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I

Catalysing Change
In 2002, the Secretary, Department of Drinking Water Supply (DDWS), Government of India, (GoI) stated in a foreward written for a publication of the Water and Sanitation Programme – South Asia (WSP-SA,) that less than 20% of India’s rural population has access to safe and hygienic sanitation facilities. Since the 1980s, the Central Rural Sanitation Programme (CRSP) and numerous state schemes had been offering subsidies for individual household and community toilets, but with indifferent results. Usage of subsidized toilets was estimated at 50% odd in the more favourable reports and at only 20% by many observers. In 1999, the Government of India launched the Total Sanitation Campaign in pilot districts (TSC - it now covers the entire country). The emphasis was shifted from toilet construction to awareness building for behaviour change and only a small subsidy was provided for below poverty line households to construct toilets. The inspiration behind the TSC was the experience of Medinipur district in West Bengal. In Medinipur, an NGO based initiative of rural sanitary marts cum production centres selling a low cost model, backed by marketing through local motivators and only a small subsidy had delivered impressive results over the years. After the launch of the TSC, significant involvement of the three tiers of the Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs – rural local government) has resulted in even more dramatic achievement. But in the rest of the country the new TSC made little headway in those first few years. An implementation machinery used to pushing toilets with high subsidies, simply threw up its hands in the new low subsidy regime. Some states sought to counter this with their own subsidy schemes. Most simply allowed the whole rural sanitation programme to lapse into a state of hibernation. Rural sanitation was becalmed in the doldrums. The occasional surge induced by a state subsidy scheme was only a storm in a teacup, and the ripples settled soon enough leaving sanitation in much the same place. It was in this state of torpor that word of new, exciting happenings in rural sanitation first reached from Bangladesh.


 In 2001, the World Bank managed WSP-SA was not really in the business of sanitation in India. Rural sanitation was considered a largely UNICEF preserve. One of WSPs principal donors, DfID, drew attention to this gap in WSP–SA’s operations during a mid term review in 2001. At around the same time, DfID proposed a review of a Water Aid – Bangladesh project,   ‘Support to the Community Based Water Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene Education Programme’. The project included piloting of a new approach in rural sanitation. DfID asked WSP to be part of this review and Vivek Srivastava, India Country Team Leader in WSP – SA, joined the team that undertook the review between November18-23, 2001. For Vivek, a visit to Bogra was a high point of the entire mission. The comments in the review report only hinted at the exciting possibilities it opened up. “The 100% sanitized village approach promoted by one of WAB’s partners (VERC) is very impressive with evidence of demand spreading to neighbouring villages. The emphasis and success of promoting behaviour change from open defecation to use of a fixed location and a range of latrine options depending upon household affordability (the sanitation ladder) and avoiding reliance on subsidies or loans is fully endorsed.” From a former civil servant who had been part of India’s higher civil service (Indian Administrative Service) and witnessed the pyrrhic victories achieved by most development programmes on the ground, this was indeed high praise. Vivek had witnessed a revolution in rural sanitation and learnt of Kamal Kar, credited with making it happen.


On his return from Bangladesh, Vivek immediately set about tracing Kamal Kar. Kamal Kar, one of the first Indian converts to Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) started out as an expert in animal husbandry and has, since his first electrifying experiments in Bangladesh, become the global ambassador for CLTS. Kamal Kar had at one time advised WSP-SA on participatory approaches and urban sanitation issues in India. Soma Ghosh Moulik, urban institutional specialist in Vivek’s team knew Kamal Kar. Soma trained as a town planner but over time has developed into one of foremost resource persons on institutional issues in sanitation in India. Contact was quickly established with Kamal Kar and an interaction organized. Soma recalls that the Government of Maharashtra was considering taking support from Sulabh International at the time for TSC pilot districts.  They had asked WSP to facilitate a discussion. Vivek used the occasion to call a wider audience of officials from the centre, states and NGOs to hear Kamal Kar’s presentation on the new approach of 100% total sanitation without subsidy. The presentation over, the key question was whether such an approach could work in India? Kamal Kar was forthright in dismissing the possibility given the subsidy orientation of the Indian government. Vivek still felt it was worth introducing the concept to central and state policy making levels. In discussions with Junaid K. Ahmad, WSP-SA Regional Team Leader, it was agreed that the only way to make an impression was by organizing a visit to the pilot villages in Bangladesh. Soma sketched out a concept. R.C.Panda, Joint Secretary in DDWS, GoI showed interest but was sceptical about being able to sell the idea of an official team crossing the border to learn from Bangladesh. It was Junaid, with many years of experience in dealing with similar prickly issues in South Africa (as a World Bank representative there), who found the answer. The visit took the form of a high level regional workshop to facilitate an exchange views and information between India and Bangladesh on water and sanitation issues. Learning was projected as a two way street and the idea won acceptance. The workshop was organized at Rajshahi and Bogra in Bangladesh from 12-15 February, 2002 and a field visit to pilot villages was included in the programme. A.K. Goswami, Secretary, DDWS led the Indian delegation. From the centre, his Deputy Secretary, Sanitation, Kumar Alok accompanied him. The three states traditionally supported by WSP in India– Maharashtra, Kerala and Andhra Pradesh were represented alongwith Tamil Nadu, Panda’s cadre in the IAS (the cadre factor explains many an official Indian participant from the States in workshops abroad!). Both officials and NGOs from the four states were part of the delegation. Maharashtra had the largest state contingent with B.C. Khatua, the Principal Secretary, incharge of the Water Supply and Sanitation Department, leading the group.

Kamal Kar facilitated the workshop and the field visit. His memories of the impact on the India delegation are positive. “My impression of the visit of the Indians to the Bogra workshop in Bangladesh was good. I was impressed to see the interest and excitement generated amongst the Indians. Goswami had a chat with me and seemed to have liked the approach. I thought he understood and was convinced about the idea of community led initiative with no-subsidy. There was one Divisional Commissioner from the state of Maharashtra who seemed to be really convinced and understood the power of the approach. Mr. Khatua was the one who was most convinced and took the lead in the workshop and urged everyone to adopt the approach. He condemned government of India’s household hardware subsidy approach and called for a radical change. He was the one who also visited the slums of Dhaka at the end of Bogra workshop. The two young officers Bedi and Jayesh were very active during the village visit and asked a lot of questions to the ODF communities. I was very impressed to see their level of interest.”  

Soma recalls the immediate impact of the workshop in more detail. “Let me give you my impression of February 2002 (not my most recent impression!). The concept of total sanitation (that is covering the entire community) was highly appreciated as the key participants felt that the pilots have targeted the root cause, i.e. open defecation. They acknowledged that the primary issue was handled up-front - open defecation and traditional behavior. The treatment for this symptom is not toilet construction but collective ignition and motivation. This was highly appreciated. The enthusiasm demonstrated by the children, in mass slogans, as community watch dogs, was seen as the most effective tool for communication and monitoring. Erecting signboards caught the participants’ attention and gave a deep rooted sense of ownership. The demonstration of low cost models also made them feel that if people decide, innovations by people can solve huge problems on the supply side. Initially, I was sceptical about the participants’ willingness to grasp the concept, appreciate the innovations with an open mind, since it is so simple! The field visit actually changed everyone's perception. Those who opposed it most were participating the maximum at the later stage of the event.” 


Among those who came back really convinced about the success of the approach, a key person for the future of CLTS in India was B.C.Khatua. A senior member of the IAS, he was one of that small minority who retain both an ability to question and a desire to make a difference even after decades in the civil service. For many of the Indian observers, the evidence of collective behaviour change and collective action with no financial support from government was unbelievable.   Khatua even made a separate morning visit to the pilot village to make doubly sure it had not all been stage managed! From that moment, he became one of the most ardent supporters CLTS has ever had. His endorsement and passionate espousal arose from a complete understanding of the simple straightforward logic of CLTS. The community’s failure to address sanitation was caused by lack of awareness of its public good dimension. Once a mind set change was ignited through disgust, shame or fear, a collective behaviour change ensured collective action to end the practice of open defecation and secure safe disposal of excreta. Issues of external financial assistance and subsidy became irrelevant for a community motivated to improve its own condition.  Sumit Mullick, Divisional Commissioner of Amravati Division in Maharashtra and also a senior IAS officer, admitted that the visit had completely changed his views on sanitation. “My visit to the villages in Bangladesh resulted in a paradigm shift in my thinking on sanitation. No subsidies were given and the villagers were convinced of the necessity of toilets by what could be termed as ‘shock treatment’. The villagers were proud of their toilets and lost all embarrassment in showing them. They had proudly put up a board stating that no person defecates in public. Land was donated to built toilets”.


Among the younger lot, the two IAS officers in the field, Jayesh Ranjan, Executive Director of the Chittor district water and sanitation society and Gagandeep S.Bedi, Cellector of Kanya Kumari district in Tamil Nadu came back with intentions of trying the new approach in their areas. Jayesh was unfortunately transferred soon after but Bedi’s efforts clearly bore fruit. In the first list of NGP awardees in 2005, Kanya Kumari district had an entire block panchayat among the award winners. In the long run, of course, isolated, sporadic efforts at spreading CLTS in the field, would remain just that. For effective spread and scale, policy level adoption seemed essential to guide and sustain efforts. Among those early initiates from the states, only Maharashtra had participated at the appropriate policy making level.


Not everyone, however, came back with the feeling that they had witnessed a path breaking innovation worthy of emulation. Kumar Alok, Deputy Secretary in charge of Sanitation in the DDWS, GoI and on deputation to the center from the Tripura cadre of the IAS perhaps best expressed this viewpoint. Parts of Tripura has a tradition of fixed point defecation even in rural areas and the key issue seemed to be one of converting this to sanitary toilets that confine human waste safely. Subsidies to individual households appeared the best way to achieve this upgrade.  “It was one of the many workshops and exposure visits which had been organized for implementation and operationalisation of TSC. It appeared that the social mobilization was good but no focus was given on safe and sanitary toilet construction. The technology was heavily ignored. This could be because there was no subsidy in the programme. People in the group were not impressed with the type of toilets constructed but were generally happy to see the enthusiasm among people. I think there was nothing particularly worth replicating in India. By that time TSC programme was formulated and had provisions for both forward and backward linkages. Need for focusing on IEC was fully established by that time and that is why TSC programme was launched. The NGOs were focusing too much on RA tools which was not very much replicable and now also very few GPs are relying on PRA tools. The role of panchayats was minimal and NGOs were running the show in Bangladesh whereas our emphasis was on involving PRIs.”

