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Technology Applicability Framework 

(TAF) Where next? 

Introduction: What is the TAF 

and where did it come from? 

The Technology Applicability Framework (TAF) was 

developed by the WASHTech project, which was a 

3 year European Union funded action research 

project (2011-2013). The WASHTech consortium 

consisted of IRC WASH (Netherlands), WaterAid 

(UK, Ghana, Burkina Faso and Uganda); Cranfield 

University (UK); Skat Foundation (Switzerland); WSA 

(Burkina Faso); TREND (Ghana); KNUST (Ghana) 

and NETWAS (Uganda). The TAF was tested in 18 

assessments of 13 WASH technologies in three 

countries (Uganda, Burkina Faso and Ghana) in 

three rounds. In the process of testing of the TAF all 

partners contributed substantially to its 

development and of its methodology. The lead 

author was André Olschewski of Skat Foundation.  

The Technology Applicability Framework (TAF) is a 

way of helping organisations improve their 

understanding of whether a technology that has 

been designed to fulfil a particular need, or set of 

needs, will work in a particular context. This 

improved understanding can be used to support 

decisions on: 

 Whether or not to invest or support the 

introduction of Technology X in Context Y 

 Whether or not to continue to invest, 

support or approve the introduction of 

Technology X in Context Y 

 Is Technology X ready to scale-up? And 

what are context-sensitive factors that may 

play a major role in the success or failure 

of widespread promotion and uptake? 

The TAF was developed and test for technologies in 

the Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) sector 

in Sub-Saharan African countries. However it can – 

and has been – applied in other regions for the 

world and for other technology types, notably 

small-scale renewable energy.  The need for it 

emerged, and has been substantiated, because 

research and innovation on technology focused on 

helping the world’s poorest often focuses too much 

on the details of the technology, or product, itself, 

not enough on the needs and complex socio-

political environments that often reinforce poverty 

traps.  Since 2014,  

In 2017 and early 2018, Skat Foundation reached 

out to users of the TAF to get feedback on 

experiences of using it for real-world applications. 

This feedback was generally positive, particular 

from the German Development Cooperation 

Agency, GIZ, who have found it useful for investing 

which existing technologies on the market would fit 

within the programmes to which they provide 

technical support. The result was a “TAF 2.0” draft 

which attempted to simplify the TAF process and 

proposed a second type of TAF more suited as a 

screening tool for innovation challenges where an 

concept is pitched to an organisation who can 

provide funding and support. 

The WASHTech project also developed guidelines 

for Technology Introduction Processes (TIP) aimed 

at supporting innovation to pass through the 

‘Valley of Death’ to successful scaling up. Whilst it 

remains an important resource, we are not aware 

of it being applied. 
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Current situation 

Since the end of the WASHTech project, in 2013, 

the TAF and TIP has been hosted by Skat 

Foundation through the Rural Water Supply 

Network (RWSN).  

This stewardship of the TAF and TIP has been 

largely financed by the Skat Consulting Project 

Fund, with some project-based contributions from 

WaterAid and World Vision Switzerland. However, 

after five years of providing support, the TAF is no-

longer eligible for Skat Consulting’s internal 

innovation funding, unless related to a new 

strategic partnership that can assure its longer term 

business case. 

The online hosting of the TAF and TIP has been 

through a dedicated part of the RWSN website. 

However, due to technical issues, the RWSN 

website needed to be modernised and the separate 

home-page (washtechnologies.net) had to be 

switched off. The materials remain available on the 

RWSN website but not so easily accessible. 

The original washtechnologies.net website was set 

up with a separate template and visual style to 

RWSN to make it clear that the TAF and the TIP was 

just for rural water supply technologies. The website 

had the following features: 

 Introductory text and animated video 

 TAF and TIP manuals and templates 

 WASHTech project reports and papers 

 Case studies of TAF applications  

 A user bulletin board (removed due to lack 

of use) 

 English and French versions of the website. 

Next Steps 

 [1] Convene a Core Partnership 

A partnership is needed to steer the direction of 

development of the TAF and TIP, with a lead 

agency that has sufficient resources, to implement 

the agreed actions. Other Core Partners should 

provide field testing and promotion through their 

programmes and networks. 

