significant relationship between Proposal management committee and sustainability of water projects
in Marakwet West Sub County.

From Table 4.6 above, proposal management committee (f = 0.378) was found to be positively related sustainability of
water projects. From t-test analysis, the t -value was found to be 3.308 and the p -value 0.024. Statistically, this null
hypothesis was rejected because p<0.05. Thus, the study accepted the alternative hypothesis and it concluded that
Proposal management committee and sustainability of water projects in Marakwet West Sub County.

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From the findings, proposal management committee ( = 0.378) was found to be positively related sustainability of water
projects. From t-test analysis, the t -value was found to be 3.308 and the p -value 0.024. Statistically, this null hypothesis
was rejected because p<0.05. Thus, the study accepted the alternative hypothesis and it concluded that Proposal
management committee and sustainability of water projects in Marakwet West Sub County.

Based on the findings, the researcher recommended the following: Communities should be invited and given a chance to
participate as leaders in the committee when preparing proposals to enhance sustainability of water projects. Communities
involved in water services should be empowered to have technical and expertise as to operate the equipment or on
maintenance of the equipment. There are adequate competent personnel to manage the proposal for prosperity.
Management of proposals in Water Company should increase the alignment of development proposals with host
communities ‘priorities. They should adopt and embrace modern technology in sustainability of community based water
projects for ease of operations and maintenance and for proper management and accountability.
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