Disbelief in CLTS stemmed from many perspectives. At the core, it was about perceptions coloured by the subsidy issue. For those who believe that it is the responsibility of the state to finance access to safe sanitation for the poor, the idea that the community would find ways to deal with financing issues was heretical. For others, used to disbursing subsidies to promote anything that government considered worthwhile, it was simply unbelievable that people were willing to spend without expecting government support. Many participants came away with the view that it may well have been orchestrated for the visitors and that subsidies were actually being doled out behind the scene. Others felt that perhaps it was only the religious homogeneity of the villages that made it possible and there was little chance of success in a heterogeneous state like Maharashtra.  


Despite Kumar Alok’s dismissal of the Bangladesh visit as of little consequence, in the months that followed, changes in the TSC guidelines reflected some of that influence. Soma remembers that it was at this time the guidelines were amended to advocate a “move from low to no subsidy (ironically the scenario has changed with the revision of 2006 that has more than doubled the subsidy), creating ODF communities and focus on community mobilization. The word subsidy was replaced with the word incentive and toilet complexes for women and community toilets were no longer kept as a mandatory provision (again in contrast to the recent targets that require school toilets to be provided immediately).” The Bangladesh visit certainly worked as a catalyst in convincing a key person like Khatua that the “100% sanitized village” approach could revolutionize the sanitation scene in India. But those who felt that any radical shift in strategy was not only unnecessary but perhaps could even be a regressive move also carried weight. This was evident in the reflections on the road ahead drafted at the end of the workshop. The need to build capacity at local government level and in NGOs, design pilots and demonstration projects, support policy debate at the state level and facilitate exchanges, were among the innocuous sounding recommendations. But there was a conspicuous silence on taking on the greatest obstacle to taking forward CLTS in India– subsidies to promote toilet construction. Not surprisingly Kamal Kar says looking back on the event. “I had my doubts on the final outcome and lasting impact of the visit in India. I knew that it was not easy to fight a battle against the ‘big subsidy’ and the politics associated with it. To fight the ‘sanitation subsidy monster’ of India not only power and authority was needed but a prolonged and persuasive fight against ‘subsidy -politics’ was essential. I was not sure how many would be prepared or be able to do that.” 

II

The First Milestone

Between 1997-2000, Maharashtra ran a high subsidy rural sanitation programme that reported construction of 1.661 million individual toilets at a cost of Rs. 6.5 billion including government subsidy support of Rs. 4.56 billion.  Concurrent evaluation showed that in the best case, usage was 57%. The toilets were put to manifold uses– chicken coops, manure sheds, additional storage and in some cases to house the images of the gods! The disappointing findings led to the launch of the Sant Gadge Baba Sanitation Campaign to reward the cleanest villages in the State. The scheme is a contest in which communities (Gram Panchayats) compete against each other to gain a reward to be used by the collective as a whole. Gram Panchayats entering this competition are assessed by committees with official as well as non official representation including the press, NGOs and elected representatives. Points are awarded on a checklist of cleanliness indicators. The highest ranking Gram Panchayat in a group of Gram Panchayats representing a Zilla Parishad constituency (district level PRI) competes at the level of a development block (coterminous with the Panchayat Samiti or Taluka Panchayat – the middle tier of the three tier Panchayats Raj structure of elected rural government). The best three at a block level compete at the district level; the best three at the district level compete at the division level and two division level winners for three prizes at the state level. Winners from the block level upwards, receive cash prizes but the amount all the villages spend as part of their efforts to do well in the competition, far exceeds the prize money. In 2002, one estimate placed the investment in sanitation leveraged by the competition at over Rs. 2 billion with prize money of only Rs. 66 million.  The Gadge Baba campaign generated mass interest in cleanliness but the focus was diffuse – drainage, solid waste and general cleanliness. Increased toilet coverage was one of the criteria for judging competition entrants in a checklist of 11 items and carried a weight of no more than 15%. The demand for toilets was still low and a cause for worry. The Bangladesh visit had opened up the possibility of a new approach to make headway on this frontier.


Once back from Bangladesh, Khatua was not the kind to let the grass grow under his feet before he did something to ring in changes in the way sanitation was approached in Maharashtra. WSP-SA as the technical support was called on to play a greater role in rural sanitation than it had in the past. Maharashtra wanted an appropriate strategy that would enable both adoption of an approach that targeted open defecation free status through community action and also scaling this beyond a few pilots. At the same time such a strategy had to reconcile with an existing policy framework that included both the centrally sponsored TSC with its toilet count and subsidies and the state’s own Sant Gadge Baba Cleanliness Campaign. WSP worked intensely with Khatua and Sudhir Thakre his Deputy Secretary over the next few months. Thakre, a Maharashtra state civil service officer, promoted to the elite IAS, after many years service, was another exceptional civil servant with a refreshing willingness to consider new ways of doing things. It was Soma’s responsibility to map what was happening in sanitation and add to WSP’s knowledge and ability to advise the client. The pros and cons of the Water Aid Bangladesh model (WAB-100% sanitized village) the West Bengal  Medinipur model, Water Aid India’s (WAI) efforts in Trichy, Tamil Nadu and the Sant Gadge Baba Campaign (SGBC) were analysed threadbare. 

The WAB model was revolutionary in its ability to ignite collective behaviour change and motivate collective action to secure the benefits of sanitation for the entire community. Its greatest shortcoming was that as a NGO – donor based initiative, its ability to scale up was limited. Other criticism related to possible unsafe technology, financial pressure on the poor and ignoring other areas of environmental sanitation. Both the WAI supported Trichy model and the Medinipur model paid attention to technology and financial support to the poor. They both reached out with motivational messages to households and communities and sought to involve local government in their efforts. The Medinipur model scored over Trichy in the sense that the latter ended up as a localized donor – NGO driven initiative even though there was an attempt to involve the Gram Panchayat. In Medinipur, it was local government which was in the driver’s seat. NGOs were engaged by local government at the district level to run sanitary marts/production centres while village motivators, to reach out to households, were appointed by Gram Panchayats. The entire process was closely monitored by the PRIs at different levels. This ownership by local government offered an answer to difficulties of spread and scale that a typical donor – NGO led initiative appeared to suffer from. The limitation of both Trichy and Medinipur lay in their motivational approach. In the final analysis both ‘sold’ toilets to households. They were selling a private good to households rather than a public good to a collective. Achieving safe sanitation in this situation, becomes an external agent’s headache not something driven by the community’s own self interest. As a corollary, reaching a situation where the entire community adopts safe sanitation practices and the public health benefits reach everyone becomes a creeping process of convincing individual households to construct and use toilets. Sometimes this might be achieved in a few months. On other occasions, the process could drag on for years. After all that, household toilets could become an end in itself and moving up to tackle other aspects of environmental sanitation could require other rounds of motivation. 

The Sant Gadge Baba Campaign offered a no subsidy, reward based model of motivating local governments to tackle all aspects of environmental sanitation. The premise was that once local government recognized its role and responsibility in delivering sanitation in its immediate context, it would draw up its own action plan to deliver the service and find its own mechanism to tackle issues of financing the poor and securing technical capacity. It offered excellent pointers to a higher level government’s role in sanitation – use fiscal transfers to reward better outcomes by a local government in the performance of a function devolved to that level. This was in sharp contrast to the typical situation in India where higher tiers of government end up funding processes and using local government as an agent in the implementation of such schemes. The shortcoming of the SGBC was that safe confinement of excreta and facilitating local governments in this direction had limited importance in the overall scheme and was left to the TSC to target separately.


Junaid’s ability to draw out these nuances of the different models and put together a consistent approach that combined their advantages, was crucial in this period. The strategy, in its essence, was simple: ignition of collective behaviour change leading to collective action was the key principle, with local government driving the process and the state government recognizing and rewarding outcomes. The complication was the focus of the existing sanitation schemes, TSC with its subsidy for household toilets and the SGBC as a parallel scheme with an inadequate focus on safe confinement of excreta. It was in this context that a workshop was conceived to being together various actors in the sanitation field to discuss and discover a way forward in a participatory mode.


The workshop, held at Pune on August 23 -24, 2002 was titled, “Strategy Building for Rural Sanitation in Maharashtra”. It was a mammoth gathering with marathon sessions. There were 86 participants. Government of Maharashtra with both state level participants and representatives from the 16 pilot TSC districts in the state obviously made up the largest number. Government of India was represented by Panda and Kumar Alok. There was a representative from Mizoram, resource persons from VERC, Bangladesh, WAI and Medinipur, representatives from UNICEF and the World Bank, development consultants working in the water and sanitation sector, a number of Maharashtra based NGOs and of course WSP-SA, with Kamal Kar as part of their contingent, made up the rest.


The workshop format included the usual presentations by resource persons and break out sessions where participants debated key issues like modification of the TSC in the light of the different experiences, the best ways to raise awareness and mobilize a community and institutional arrangements for effective service delivery. Each discussion, despite the ostensibly different focus was, in effect, a debate on the role of subsidy for toilet construction. Junaid in recalling the nature of the workshop debates puts it succinctly as “were subsidies needed and how should the subsidies be delivered, i.e. collective group or individual? The predominant perception needless to say, saw the radical change of no individual subsidy and a focus on open defecation free status as new fangled ideas with little practical value. Kamal Kar kicked off a storm with his observations. He recalls, “the day before the workshop, we were taken to some villages in a couple of districts around Pune to show the First Prize wining villages under the Sant Gadge Baba Campaign. When I shared my observations in the workshop on what I saw in those famous villages, many officers were not happy. In one of the first prize winning villages we visited open defecation was present. However, the village looked pretty clean and nice with painted signposts. The government officers mainly tried to defend Sant Gadge Baba Swachata Abhyan over the CLTS approach and felt subsidy was necessary.”  J.V.R. Murty, WSP state coordinator for Maharashtra has similar recollections. “There was some amount of resistance to foreign ideas from Bangladesh and Tamil Nadu, that too implemented by ‘small NGOs’. Some were quite vociferous in their opinion that the Gadge Baba campaign in the state was good enough or much better than the Bangladesh / Tamil Nadu models and they even felt that the Gadge Baba campaign was being insulted. Some questioned the approach without subsidy in a heterogenous society.” C. Ajith Kumar, the other WSP state coordinator for Maharashtra too remembers limited receptivity to the idea of a new approach. “There were not many in the audience convinced about this new approach [ODF] as it was a new concept. There was strong vocal opposition to this and some in the audience felt this would derail the progress of the TSC.”