Suggested core partnership: 

 Leadership: RWSN (Skat Foundation), 

SuSanA (GIZ), 

 Partner networks and knowledge portals: 

Engineering for Change (E4C), Knowledge 

Point, SSWM, Akvopedia, Sustainable 

Energy for All? 

 Current Users: GIZ, WaterAid, 

Welthungehilfe, IRC, Cranfield University (in 

teaching) 

 Potential Users: African Development Bank, 

USAID, SDC, DFID, World Bank 

Core Working Group Example: Water Point 

Data Exchange  

 

[2] New TAF online portal 

The TAF (and TIP) need a new online portal so that 

the current, and future, tools remain visible and 

accessible. Such a portal should include similar 

features to the original, however, previous attempts 

to create a standalone user community was not 

successful.  

Examples: SuSanA SFD tool; WPDx;  

[3] TAF 2.0 

Further work is needed to refine the TAF2.0 manual 

and its two modes of use. The new version would 

then need to be promoted among existing and 

potential users. However, to be sustainable the on-

going development and custodianship of the TAF 

and TIP needs to be built around a strategic 

http://skat-foundation.ch/
http://www.susana.org/en/
https://www.giz.de/
https://www.engineeringforchange.org/
https://knowledgepoint.org/en/questions/
https://knowledgepoint.org/en/questions/
https://www.sswm.info/
https://akvopedia.org/wiki/Main_Page
https://www.seforall.org/
https://www.seforall.org/
https://www.giz.de/
https://www.wateraid.org/
https://www.welthungerhilfe.de/
https://www.ircwash.org/
https://www.cranfield.ac.uk/courses/taught/water-and-sanitation-for-development
https://www.waterpointdata.org/about-initiative/wpdx-working-group
https://www.waterpointdata.org/about-initiative/wpdx-working-group
http://sfd.susana.org/
https://www.waterpointdata.org/water-point-data
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partnership and a shared roadmap of how the TAF 

can continue to develop and adapt to the needs of 

users.  

 Road Map Example: Akvo’s products  

TAF app?  

The TAF is explicitly a participatory tool rather than 

a ‘black box’ decision-support app. However, there 

may be demand for an Android or Windows App 

version for developing and sharing TAF 

questionnaire screening and sheets and producing 

graphic results that can be easily sent or shared on 

the online hub.  

The challenge with an App is the need for regular 

updating and technical support to keep alive. Many 

projects produce apps that soon die as the 

hardware and operating systems render them 

obsolete.  

[4] Promote uptake and use 

Like the technologies that the TAF and TIP is 

designed to assess and support, the tools need to 

pass through their own Valley of Death to 

widespread uptake and use. Actions to consider: 

 Clearer branding and guidance for non-

WASH technology applications to make it 

of interest to a much broader audience; 

 Develop clear use-cases from a wide range 

of applications, presented as fact sheets 

and short videos. 

 Develop an evidence base for the added 

value from using the TAF. 

[5] Income generation to cover costs for 

sustaining and developing the TAF and TIP. 

As an Open Source methodology that was 

developed with largely public funding, no 

organisation has ownership over the intellectual 

property.  

The TAF and TIP were designed to be highly 

transferable and adaptable to encourage uptake 

and use to deliver pro-poor development 

outcomes.  

To finance the on-going maintenance and 

development if the TAF and online hub: 

 Training courses (onsite and/or online); 
 On-demand support for the tool, TAF 

assessment design, interpretation of 

results; 
 Support to translate TAF into 

organisational or governmental 

operational procedures and guidelines; 

 Advertising/product directory linked to the 

TAF hub; 
 Customisable TAF online hub for sharing 

TAF assessments and templates – paying a 

fee to keep them private or for an 

unbranded version; 
 Sponsorship, Grant or project funding; 
 Donations/crowd-funding; 

Examples 

 IRC online courses 

 mWater’s open-source mapping tool 
 Akvo FLOW 
 SSWM partner space 
 The Water Network 