Despite this, the pro-changers carried the day in the final workshop conclusions. This reflected both Junaid’s persuasive powers and perhaps even more important, the weight of Khatua’s words, as the senior most Maharashtra civil servant at the deliberations. Junaid was brilliant over those two days. His phenomenal ability to convince, persuade, cajole and win over diverse viewpoints was perhaps never put to better use than in Pune. Khatua’s unswerving conviction was the firmament that allowed Junaid to weave his spell and engineer some epochal decisions at Pune. The workshop concluded that after consideration of the lessons learnt, the next step would be to develop an appropriate strategy to be implemented in the state. This strategy would be founded on the following principles:

· the objective of achieving total elimination of open defecation;

· an emphasis on personal hygiene and environmental sanitation as complementary to this goal;

· empowerment of the community to act on its own and address the sanitation needs;

· a focus on the community as a whole;

· ppropriate partnership between the state government, local governments, NGOs and market forces, for scale and sustainability; and

· providing community rewards rather than individual subsidies.

For the first time in India, the sacred tenet of a higher tier of government doling out a subsidy for the poor had been challenged in setting out the principles for an official policy.


An important indirect policy spin-off from the Pune workshop was at the central level. Kumar Alok recalls that a visit to Nandigram II block in East Medinipur district of West Bengal in May, 2002 brought out the crucial role played by PRIs in rural sanitation. The Pune workshop and the extensive discussions on the awards to GPs under the SGBC showed the startling possibilities of fiscal incentives to promote desired outcomes at local government level. Panda spearheaded the adoption of the NGP as a central award for PRIs ( at all three levels) achieving an open defecation free status and taking care of other aspects of environmental sanitation. The NGP was finally announced on October 2, 2003.


In Maharashtra, the weight of the unconvinced became more apparent as WSP began the consultative process of developing a strategy based on the principles outlined in Pune. There were sceptics at every level below Khatua, both at the state and district level. What finally emerged as the “Hagandari Mukt Gaon Abhiyan” (HMGA-Open Defecation Free Village Campaign) was a programme to be implemented in only two districts, Ahmedanagar and Nanded, on the basis of a ‘no subsidy only collective reward’ principle.


Developing the strategy and implementing it was an intense process of workshops, exposure visits and discussions at district level. Ahmednagar was the testing ground to check out if the concept of being open defecation free would click with the district level players and the community. It was at this time that “ 100% total sanitation”, the term Kamal Kar had till then used for his work in Bangladesh became Community Led Total Sanitation. Soma recalls “After the Pune workshop while the strategy note was being prepared, GOM and WSP discussed the idea of a trial run to see if this approach clicks in the minds of the Indian community. Ahmednagar became the testing field (even before the pilots started).  While we did the field trials, I saw the confusion that the Total Sanitation terminology created given the overwhelming presence of the official Total Sanitation Campaign. To ensure a distinction, Kamal da and I brainstormed to find the right term and we came up with CLTS which would give the true essence of the ‘collective’ character of total sanitation. We also thought of People Centred but I felt that this term [CLTS] takes the sanitation movement closer to the people.  We were writing a field report and at that time this CLTS term evolved.” Later in 2002 when Kamal Kar wrote the IDS Working Paper 18, Subsidy or Self Respect (September, 2003) the term Community Led Total Sanitation really gained currency.


Over the next two years, the practice of CLTS gradually gathered pace. By the beginning of 2004 there were just 4 GPs to serve as a show case for CLTS in India. Among these Borban and Wadgaon Amli in Ahmednagar district became a major focus of WSP sponsored exposure visits. Later in 2004, these two and two other villages in Nanded district were immortalized in the WSP sponsored film, “Igniting Change”. The film became a powerful instrument to win interest in CLTS in the years that followed. There were many teething problems in these initial months. Support organizations engaged to assist in facilitating CLTS showed poor capacity, the district administration searched for motivational tools and motivators. Progress seemed all too slow. By early 2005, the ODF GP numbers began to rise. The hump had been crossed. Chandrakant Dalvi, CEO ZP Ahmednagar and Lahnu Kanade his deputy were outstanding in their commitment. Both officers of the Maharashtra civil service had started of s skeptics but went on to become ardent advocates and practitioners. I remember on a visit to Ahmadnagar in January, 2004, an excellent presentation by Dalvi that had the power to motivate even die hard cynics. 


WSP’s intense engagement with CLTS in this period had an indirect impact in two other far reaching ways. One related to a small outfit of development consultants called Knowledge Links and the other to me. Knowledge Links was contracted by WSP in 2002 to help design a national monitoring and evaluation system in rural water supply and sanitation. In the context of using community monitoring tools, Knowledge Links decided to experiment with the participatory appraisal methods used to such good effect by Kamal Kar in his work with sanitation in Bangladesh. A transect walk around a village in Osmanabad district of Maharashtra grew into a walk of shame; a fecal count followed and at the end of the visit the sense of shame in the community was so intense that the proud village head had declared that the village would be open defecation free in a month! A repeat experiment in Buldhana district had a similar impact. J. P. Shukla of Knowledge Links’ conducted those initial experiments with CLTS. He was as moved as the community by that eye opening experience and CLTS has grown into a passionate commitment over the years. 


 As an occasional visitor to the WSP office in Delhi, I recall the excitement and adrenalin rush that Pune appeared to have produced in Junaid, Vivek and the rest of the WSP team. To me it seemed, WSP had discovered a secret mantra, set it to music and got others to chant the chorus on sanitation. In the middle of 2003, I became Secretary, Rural Development and Panchayati Raj in Himachal Pradesh and rural sanitation was one un-swept corner of my charges. I decided we should try and become part of that excitement that I had seen at WSP.

III

Second Success

In 2003, rural sanitation in Himachal Pradesh was part of that zone of indifference that most of India fell under. It had been through the cycle of diligently implementing toilet construction under the central rural sanitation programme for many years and then for four years between 1994 and 1998 it ran its own state subsidy scheme that saw construction of about four hundred thousand toilets in rural areas. The resultant picture was similar to that in the various other states which had ventured down this path. Many toilets were built on paper and most others were only the visible shell, the superstructure, functioning as additional storage space in a corner of the yard. Usage as toilets was estimated, in random surveys, at less than 30%. After the state scheme stopped and the TSC began in 1999, the pilot districts prepared the obligatory project proposals for funding. A few desultory workshops, some posters printed, slogans painted on the occasional wall, the futility of pushing toilets with even smaller subsidies than earlier realized and the official machinery quickly forgot about rural sanitation. With the Public Accounts Committee of the state legislature actively probing responsibility for wastage of funds under the earlier state subsidy scheme, there was even more reason to forget toilets as far as possible.


There were two reasons for my prioritizing rural sanitation after I took over Rural Development and Panchayati Raj. One stemmed from my belief in decentralization and empowered local governments as the key to more efficient and accountable delivery of basic services in India. The second from an understanding that rural sanitation represented the best entry point for increased local body responsibility in service delivery. The first point I will not labour here but the second bears explanation. In general, effective decentralization is rendered difficult in India by the patronage based development model that has evolved since Independence. But in rural sanitation, there is hope of breaking this logjam. By and large, rural sanitation is perceived as a local body function in India. There are no state machineries with an empire to lose in rural sanitation. The key issue is not devolution or resistance to devolution by various stakeholders. The key issue is making local bodies (and their electorate) aware that failure to attend to sanitation is causing harm to the entire community and this is a core function of local bodies that must be performed by them. Once that is done, local bodies could begin breaking out of the mould of agency and begin the journey to becoming responsible for the delivery of services. In WSP’s message post Pune, I felt we had the tool to create that awareness in the community about the need for rural sanitation as a public good that must be delivered at local body level.


We began with a brainstorming workshop at Barog in district Solan on October 30-31, 2003 to usher in the new approach to rural sanitation and try and draw the first supporters to the cause. Barog was not a repeat of the stormy debates at Pune. It was a relatively low key affair. Participants, other than WSP representatives numbered only around 20. WSP was represented by Soma, Ajith and Mark Ellery. Mark, a water engineer from Australia, was a recent addition to the WSP India team. They were all quietly supportive but left most of the running (for CLTS) to me! District officials responsible for rural sanitation among their various charges and NGOs who had shown willingness to be part of mass campaigns in the state in the past such as the literacy campaign of the 1990s were the main participants. 

Eleven of the twelve districts in the state were represented and six NGOs working in different districts. Based on its Maharashtra experience, WSP had conceived a workshop that led sequentially through analysis of the existing situation, introduction to new approaches, group work on key issues and identification of a way forward.  Participants discussed the development of the total sanitation campaign in the state (basically its dismal progress!), the issues encountered during implementation and based on inputs on other approaches took part in group work which identified key CLTS principles as the way forward. It all worked like a charm! 

The district presentations brought out the despondent state of affairs in rural sanitation in the state. Seven districts had secured funding under TSC but even on a toilet count basis progress was minimal. There was no firm data on actual coverage and usage but plenty of anecdotal evidence to show that open defecation was rampant and use of subsidized toilets extremely low. The new idea of doing away with subsides was well received (in all likelihood because the Secretary was appreciative!) and the work of laying down principles for a comprehensive new rural sanitation strategy and preparatory steps in this direction proceeded smoothly.  The main debates at Barog were not so much about rural sanitation or the issue of state subsidy for the poor that bedevils most discussion on the subject when CLTS is proposed, but about the role of the World Bank! One of the NGOs present, the Himachal Pradesh Gram Vigyan Samiti (HPGVS – literally Himachal Pradesh Knowledge and Science Committee) was born during the massive literacy campaigns of the early 1990s. It was greatly influenced by the left oriented People’s Science Congress of Kerala, that inspired the mass literacy movement in India through its work in that state. The suspicion of the World Bank’s ‘neo liberal agenda’ and its pro privatization stance led to interesting questions.  ‘Why is this institution showing an interest in rural sanitation? In what manner would its ideology end up impacting the new strategy?’ The fears were allayed when we clarified that WSP has no lending agenda, that the new approach being discussed had not evolved through a World Bank project and that strategy development and finalization was in the state’s hands.  


Workshop participants agreed that the negative perceptions about toilets have to be overcome by locating appropriate triggers to mobilize the community around the need to end the practice of open defecation. The existing sanitation delivery mechanism lacked the capacity to facilitate a new approach and NGOs would have to be brought in as support organizations. A menu of technology options is a must to enable informed choice by households. Individual household subsidy should be replaced by community incentives for GPs based on achievement.  GPs should be encouraged to manage drainage and solid waste management by utilizing their own funds.


The key preparatory steps to enable development and adoption of the new sanitation strategy were decided:

· Conduct of a rapid assessment of the sanitation status in the state. This would form the basis for influencing key stakeholders about the necessity for action.

· Exposure visits of key stakeholders to Maharashtra to secure supporters for the new approach.

· At the same time, work would be started on the key tools for implementing the new strategy in the field - developing a handbook of technology options, a communication strategy and helping districts engage support organizations.

Events and decisions appeared to follow a textbook course in Himachal Pradesh. In late 2003, WSP commissioned the proposed rapid assessment of the sanitation situation. The assessment buttressed the expected facets of the rural sanitation situation. Effective toilet coverage was about 28% and rural sanitation did not appear at all in any listing of local priorities.  In January 2004, WSP facilitated an exposure visit to Maharashtra for key district level officials and NGOs. The trip included an impressive presentation by Chandrakant Dalvi at Ahmednagar and time spent in Wadgaon Amli and Borban villages. The visits demonstrated how often voiced constraints to securing toilet coverage were addressed by motivated communities. In Wadgaon Amli, three years of drought meant that the village cattle were being kept near a functioning borewell miles away. The village well was dry and replenished with tanker supply, once a day. Yet toilets were in use and kept spick and span in every village house. In Borban, closely packed houses offered little space for toilets; in some cases, pits had been dug in room corners and elsewhere individual toilets had been grouped together in blocks at the end of a street. Sanitation had become a priority for these communities and they had found ways to address seemingly insurmountable constraints to meet this requirement.

In February 2004, a state level workshop with key representatives of ZPs, PSs and GPs and participants from the departments of rural development, water supply, health and women and child development endorsed the key principles for a new rural sanitation strategy. R.D.Nazeem, the young Deputy Commissioner of Kullu district, was among those who went to Ahmednagar. On his return, he began a district level campaign to create open defecation free villages on the basis of collective reward and no household subsidy. His campaign met with early success and enthused political representatives in his district. In January, 2005, the government of Himachal Pradesh formally approved a comprehensive new rural sanitation strategy for the state with every one those features that CLTS adoption and scaling up seemed to require. The key principles of the strategy were enunciated as follows:

· Introduction of a holistic concept of sanitation

· Have a demand oriented, outcome based approach 

· For this, generate awareness of a ‘need’ for sanitation amongst people individually and as a community

· Involvement and ownership of the community

· Shift from individual subsidies to community incentives

· Local bodies undertake responsibility for sustainable delivery of services

· Identify appropriate institutional arrangements for delivery of services and relevant capacity support including partnership with NGOs/ CBOs and address interdepartmental co-ordination

· Emphasize monitoring and evaluation to determine success and outcomes

The most important section of the strategy from the perspective of ensuring that that the CLTS message was not diluted was the one on the manner in which funds would flow to the communities. “TSC subsidy for below poverty line (BPL) households shall be converted into a community reward. A lumpsum grant amounting to the total number of BPL families in any habitation / village that becomes open defecation free shall be given to that community. The reward money shall be spent by the community as decided by the relevant Up Gram Sabhas [wards of the Gram Panchayat] preferably on sanitation linked community needs.” In addition a Sanitation Competition Scheme akin to the Sant Gadge Baba scheme of Maharashtra was proposed with an important condition that to become eligible for the competition, the particular GP would have to be open defecation free. All the inadequacies in the Maharashtra policy appeared to have been addressed.


What enabled this remarkable success? The prevailing environment of indifference to rural sanitation was both the greatest asset in pushing forward the new approach and the greatest challenge in taking it forward. Subsidy led approaches had already failed to make headway. Politicians and civil servants were weary of pushing something in which people showed little interest. Unlike many states there was no organization like UNICEF with a long term interest in sanitation keeping the issue alive for government. The presence of CLTS champions at the state level seemed to result in great progress but their absence could also mean only a paper victory. Anuradha Thakur, the Director Rural Development had been extremely active in the early phase. Anuradha had just spent time as a Deputy Commissioner and had seen the failure of the conventional approach in the districts. She was quick to grasp the potential offered by CLTS and a great support in the evolution of the new policy. But she had left the department by the latter half of 2004. In February, 2005, I left Himachal Pradesh to join WSP – SA as the new India Country Team Leader.

IV

Thwarted Ambitions

By early 2005, CLTS seemed poised to take a Great Leap Forward in India. At the national level, the Nirmal Gram Puruskar, the first round of awards to ODF Gram Panchayats, were presented by the President of India. TSC had been expanded considerably and covered most districts in the country. If not supportive of CLTS, the guidelines did not appear to rule out its application. Maharashtra was actually progressing with a no subsidy to households approach and the formal adoption of a CLTS based state rural sanitation strategy in Himachal Pradesh, was a signal victory. It seemed the time was ripe to confront challenges aggressively and attempt a rapid expansion of CLTS. WSP was the only significant player advocating CLTS in India and it was the obvious choice to lead this effort.


I joined the Water and Sanitation Program – South Asia as the India Team Leader on 22nd February, 2005. I had known Vivek and Junaid for many years. Vivek as a former colleague in the Himachal Pradesh cadre of the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) had been a friend for over two decades. I first met Junaid in 2001 when Vivek asked me to explain the complexities of India’s centre: state financial relations to the WSP team. It has been the start of a warm friendship with a wonderfully clear headed, articulate and charismatic development economist, an archetype of the legions one would like the World Bank to attract and send forth to interact with its clients. Soma, Mark and Ajith were actively associated with me from 2003 onwards and I had met at one time or the other, the entire WSP team based in India. While WSP was not new for me, I knew little about its internal functioning and its relations with the World Bank, areas in which knowledge did not necessarily lead to salvation, as I would discover.


Vivek had left WSP, a year and half earlier. Junaid too had moved on in October, 2004.  In the overall work plan of the WSP, sanitation was a relatively small player with Maharashtra and to a limited extent Himachal Pradesh as a focus. The emerging contours of the soon to be launched Jawahar Lal Nehru Urban Renewal Mission, a major central initiative to address India’s urban woes, appeared to dominate WSP attention at the time. Possible private sector participation in urban water supply was another mesmerizing possibility. All the excitement, the happening events, the prospects of being noticed seemed to be in the urban sector and specially in water. I remember one conversation early on with Soma when she requested for greater responsibilities on the more glamorous water side!

So the twin tasks before me were to increase the rural sanitation focus within WSP and to chalk out a strategy to facilitate adoption of CLTS in the country. On the first, I emphasized the exciting possibilities held out by CLTS in the annual WSP-SA retreat and with Soma and Mark’s support, increased the focus on rural sanitation in WSP’s India work plan by including advocacy to a greater number of states beyond Maharashtra and Himachal Pradesh. The strategy to give a fillip to CLTS in India identified the existing TSC and NGP guidelines as the main obstacle. To overcome this, action was required on two fronts: direct attempts to secure reform of TSC and NGP so that they could become ‘friends’ of CLTS and get more states to climb aboard the CLTS bandwagon and so create a larger constituency of these advocating changes to the TSC and NGP.


One of first issues I addressed on joining WSP was to draft a policy note for GoI bringing out the manner in which the linkage between the broader TSC and its key outcome related component, the NGP could be strengthened to deliver better outcomes. Extracts from this note highlight the issues that required attention and possible amendments that would serve to increase the effectiveness of these schemes.

i) “Need to Improve Incentives for Collective Behaviour Change under the TSC: Possible routes to generating demand for improved practices in different sectors include both an approach of enhancing outcomes through a demonstration effect facilitated by early adopters as role models or targeting an entire community at the same time. Success through gradual adoption facilitated by role models has emerged largely through experiences related to private goods that have limited externalities, such as the Green Revolution. The benefits accruing to pioneers are visible and others seeing the evidence begin to take up these practices. However, the benefits of total sanitation are available only on a collective decision by an entire community to do away with open defecation. The failure of even one household in a habitation lays open the possibility of water pollution or the spread of disease through the action of flies and other insects. It becomes necessary, therefore, to adopt a community based approach in this sector. The allowance for individual incentives for toilet construction under the TSC weakens the ability to influence collective behaviour change and community / panchayat level decisions that are essential in this regard. It is felt, therefore, that the incentive under TSC should be given only as reward for an entire community/ habitation achieving defecation free status. This can then be used by the community to assist identified poor households who have constructed toilets.

ii) Need to Improve Evaluation, Enlist Support of States and Reward Sustained Behaviour Change under NGP: NGP currently involves central funding to reward different levels of PRIs reported to be open defecation free by the administrative machinery at the state level. The centre then has the responsibility of ascertaining the validity of each of these claims. There are over 2,50,000 PRIs in the country and as the program gathers momentum, the task of evaluating individual gram panchayat level claims is likely to prove beyond the capacity of the Rajiv Gandhi Mission [an earlier name for the Department of Drinking Water Supply] to manage. Even filtered through District Level Monitors, this is likely to prove difficult to process. The states currently have no incentive to carry out anything more than a cursory examination of claims before forwarding to the centre. These are often based on securing information on toilets constructed rather than an examination of actual use and open defecation free status. As a result there are instances where the NGP has been disbursed to panchayats that have seen construction of subsidized toilets while the practice of open defecation continues. In view of this, it is being suggested that there is a need to bring about involvement of the states in the evaluation process by ensuring they have the appropriate incentives to actually assess open defection free status. There is also a need to bring closer linkage with the TSC since that offers individual toilet construction incentives. At the same time there may be a need to phase the NGP award in a manner that ensures evaluation with a time lag also.