 QGIS 

  

https://app.productplan.com/p/1vITLiNZkRWNCIiBI51KFQesKxnwe3TB
https://moodle.ircwash.org/
http://www.mwater.co/pricing-facts.html
https://akvo.org/products/akvo-caddisfly/#services
https://www.sswm.info/product-services
https://thewaternetwork.com/shop
https://www.qgis.org/en/site/index.html
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Annexes 

List of known TAF assessment (excl. WASHTech pilot assessments) 

Technology Context Organisation(s) 

Pour-flush Latrine Rural Nicaragua WaterAid 

Household Water Filter Rural Nicaragua WaterAid 

Rope Pump Rural Nicaragua WaterAid 

Manual Drilling Dem. Rep. Congo Skat Foundation/UNICEF 

Blue Pump handpump Turkana Region, 

Kenya 

UTS/Oxfam 

Blue Pump handpump The Gambia UTS/Oxfam 

Household Water Treatment India  Tara India / Antenna 

Technologies 

India Mark II pump South Sudan IRC 

Planning WASH Services Tanzania WaterAid / Gov. Tanzania 

Community supply using handpump, 

diesel engine with piped scheme or solar 

pump 

Tanzania WaterAid 

VIP Latrine Tanzania WaterAid 

Biofil Toilet Ghana Biofilcom/TREND 

Desludging device Zimbabwe Welthungerhilfe/IRC 

DEWAT System Afghanistan GIZ 

Reconstruction of housing Philippines Welthungerhilfe 

Self-supply and a service delivery 

approach 

Sierra Leone Tech. Uni. Cologne / Wuppertal 

Institute 

Biogas Digester Colombia Tech. Uni. Cologne 

Decentralized Faecal Sludge Transfer 

station 

Uganda GIZ, ATC 

 

The use of the TIP is not known or documented. 

Summary of feedback on original TAF 

Thank you to Alan Potter, Benedict Tuffuor, Susan Davis, Tim Foster,  

Summary of feedback on original TAF 

1. WHAT DID YOU LIKE ABOUT THE TAF WHEN YOU USED IT? 

The TAF truly offers a very comprehensive way of assessing the viability of introducing a technology in particular context, bringing 

into perspective the views of all relevant stakeholders. 

Its versatility: The TAF is generally applied once off to guide the introduction of a WASH technology or to evaluate the performance 

of a technology against key sustainability questions and dimensions, here we applied to action research through a technology 

introduction process. This particular adaptation directly introduces “action” into action research – the TAF engaged all key actors in 

collecting, analysing and action planning through each phase of the initiative, strengthening both the introduction of the service 

itself and the data available to address the research questions. 

The repeated measures scores at different phases, by each the three main stakeholder groups from their own respective 

perspectives, together with data collected from each of the stakeholder groups through KIIs and household surveys, enables a 
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Summary of feedback on original TAF 

triangulated analysis of the research data, verification validation and analysis of the data and, most importantly, guides the actions 

taken by each of the groups to address risks and constraints identified. 

By bringing the key actors together to analyse comprehensive institutional, social, environmental, capacity, technical and financial 

information and develop action plans, the initiative also (a) develops their knowledge on how to design, implement and scale up 

faecal desludging towards improved sanitation services; (b) uses their knowledge to design, implement and scale up mobile 

desludging, and (c) builds partnerships for improved sanitation services. 

Its rigour and attention to detail was excellent too: Scores from the perspectives of users, operators and authorities/ regulators can 

be analysed per sustainability dimension (horizontally) and from the different perspectives of the different groups (vertically), as 

elaborated further in the analysis section of the attached report. 

I like the scorecard as a very versatile tool for analysis, discussion, even for project design and for evaluations. I used the TAF recently 

for analysing and discussing case studies with students and with NGO practitioners in WASH. 

While I have not used it myself to evaluate a particular technology, I have recommended the process (and the existing profiles) to 

several organizations. (And wrote an article about it here: https://www.engineeringforchange.org/how-to-improve-the-adoption-of-

innovative-technology-in-developing-countries) I like that it is a consistent and comparable way to consider technologies within 

specific contexts.  I like in particular that it includes the social, economic, and legal/institutional dimensions, which seem to be often 

overlooked in technology considerations.    