The following suggestions for changes in the TSC and the NGP schemes could address these concerns and impart further impetus to the objective of achieving total sanitation in rural India.

a) The individual incentive for toilet construction by BPL families under TSC could be enhanced (possibly doubled) but the payment should be linked to achievement of Open Defecation Free (ODF) status by an entire habitation (best defined as a Gram Panchayat ward). This ensures that the community takes a collective view on becoming ODF free, chooses from among appropriate technology options and ways to finance poor households at its level. The reward can be used to reimburse costs incurred by poor households identified by the community once the ODF outcome has been achieved by the entire habitation (ward).

b) A State’s involvement in proper evaluation and selection of ODF GPs (for the NGP) is best achieved if the state runs a competitive scheme to award GPs achieving a high total sanitation status (including drainage and solid waste management, etc.) with a minimum eligibility condition of ODF status for entry to the competition. The TSC guidelines could incorporate willingness to support such state level competitions on a centre: state cost sharing basis. These competitions would incorporate a minimum condition of ODF status for allowing a GP to enter the competition and include the excellent external community based evaluation processes of the Sant Gadge Baba sanitation competition of Maharashtra. On this basis, ODF GPs would be automatically identified for NGP awards. This would establish a close linkage between the TSC and the NGP and take care of the evaluation concerns in the current form of the NGP.

c) To help ensure that the NGP is being awarded for a sustained behaviour change, the award could be disbursed in two tranches. The first at the initial stage of being declared ODF and the balance after a second evaluation after a gap of a year.”


A new Secretary, Sunila Basant, took over at DDWS, GoI in May 2005. It seemed an opportune moment to influence central policy on rural sanitation. We met with her. She was receptive and arranged for a presentation to the Minister so that he would buy into the proposed changes.  Raghuvansh Prasad Singh, Rural Development Minister in GoI since 2004, is from Bihar. His broad accent and rustic manner are deceptive. He has a college degree and a sound grasp on issues affecting his Ministry. He is passionate about development and fighting poverty and strongly committed to provision of greater access to toilets for the rural poor. He also nurses a strong sense of injustice about the extent to which policy in India pampers the urban rich compared to efforts being made to help the rural poor. An approach that could come across as no state subsidy for the poor could put his back up immediately. Our policy note had already advocated doubling the current subsidy for below poverty line households, to be disbursed as a collective post facto reward to ODF communities through the GP. Still selling this would not be easy given the Minister’s somewhat equivocal stance on encouraging rural local governments ever since the subject was hived off from Rural Development to create a new Ministry of Panchayati Raj at the centre. We roped in Junaid to make the presentation to the Minister but still failed to make headway. The Minister’s predilection and Kumar Alok’s (he is also from Bihar!) position on subsidy and approach to spread of sanitation, proved too strong. The second leg of the strategy, convincing more states to adopt CLTS, would have to be pursued vigorously. In this effort our continued support and lessons from Maharashtra and HP would be useful.

The WSP connection in Maharashtra endured though Khatua had finally left WSSD in March, 2005 and his able deputy Sudhir Thakre followed soon after in June, 2005.   In May, 2005, WSP supported a state level workshop for all the 33 Chairpersons and CEOs of ZPs in Maharashtra in Mahabaleshwar. This was an occasion to meet with   V.S.Dhumal, Khatua’s successor, to take stock of progress in the state, learn from both success and failure and draw up an action plan for an acceleration of CLTS in Maharashtra. Dhumal showed admirable commitment to the HMGA. There was some alarm when he advocated coercive steps to ensure toilet construction by elected PRI representatives but fortunately these were never implemented. He realized soon the contradiction between pushing toilets by any means and motivating behaviour change to end open defecation by communities. My immediate reaction to Mahabaleshwar was disappointment, there was a lot of talk, exchange of stories and experiences but no concrete plan on a way forward. I had thought that we would sell a state wide strategy based on core CLTS principles and the idea of a well co-ordinated campaign to train an army of CLTS volunteers and have “a 100 flowers bloom” using different triggers to ignite behaviour change across the length and breadth of Maharashta from coastal Ratnagiri through the sugarcane fields of Western Maharashtra, the arid tableland of Marathwada to the orange orchards at the northern corners of Vidarabha. Still in retrospect even the chance to meet, interact and exchange views across districts in Mahabaleshwar had a multiplier effect on the rural sanitation scene in the state. At Mahabaleshwar they reported 150 ODF GPs and seven months later by the end of 2005, the numbers had crossed 1600! One incident at Mahabaleshwar, specially stands out for me. Nipun Vinayak, CEO of ZP Jalna came up to me and asked, “how do I spread the message faster; my team and I can only go out to so many places and it is all too slow”. I remember telling him to create a band of committed volunteers capable of training and motivating others. This band could fan out individually and reach many more villages and create many more motivators. A few months later I received a message of thanks from Nipun. It was working and Jalna was well on the way to becoming a model CLTS district.

In Himachal Pradesh, unlike Maharashtra, an official rural sanitation strategy based on CLTS principles was in place since early 2005. But there was no appetite for action in the sector nor a champion to forward the agenda. No one was interested in sanitation at the political or civil servant level. Within six months of my departure, there was a turnover of two Secretaries in Rural Development and when I met the second one in November 2005, she told me “rural sanitation may be a priority for you but we have more important things to do”. It was imperative that I should meet the key players at the district level regularly and use my old connections to ensure action plans were drawn up and interest did not flag. But Cathy Revels, the Regional Team Leader WSP-SA who had replaced Junaid felt there was a conflict of interest in my visiting Himachal Pradesh to support CLTS (not for other purposes like delivering talks at the invitation of donors like the German GTZ or accompanying visitors from the Swedish SIDA!). In a sense, the programme passed through a lean phase through 2005 although the WSP team still ensured that regular prodding kept it alive. A workshop in June, 2005 saw the release of a technology manual handbook, formative research for an IEC manual kindled interest in many areas, regular review ensured that district level committees were set up, identification of persons capable of taking responsibility and acting as master trainers was started.   The stage was set for more impressive gains in future years. 

Attempts to introduce the CLTS approach in large gatherings where most states were represented had already been made. It was time to try more in depth interaction on a one to one basis. This required a strategy on how to choose states to be approached so that our small team could secure maximum mileage from its efforts. We would make one attempt with the states in which WSP had a presence and were not yet on board with CLTS (AP and Kerala) and in states in which WSP had been engaging as part of World Bank missions for proposed or on going lending projects in the rural water and sanitation sector (Karnataka, Uttarakhand, Punjab). We would also foray further afield and approach states that did not have their own state subsidy schemes. In effect, states that were only following the low subsidy regime contained in the TSC guidelines and showing little progress – both in terms of conventional toilet coverage and in terms of applications for NGP from ODF GPs. If we could secure a champion at a policy making level in such states we could try and replicate Himachal Pradesh. In this last category, my initial shortlist included Madhya Pradesh, Rajashthan, Gujarat, Orissa and Haryana but I dropped Haryana when I first heard the Principal Secretary Rural Development from the state in a review meeting called by DDWS in September, 2005. He mentioned that his state would be engaging in a large scale programme to construct community and women’s toilet complexes in every village and sought additional central support for this purpose!


The next step was to refine the message for this initial advocacy. The presentation we put together was a blend of the theoretical basis for CLTS and evidence that it works. It drew on work that WSP had already done and emerging evidence from Himachal Pradesh and Maharashtra. The presentation was formulated as a set of questions and answers and had an immediate appeal. Together with the film on Maharashra, it set the stage for debate and discussion and invariably created at least some adherents for CLTS in the audience. 


The entire process of laying out a strategy and a pro-active stance on advocacy helped infuse a sense of mission in the WSP team. The experience with the group of states identified on the basis of existing WSP and World Bank engagement was, however, not very fruitful. From Andhra Pradesh (where M.Kullappa has been stationed as a WSP state co-ordinator since 2002), Jayesh Ranjan and some others had been to Bangladesh in 2002. Exposure visits to Maharashtra had been organized thereafter. In 2004, WSP had even funded drafting of an implementation plan based on CLTS principles in the district of Cuddapah then headed by Jayesh Ranjan as Collector. But there was little to show from all these efforts. The overall ideology of development in Andhra Pradesh has always been very top down with state level decisions implemented through state government departments. Rural sanitation was still being implemented as toilet construction by topping up the TSC subsidy amount with state government funds. It was only Kullappa’s enthusiasm that prevailed on us to have another go. The initial response was promising. Both the Minister and the Principal Secretary showed interest. A workshop in end August, 2005 with many participants drawn from the districts and addressed by both Kamal Kar (incidentally the occasion for my first meeting with him) and Khatua won immediate endorsement for CLTS principles. The state was in a hurry to adopt an approach on the lines of the HP strategy. They wanted to officially launch the new approach and award scheme on 2nd October, 2005! Intense rounds of discussion with a core team and a draft strategy was ready. We were all excited but long term acquaintance with AP suggested tempering the enthusiasm. I remember both Mark and Soma sounding notes of caution. In the end, all the doubting cassandras were proved right. AP first postponed the launch. Then as time passed, it was clear there was a rethink in progress. Kullappa felt that there was a bureaucratic disconnect holding up matters. A last meeting with the Special Secretary to the Chief Minister and we knew we had lost to the overwhelming tradition of patronage politics that pervades AP. Our approach had been understood and jettisoned. The Chief Minister had decided to launch a massive model village scheme in the state and provide all infrastructure including toilets for all households in the chosen villages, out of state funds!


For Kerala, with its high toilet coverage but equally high bacteriological contamination of drinking water, the CLTS message had to be couched in different language. The WSP state co-ordinator in Kerala, Suseel Samuel was not convinced that CLTS principles could be adapted to work in his state. With an in house sceptic, there seemed little sense in spending time there when there was such a wide field still to be approached. In Uttarakhand, Mark Ellery was part of the World Bank team negotiating a new loan for a rural water supply and sanitation project. He tried to introduce support for CLTS principles in the project design. Smita Mishra from the World Bank’s water sector division was not very keen on an approach that included no subsidy for household toilets for the poor. The state government was also happy to resist such ideas. Later, in 2006, we were invited once again by the state.  Key discussion makers at the official level showed interest. But there was never enough buy in from a champion with influence and the effort proved in vain. Karnataka was even more educative in bringing out the extent to which attitudes of World Bank task team leaders in the water and sanitation sector were inimical to CLTS. Initial approaches in Karnataka resulted in a meeting with the officials heading the on going World Bank supported water and sanitation project in Karnataka. S.Satish, managing this task on the World Bank side, participated in the meeting held in the WSP office in August, 2005. One of the main hurdles in introducing CLTS in Karnataka was the high subsidy (far beyond TSC amounts) being offered in the World Bank project districts. At the meeting, Satish threatened the Karnataka officials with adverse reports and reduction in the overall project size if the subsidy was withdrawn! 


We did persist, however and a subsequent meeting with the Principal Secretary Rural Development in Bangalore in November promised hope of engagement in Karnataka. Karnataka on its own withdrew the high subsidies under the WB project.   There was considerable buy in for CLTS. Presentations at state level meetings and exposure visits to Maharashtra were on the anvil as 2005 drew to a close.  

Punjab was another state where the World Bank was beginning discussions on a water supply and sanitation project loan. Shyam Abhyankar leading this task in the World Bank, suggested I visit Chandigarh and gauge the perception on sanitation. I met with Mr. Vijay Kain, Principal Secretary WSSD. He was excited by the idea of CLTS and suggested a presentation to the Chief Minister. 

WSP’s attempts to secure purchase for CLTS from new states saw Madhya Pradesh as the first state to bite. Rakesh Aggarwal, a batchmate in the IAS, had just then become Secretary Public Health Engineering Department (PHED) in MP. He was looking for ways to improve the dismal record in rural sanitation. He came to our office in early August, 2005. The Maharashtra film and our still unrefined presentation impressed him. He invited us to Bhopal to take part in a state level sanitation event in September. Ajith attended the workshop and found interest in continuing an association with WSP to learn and internalize the CLTS approach.

In November I made contact with B.R.Meena, another IAS batchmate heading the PHED in Rajasthan. My impressions of the visit to Jaipur on November 28, 2005 were optimistic about the prospects of future engagement. “Overall considerable interest was exhibited in ways to take forward this approach. The idea of an exposure visit of key persons to Maharashtra was voiced. The PHED said they would meet their own travel costs as long WSP could facilitate the ground level interaction and logistics. The idea of a follow up workshop to consider arriving at the right strategy was also mentioned…Clearly states which are grappling with showing progress in rural sanitation while following the low subsidy regime of the TSC are likely to show interest in CLTS.”

In December, 2005, I went to Ahmedabad to scout the possibilities in Gujarat. Here too, fruitful association seemed possible. I recorded at the time, “there was a consensus that looking at collective behaviour change and a reward scheme could be very important. There was also a willingness to consider WSP support for improving the focus of the sanitation strategy and specially for a manual to enable developing motivators capable of triggering collective action. In effect, the interaction was productive and there is ground for cautious optimism about securing more adherents to the CLTS approach to rural sanitation.”

All in all, new green field areas were opening up and 2005 appeared to be closing on a positive note for the prospects of WSP making headway with CLTS. But these appearances were deceptive. I had assumed that GoI policy was the greatest challenge I had to face in propogating CLTS. I was mistaken. There were two other threats to CLTS, one of them from completely unexpected quarters. 

UNICEF was to an extent a known quantity. It had never bought into CLTS but did not seem to pose a grave danger. UNICEF had after all guided the destiny of successive sanitation programmes for years. It had been involved in the formulation of the TSC guidelines. Its machinery in 14 partner states was geared to help state and district authorities to meet the omnibus character of TSC guidelines. Technical support for toilet models, motivational material for toilet use, mason training, school toilets, assistance for sanitary marts, exposure visits and field trials of all kinds of pilots are all grist to the UNICEF mill. A singular collective behaviour change model that threatened to achieve in virtually no time something that had sustained them for decades could be vastly threatening.  Unkind observes would have labelled Lizette Burger’s expression (UNICEF WES head in India), as consternation when this possibility was presented in a meeting organized by DFID in the autumn of 2005. UNICEF’s unwillingness to accept CLTS was easy to understand. The idea of a new upstart dislodging them from their turf could obviously invite resistance. The extent to which this could complicate headway in states where UNICEF is present only became clear to me later as we engaged more intensively with MP. Knowledge Links, engaged by UNICEF in Chhatisgarh showed the promising results possible with CLTS in their work in a few villages. But even then at the country office level there was resistance to something that was seen as essentially forming part of the WSP agenda. It also meant WSP had little support in its attempts to influence central policy. 

In our search for partners and fellow travelers in sanitation, Soma and I attended a workshop on ‘Basic Needs Services in Sanitation’ (Who’s Doing What in Sanitation) at Chennai from 12th to 14th Decmber, 2005. The workshop was organized by BORDA (Bremen Overseas Research and Development Agency) through one of their partners, Centre for Science and Research, Auroville of Pondicherry. The workshop was an occasion for advocates and practitioners to exchange views on approaches to the challenges present in taking forward the sanitation agenda. One of the unexpected benefits of the workshop was a presentation on the approach to rural sanitation in Tamil Nadu. There was an exemplary adherence to CLTS principles but with upfront subsidies for individual household toilets. It amazed us how the two could be reconciled but it also revealed how the insistence of CLTS adherents on a no subsidy principle could so easily be painted as dogma. [Why are household toilet based subsidy programmes anathema for CLTS adherents is a question posed by many puzzled observers who have not grasped the essence of CLTS? Basically because subsidy diverts attention from the core precepts of CLTS. Subsidy is inevitably linked to toilets and CLTS is not about toilets first but collective self realization leading to collective action to achieve safe confinement of excreta by the entire community. Subsidy for individual beneficiaries under externally funded programmes divides the community and defeats any attempt to secure collective self realization and community action in furtherance of that self realization.]

Many organisations made presentations at the workshop but it was clear that not only did WSP stand alone in its advocacy of CLTS in India but also that its position on subsidies and the primacy of collective behaviour change could bring it into conflict with other friends of sanitation. It was interesting to contrast the position taken by Water Aid India with that of Water Aid Bangladesh considering the latter had been a key player in the first experiments with CLTS. WAI has never come out in support of CLTS. Is this only the result of professional jealousy or do the different environments in which Water Aid Bangladesh and Water Aid India operate have something to do with it? In Bangladesh, it is accepted that donors and international organizations pursue innovations on their own, independent of government. In India, the accepted wisdom is that it is better for organizations to sing in tune with government if one wishes to be heard and not ignored. 

The other strike was as unexpected and almost as deadly as that of that Central American serpent, the fer de lance, known to attack a passerby without provocation. It all began as another wonderful opportunity to influence GoI policy on sanitation after our disappointment with the Minister. In July, 2005, Shekhar Shah, from the office of the World Bank’s Chief Economist for South Asia and an old friend of WSP approached me with an exciting offer. Shekhar is another of the old breed of development economist, fast becoming an endangered species in the World Bank. Extremely bright, articulate and with excellent analytical abilities, he is committed to helping bring about policy changes that create the right incentives for things to work.  He had been impressed with the approach WSP had been advocating in the water and sanitation sector. He had been interacting with the Deputy Chairman of the Planning Commission, Montek Singh Ahluwalia. Montek was seeking inputs from various quarters in the context of the recently released Medium Term Assessment of the Tenth Five Plan and as a prelude to work on the approach to the Eleventh Five Year Plan. He had asked for ideas from people working in the World Bank in various sectors and Shekhar wondered if I would make a presentation on rural water and sanitation. I was game but quickly found myself embroiled in a turf war. The water supply and sanitation sector in the World Bank had taken umbrage at WSP being given this privilege. A compromise was finally hammered out. I would speak on sanitation and Smita Mishra would make the water supply presentation on which I could present my viewpoint, time permitting. The Planning Commission event took place in September, 2005. The sanitation presentation began by questioning the MTA assertion that people in rural areas are forced to defecate in the open since they lack access to toilets and laid out the theoretical basis for CLTS. Montek immediately recognized the public good logic underpinning CLTS but wanted to know if it really worked. Informed about the Maharashtra experience and its spread elsewhere he asked for a note on the reforms proposed with respect to the TSC and the NGP.  

I sent out the note we had earlier submitted to Sunila Basant at DDWS, for comments from both within WSP-SA and the concerned water supply and sanitation sector professionals in the World Bank. From within WSP only Mark Ellery questioned the note since he felt that DDWS might be upset at our using another forum to present an argument they had already rejected. From the World Bank dissent took the forum of a deluge. Comments ranged from questioning an approach that is callous to the needs of the poor, to questioning evidence of the success of CLTS to wondering how stopping open defecation would deliver public health outcomes since animal dung and dog poop would not be addressed! My response conveys a flavour of the issues raised and the logic of the note.