 What I liked about the TAF:  

 It provides a useful and well thought out framework and decision support tool for assessing the suitability of WASH 

technologies!! 

 It is comprehensive and considers suitability/sustainability of tech from multiple angles and perspectives. 

 The process is participatory 

 The traffic light matrix provides a user-friendly and accessible way of presenting conclusions whilst also doing some justice to 

the complexity 

 When did I use it:   

 As part of an evaluation of the BluePump evaluation in Turkana 

2. WHAT WERE ITS MAIN WEAKNESSES AND DRAWBACKS? 

Its effectiveness relies heavily on the expertise of the facilitator. people don't easily appreciate the process without experience 

facilitation. 

The original TAF questionnaire “Sanitation – new – general assessment indicator sheet[1]” was adapted because it is by design 

focused on the appropriateness and sustainability of the technology (itself) to be introduced and needed some thinking to be 

applied to a FSM service.  

Given that this was the TAF’s first adaptation to a technology used to provide a service via an operator rather than directly to target 

beneficiaries of the technology such as an innovative type of water or sanitation facility, the producer (WASTE Malawi and later an 

individual team member) and operator contributed to the adaptation of the questionnaire, i.e. to the guiding and scoring questions 

against each of the 18 TAF indicators. Every effort was made to ensure internal consistency with the original tool and TAF indicators, 

and so Scoring Question 1 (and its guiding questions) spoke to demand; SQ 2 to the need for promotion and market research; SQ 3 

to the need for social change and behavioural marketing; SQ 4 to affordability and so on.  

Although the questionnaire was revised to improve simplicity and to reduce the risk of ambiguous interpretation, data collection 

against the guiding questions in the adapted TAF questionnaire is as comprehensive and it is onerous. Some of the questions remain 

multi-layered and require clear and consistent interpretation to ensure the reliability of results, not only in terms of the input data 

(from KIIs and household surveys prior to TAF workshops) but also to scoring outcomes. 

The household surveys were an excellent additional data point, only FGDs could easily have provided less adequate data. 

It was essential to collect good data on all of the guiding questions and to ensure that all stakeholder/ action research participants 

had the same information, and that they actively engaged in verifying and validating it before scoring. Data inputs to TAF workshops 

(against the guiding questions) were collected through key informant interviews, and different action research participants/ 

stakeholder groups contributed information to different guiding questions, so it was essential that they as a group verified the TAF 

data collectively. Although this was time consuming (three TAF workshops that ran over 2 days each), it presented a valuable 

opportunity for stakeholder groups to share and update information, to develop a comprehensive picture from other perspectives 

and to strengthen linkages between users, operators, regulators and authorities. 

2. Some of the roles (viewpoints) are defined too broadly, and depending on the context may not be the 3 most relevant players. 

Thus, it's important to keep those definitions flexible (but not too broad). Also, it becomes obvious that the second viewpoint 

("facilitator") assumes there is someone in this role - but for example in private sector based interventions, there often isn't - which is 

                                                      
[1] http://www.washtechnologies.net/en/taf/taf-selection-tool/details/563  

http://www.washtechnologies.net/en/taf/taf-selection-tool/details/563
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Summary of feedback on original TAF 

part of the problem... 

One theoretical weakness is that it looks like all actors and all indicators have the same importance - e.g., that you should pay the 

same attention to acceptance of a product/service/technology as to its legal admissibility - which is not the case. This weakness may 

be overcome by proper use of the tool and proper ToT. 

It might seem like too long/complex a process for many organizations to do individually for each country/project/community.  

Perhaps there are examples of WASH sector groups doing this at a country level that could be shared. 

 I really liked the traffic light matrix due to its accessibility – though  it’s important to remain cognisant of the fact that not all 

dimensions/traffic lights are of equal relevance or importance 

 When unpacking the specifics behind each dimension/criteria, the TAF guidance often embeds multiple questions which are at 

times difficult to reconcile/navigate when coming to  final conclusion on traffic light colour.  