“Misgivings have been voiced basically on the issue of subsidy / support to for the poor. The poor will often require upfront assistance to construct toilets. No argument to the contrary would be defensible and the note definitely does not subscribe to such a view.  The argument being made in the note is that delivering upfront subsidies through central/ state government agencies is not the answer to helping the poor, if they and others are to benefit from rural sanitation. Directly subsidizing toilets by the centre or states has only lead to toilet construction not usage and worked against securing an open defecation free environment.  This is well documented and well understood. What is being advocated here is securing the collective responsibility for sanitation at local government level. It is being pointed out that this ensures that the financial needs of the poor are addressed (through deployment of central / state transfers to local government, by arranging funds through SHGs, micro finance institutions, credit from suppliers, etc.). At the same time this ensures that an open defecation free environment is achieved thus actually benefiting the poor since short of achieving that no one really benefits. There is sufficient efficient in South Asia to support that this does occur…The impact of these achievements has been sufficient to take the approach to Indonesia and Nepal. Within India, Himachal Pradesh {apart from Maharashtra} has already adopted the approach…

In effect, we are advocating an exciting new approach which has opened up the possibility of an accelerated advance on achieving the MDGs in relation to sanitation. It is precisely the freshness of the new approach and its possibilities that appealed to Montek in our presentation to the Planning Commission and it was to take this forward that he sought a note from us. The note seeks to address the shortcomings in the existing scheme of the TSC. Despite its support for behaviour change and a component called NGP to reward open defecation free villages, TSC ends up in the old mould of direct disbursement of individual subsidies backed by a communication campaign and this is getting them nowhere as the GoI’s own data shows… The note seeks to bring about changes that would create incentives for the new approach to be adopted across states and not merely those taking the initiative on their own.”

I thought I had made a convincing case to send out the note to the Planning Commission but I was insufficiently acquainted with the World Bank. Cathy Revels had taken over as the Regional Team Leader of the WSP-SA just before I joined. Unlike Junaid, she came from the water sector in the World Bank and that is where she would go back to after her stint in WSP. Her career prospects hinge on her relations within her parent organization. In January, 2006, I was informed that the note should not go the Planning Commission since I had failed to take on board the comments received. I was accused of being dogmatic and inflexible and asked to stop my proactive advocacy of CLTS.

V

An Enclave Remains


2005 had begun as a year of hope for CLTS in India. With its many euphoric moments the year closed on a note of optimism. Within a month events signalled a major downturn. At the end of January, 2006, Government of India held a conference of the states and secured a consensus on more than doubling the household toilet subsidy for the poor under the TSC. The World Bank was considering four new loans to states in the rural water and sanitation sector and additional subsidies for the poor to access toilets could well be part of them. UNICEF continued its equivocal stance on sanitation. CLTS needed to show results if it had to make progress in India and its one advocate was being asked to close shop.        


Within WSP, a meeting with Michael Carter, World Bank Country Director for India restored some balance in the stand off between Cathy and me. Michael immediately appreciated that the pursuit of collective behaviour change was compromised when a project sought to disburse individual subsidies for toilet construction and that the poor were best assisted through the collective. But despite his prodding, the Bank’s water sector did not amend its position and Michael retired in July, 2006. His intervention however, ensured that WSP could continue its on going engagements with CLTS. Soma and others also made Cathy realize that CLTS was WSP-SA’s USP in sanitation and continued support alone could bring kudos while jettisoning this could be a disaster for projecting future achievements (and thereby in accessing funds from prospective donors). There was no unequivocal endorsement for CLTS though. Soma and I prepared a note on CLTS for publication by WSP. Shekhar Shah reviewed it and expressed his approval. But Cathy asked for it to be reviewed by Eddy Perez, hired as a sanitation expert by the global headquarters of WSP. Eddy, with a background in sanitation marketing and technology issues was suspicious of CLTS and questioned both the conceptual logic of CLTS and the evidence in its support. Cathy made no attempt to defend CLTS and it was only Soma’s persistence that ensured that this publication actually appeared in print almost a year later.  


The turmoil within WSP however did have an impact on strategy. Although no explicit decision was announced, the attempt to bring new states on board had been shifted to the back burner. The process of bringing a new state on board could be strenuous and require a lot of effort. It needed commitment and belief in the WSP leadership to be communicated to the entire team. In the atmosphere of suspicion and questioning within WSP which the events of January, 2006 had engendered, this was no longer possible. The possibility of differences with the water sector in the World Bank were always present in Karnataka and Rajasthan was in the list of proposed new loans by the Bank. In Gujarat, the search for immediate success was leading to a top down approach which would have rendered difficult gaining acceptance for an approach that gives primacy to the community setting its own agenda. In all three states, the effort required would have been considerable. In addition, UNICEF presence had muddied the waters with its diffuse, omnibus strategy and messages. The difficulties were many but in the final analysis as one WSP team member put it, “WSP was just not willing to do more”.


Existing engagements continued to be pursued though with varying results. Post Khatua and Thakre, the going was for from smooth in Maharashtra. Kumar Alok went to Ahmednagar in August 2005. There he saw the individual household subsidy for the poor being given out as post ODF reward to the community. He went back to Delhi and issued an official reprimand to the state. Maharashtra has never officially adopted a no subsidy policy beyond its initial orders of its application in two districts!

Repeated visits to Mumbai and interactions with Dhumal and his new deputy Sanjeev Kumar were pleasant but some what unproductive. Our attempts at securing a state wide no subsidy approach and a roll out plan with master trainers in every district and motivators armed with CLTS triggering messages to reach every GP, never fructified. Maharashtra felt it already had its act in place. The goal was more NGP villages and the route was left open to the districts. We pressed for another state wide review workshop in 2006. Sanjeev was not very keen. I got the feeling the he felt that Maharashtra did not really need WSP any more but could hardly say that to a senior colleague in the IAS!  After all Maharashtra was already reporting thousands of ODF villages and had progressed from 13 to 380 NGP awards in a  year, capturing almost 50% of the awards presented in the country in 2006. Dhumal fortunately agreed and a statewide workshop was held in Aurangabad in July, 2006. For the workshop, WSP commissioned a rapid 10 district survey of high, middling and low achievers in creating ODF GPs in different parts of Maharashtra. The evidence fortified our position. High achieving districts were all following a model of disbursing the toilet subsidies under the TSC only after ODF achievement by the community. Low achievers were directly distributing subsidies for toilet construction. Unfortunately, even this did not cut ice in Maharashtra. The state continued its ambivalence on a formal endorsement of CLTS. Achievement continues to be impressive. In 2007, Maharashtra recorded 1974 NGP award winners and has put in 6210 applications in 2008. The concern is sustainability, wherever the award and the construction of toilets to win it, have motivated success.  


Our efforts in Himachal Pradesh were directed at securing the follow up steps to implement the strategy the state had already adopted. Critical in this was putting in place the institutional arrangements at the state and district level and getting the state and districts to engage the NGO support to roll out state and district level action plans. A key feature of the action plans was the training of master trainers in the districts, so that they could create CLTS motivators to reach out and help trigger behaviour change in each GP. 

Three events helped move the agenda forward in Himachal Pradesh.  The first was a decision we had been considering for some time but was really spurred by the initial engagement in Haryana. Instead of asking the state to engage an external organisation to train district level master trainers, we decided to contract this ourselves. Soma worked on a five day training module and we first unveiled this in Barog, H.P. in May, 2006. Kamal Kar was a key resource person. J.P. Shukla from Knowledge Links and Ajay Sinha (in the process of shifting from Knowledge Links to another consultant – Feedback Ventures) attended. They had been using PRA in their work earlier but this close interaction with Kamal Kar honed their ability to use these techniques in the context of CLTS. In the months that followed they would lead the teams that worked in Himachal Pradesh and Haryana. Nipun came from Jalna and went back enthused by the triggering possibilities he witnessed in Barog. The Barog training workshop was the precursor of workshops across the state to create a band of master trainers and spread the CLTS mantra to every part of the state. 

The second event was the emergence of a home grown champion. Even as WSP began the process of energizing CLTS at the district level (given the indifference at the state level), Subhashish Panda, the young Deputy Commissioner of Mandi, had initiated his own campaign in his district. Subhashish was the only Deputy Commissioner to really implement the rural sanitation strategy adopted by the state. He made sanitation his priority and imparted that feeling to the entire district team. The right committees were constituted, action plans were drafted, PRIs kept as the central pillar in the campaign, a committed support organization was engaged, motivation tools were honed and improved with time and the message transmitted across the district. In 2007 when Himachal Pradesh entered the NGP award lists for the first time, 17 out of the 22 winners, were GPs from Mandi. The key to his success, Subhashish acknowledges was the ‘no subsidy but collective behaviour change’ approach mandated by state policy. His success became a rallying call for propogating the message across the state and in various workshops, Subhashish proved a more than able messenger. 


The third occurrence was another change of guard at the state level. Narinder Chauhan took over as Secretary Rural Development and Panchayati Raj in Himachal Pradesh in the middle of 2006. Narinder was never a champion in the Khatua mould but he was not negative. He remained equivocal on key CLTS principles but in the face of success in Mandi and WSP’s persistent advocacy, he allowed the district level trainings to take place and participated in workshops at both state and regional level. In February, 2007, I came back to the state after finishing my two year contract with WSP. I prevailed on Narinder to set up a state level rural sanitation review committee and since I was posted as the Secretary incharge of drinking water, became part of this Committee. This enabled continued interaction and the evolution of an excellent monitoring system that helps track the CLTS effort across the state. The state has seen 464 GPs (out of a total of 3243) file applications for NGP by April 2008. Most districts have picked up speed in implementing CLTS. WSP’s consistent support (through a line of funding obtained from the Gates Foundation) is a great help in keeping rural sanitation in the limelight. HP seems well on the way to achieving full coverage by 2010 if CLTS is not derailed. A recent change of Secretary RD & PR has been positive with the new incumbent Shrikant Baldi demonstrating commitment to the strategy. The threat remains GoI policy with its stress on subsidy and targets for segmented areas such as such as school and anganwadi sanitation.


The most remarkable occurrence for CLTS in India in 2006 was Haryana. It was a fallout of an old commitment to make a presentation to the Punjab Chief Minister. The presentation was fixed three times and postponed. (Meanwhile the World Bank quietly excluded me from the team holding the loan discussions with the Government of Punjab-GoP. The discussions veered towards much greater infrastructure investment than the small household toilets discussed elsewhere. Both the Bank and GoP were excited by the idea of moving up the technology ladder and putting in sewerage networks in the villages!). The third postponement of the proposed presentation to the Punjab Chief Minister in March, 2006, had an interesting fall out. As a fall back, I had, despite my earlier misgivings, scheduled a meeting in Chandigarh with Raj Kumar, Principal Secretary RDD, Haryana.  This led, serendipitously to Haryana becoming the third state in India to allow the introduction of CLTS.