 Was sometimes difficult to come to a shared view on the appropriate traffic light colour given stakeholders hold diversity of 

interests, perspectives and knowledge domains 

 Some dimensions/criteria were difficult to assess (e.g. “Does the producer/provider of this technology have sufficient technical 

and business skills to introduce this technology using a cost model that ensures competitive, affordable rates but also 

profitability?”). Hard to answer this for the BluePump without having Paul VB in attendance, and even then… 

 The matrix bundles together users/buyers but in a rural water context these two sets of actors are often different, so this made 

it confusing for participants to address some of the questions (this I think highlights one of the great challenges of rural water 

supplies – the end users have no way to exercise consumer choice!)  

 Some criteria were difficult to address as they related to the rural water sector as a whole rather than the suitability of the 

hardware (e.g. Is regulation of producers/providers and the quality of technologies/spares they deliver transparent, enforced 

and effective? Are there sufficient capacities in place at national and local level to exercise quality control of this technology?)  

 Without empirical evidence to facilitate some areas of discussion, there is a risk the workshop discussions (which are often 

based on perceptions of stakeholders) could perpetuate false beliefs.  For example, the discussion about reliability of the 

BluePump in our TAF workshop would have been speculative without data from the field to ensure discussions were evidence-

based. 

3. BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCE OF USING THE TAF, WHAT WOULD BE THE HIGHEST PRIORITY THINGS TO CHANGE 

ABOUT IT? 

A scaled down version of the TAF for very new technologies. This is because for such technologies, most parts of TAF does not apply 

 Reduce the complexity of the SQs 

 Update definitions of stakeholders to allow for easier adaptation to operator-run services such as FSM – see our annex I hope 

attached for the definitions we applied for the specific context to which we adapted the TAF. 

3. Make simple templates readily available: e.g. different formats (JPG, Excel, ppt.) of the empty scorecard. I am not sure if it exists 

already but having a reduced questionnarie (e.g. 3 sample questions per box of the scorecard) ready for download would be useful. 

See above 

•         Some of the wording of the criteria and associated questions could be tightened, and/or some guidance added on how to 

navigate/reconcile criteria involving multiple embedded questions – e.g. decision trees 

•         Guidance on how to incorporate user views into the process in situations where having user representatives at the workshop 

is not possible or would fail to ensure voices of the most marginalised are heard (I did this via a separate process of interviews at 

~140 water points ensuring at least 50%  of voices were those of women). I know water user representation is advised, but this 

process may not capture those who shoulder the burden of poor WASH. 

•         Have the criteria better reflect that buyers and users can be different actors and the perspectives of both are important to 

consider even if divergent. 

4. LONGER TERM, HOW WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE THE TAF DEVELOP? 

There have been suggestion about scoring the indicators to reduce the subjectivity of the process, however I personally feel the best 

way is leave it as it is and ensure always the active participation of all relevant stakeholder 

It’s a great action research tool, and a great planning and decision making tool. The TIF needs to be made more accessible and user 

friendly and tested more widely, perhaps also incorporating a Business Model Canvas or something similar for small scale providers? 

Would be great to document some of its uses, both in WASH and beyond. Having regular training opportunities on how to use the 

tool also would be useful (webinars?/MOOCs?). In the longer term, TAF needs to get more into the mainstream of practitioners, 

particularly among NGOs/donors. 

If there is a critical mass of TAFs on a particular technology, maybe there are overall principles / lessons learned that could be 

condensed and shared back out with the users of technology. 

Also, would be great to see donors / governments starting to require this process to be done whenever a new technology is planned 

to be used in an area. 

 Continue to showcase examples of how the TAF can be tailored to different contexts and technologies (especially if through a 
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Summary of feedback on original TAF 

formal government process related to handpump standardisation/endorsement – since Jess Macarthur’s great paper I think 

there is an opportunity for the TAF to help govts revisit the issue of handpump standardisation. I recently read through 

documentation relating to the Cambodian handpump standardisation process from 1993 and there were a lot of overlaps with 

the TAF) . 

 Would be interesting to think about how the TAF could be used to drive broader system change to improve rural water 

sustainability – not exactly sure what/how this looks like, but many of the weakness we highlighted in the TAF process for the 

BluePump were not reflective of the technology per se but rather a weak rural sector to support any type of rural water 

technology. 

 

 