Raj Kumar accepted the logic of CLTS but insisted, ‘show us that your approach works in our state and we will adopt the strategy you advocate’. The engagement with Haryana began with presentations to the political incharge of sanitation (chief parliamentary secretary) and progressed to an orientation workshop for districts and elected PRI representatives. Meanwhile we began work on creating a training team for Haryana. The first workshop to create CLTS trainers was held in Bhiwani in July 2006. Kamal Kar was there and he was an instant success. Vikas Gupta, then Additional Deputy Commissioner (ADC) Bhiwani became a fervent supporter as he witnessed the community upsurge in favour of collective action to achieve ODF status during the training. Thereafter, Haryana was on a roll with districts vying with each other to secure a training workshop. Panipat came next and CLTS secured a valuable champion in Amit Aggarwal, ADC in the district. In the next six months, WSP supported workshops in another six districts in the state. Progress was rapid. In 2007, the state appeared on the NGP list for the first time with a bang.


Raj Kumar was ecstatic. He even wrote to Government of India seeking permission to hand out the individual toilet subsidy amounts as a post ODF reward to the community. To the best of my knowledge, GoI was silent on the request! Haryana has not adopted an explicit CLTS strategy but allowed the districts to make their own decision on where subsidies should be disbursed, a path of least resistance reminiscent of Maharashtra. In 2008, 1604 GPs in Haryana, have filed applications for NGP. It is Amit’s impression that very few districts have adopted a practice of post ODF subsidy disbursement. The Maharashtra type dampener of becoming reward driven without regard for sustainability is, therefore, an even greater threat in Haryana.


The only other state WSP continued to engage with, in 2006, was M.P. After the initial engagement in 2005, WSP participated in a series of workshops at state and division level in the first half of 2006. We spent days in Bhopal brainstorming on a new strategy and a competitive reward scheme among ODF GPs. Sam Godfreys, UNICEF representative for MP, attended every meeting and workshop. His resentment, at Rakesh giving us pride of place in making presentations, was evident. He played some part in ensuring that a CLTS strategy was never adopted in MP but for more important was the fact that we never really hooked Rakesh completely. Rakesh wanted to do something more with sanitation but as he puts it,“no subsidy to individuals makes it tough…Social awareness must be high to make the subsidy less approach work. But distribution of subsidy after completion of toilets is an effective incentive.”


This despite the remarkable success demonstrated by Hariranjan Rao, Collector of Rewa district in northern M.P. Rao had the potential to catalyze the sanitation scene in MP as a home grown champion. He had learnt of CLTS from the WSP website and had put together a brilliant text book strategy for his district, on his own. His key precept, “subsidy is death” for sanitation was tailor made to win the hearts of all CLTS adherents. He had put together his army of trained motivators to reach every village with a consistent message and backed it with a strong district level communication campaign. Positive results were emerging when he was transferred and in the absence of support from the state, Rewa floundered. Rakesh left the PHED in 2006 and then the state government transferred the subject of rural sanitation to rural development. Amidst these changes, hopes of securing a state strategy have faded. Still the WSP engagement has continued by holding trainings to create CLTS master trainers at district level since Gates funding to WSP specifically includes MP as a focus state.


WSP’s continued support to CLTS is under some strain. Soma left WSP in 2007 and now Ajith is the lone CLTS warrior in the organization. Fortunately, the shift in WSP focus to the district level to secure CLTS trainers has had some success. In Haryana, in MP and in the last one year or so even in Andhra Pradesh. But this progress is always tenuous, in the absence of state level commitment to CLTS it is threatened by the overwhelming might of the conventional ways of doing business in sanitation and increasingly by targets for securing NGP awards.

VI

NGP: The Opportunity Threatens

The Nirmal Gram Puruskar is an award for rural local governments (primarily GPs) that achieve open defecation free status and also manage sanitation in public spaces, drainage and solid waste issues to ensure total sanitation in relation to their environment. Since the first awards were presented to 38 GPs (and two Block Panchayats) in 2005, the NGP has grown in stature. In 2006, 760 GPs and in 2007, 4945 GPs won the award. In 2008, 30,190 GPs have applied for the award. The NGP has become the key measure of progress in rural sanitation by the states. In 2005 only 18 districts in 6 states were represented. In 2006 this expanded to 116 districts in 14 states. This grew to encompass 298 districts and 22 states in 2007. In 2008, the applications received cover 25 states. At this rate, the target of covering all 600 odd districts in the 28 states and seven union territories of India by 2012 may even be achieved. Out of these impressive numbers, only the 487 awards and applications belong to Himachal Pradesh following a no subsidy CLTS based approach. Another 10224 awards and applications come from Maharashtra and Haryana where the approach is a mixture of CLTS and the traditional toilet construction cum motivation model. The balance which represents over 71% of the total, almost wholly belongs to non CLTS approaches. It would appear, at first sight, that the omnibus school has won the day and CLTS cannot claim to be the only route to rapid, sustainable achievement of outcomes in rural sanitation.


Late in 2005, while at WSP, I commissioned a study to critically assess the effectiveness of the approaches adopted for achieving ODF status in the best performing states applying for the NGP.  The study was undertaken by Somnath Sen, an independent development consultant. Five states accounting for 90% of the applications filed till December, 2005 were selected for the assessment – Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal. The assessment methodology included field visits to 20 sample villages (5 NGP winners and 15 applicants) in 13 districts of these five states and discussions at state, district and sub district level. Among the key questions addressed by the assessment were: How effective has the approach adopted by each of these states been in achieving ODF status? How sustainable are the results?

Somnath prides himself on his objectivity and would often make fun of our ardent espousal of CLTS but even he was impressed by the favourable results his assessment brought out. In looking at the effectiveness of ODF, (based on the NGP evaluation criteria), on a four level graduated scale only Maharashtra scored a ‘high’. West Bengal, Tamil Nadu and Tripura showed results in the ‘moderate’ range and Uttar Pradesh scored abysmally by falling in the ‘not achieved’ category. On sustainability, while stating that it was too early for definitive answers, the study did point out that sustainability indicators were found to be closely related to criteria for effectiveness. The study also threw up an interesting hierarchy of reasons that explained higher performance and more effective outcomes. All states exhibited a high priority to sanitation in official pronouncements. But for moderate or higher level achievement there was a clear associated with community mobilization and non partisan consensus in favour of sanitation. However, only Maharashtra, scored high on effectiveness of ODF and displayed two distinctive features most prominently:

· a shift in focus from toilet construction and use at household level to community level behaviour change by linking subsidy delivery to ODF achievement, and

· a multi level competitive reward scheme linked to transparent and community based assessment processes for assessing achievement of ODF as well as in environmental sanitation in general.

The implications were clear. Maharashtra which was closest to a CLTS based approach also displayed the most effective results. The state also had a more rigorous system of verifying NGP applicants than the others. GoI and other states could draw useful lessons from this assessment for changes in TSC and NGP. The presentation received polite attention but no follow up action from GoI when we met them at the end of July, 2006. Perhaps our close identification with CLTS made it seem like a sales pitch. We made little headway with GoI once again despite the fact that we were addressing a new set of players since Kumar Alok had moved to UNICEF as their Water and Environmental Sanitation (WES) specialist earlier in 2006.

We tried another tack later that year. In our presentation to DDWS, we had mentioned that it was possible that the number of NGP applications would be substantial for 2007 and was likely to pose a challenge for credible verification. There had been concern on this front even during the evaluation for the 2006 awards. Somnath, while conducting the five state study had visited one NGP applicant GP in Uttar Pradesh that showed evidence of rampant open defecation. The GP still won the NGP award since the verification process obviously conducted only a toilet count. A huge increase in awardees could also pose a challenge for the concept of the President personally presenting the award to each winner. S.K. Rakesh (Alok’s successor) had nodded politely when we first raised the issue and said they would take care of it. In October, 2006 when the number of applicants was still climbing, Rakesh agreed that if not for 2007, there was need for a discussion on how to manage NGP verification and the logistics of the award event in 2008. We organized a brainstorming session on December 13, 2006 to consider both issues. The participation at this session was impressive including Joint Secretaries from the Prime Minister’s Office, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Panchayati Raj, Rakesh from DDWS, representatives from Maharashtra, West Bengal, UNICEF and of course WSP.

The key issue for CLTS adherents was that the verification process should be handled by agencies that possess the requisite capacity and are able to withstand pressure at local, district and state level for favourable recommendations so that the whole process acquires credibility in the eyes of various stakeholders. WSP’s discussion note favoured a two stage process. Key Resource Centres (KRCs) could be empanelled by GoI and states would have to select from this empanelled list, get applications vetted and obtain KRC comments before forwarding applications to GoI. In addition, States could be encouraged to implement multi stage competition at different levels (minimum three levels – block / district / state) to select the best among the PRIs applying for NGP. GoI need only perform a random check of the recommendations received from the states. There was a consensus at the meeting that GoI should encourage states to institutionalize third party evaluation at their level prior to recommending applications to GoI. The idea of disincentives for states sending applications that fail the final verification also found favour with participants. In the context of the evaluation and verification process for 2007, it was agreed that WSP and UNICEF should assist DDWS with supervisory missions to perform a random check of the process undertaken by the agencies engaged for this purpose.

I decided to take part in the supervisory work myself and visit Gujarat, which had filed an unprecedented number of NGP applications. The verification agency had already finished its work in Ahmedabad. Their team had made a positive recommendation for only three GPs out of the 10 applications they had evaluated in the district. My report to the DDWS recorded, “During our unannounced visit, we found all three villages did not deserve a positive recommendation. We saw physical evidence of open defecation in GP Vasna-Iyava and GP Tajpur, apart from poor solid waste management and drainage. In GP Vehlal, in the poorer section of the village there were numerous recently built toilets which the residents said were not used by them. They all said they were going out to the fields for defecation. The poorly constructed toilets were clearly unused. Obviously they had been constructed with the award in view and without any attempt at behaviour change. Based on the visit, the evaluation team members accompanying me stated that they would change their recommendation before it was submitted to the DDWS.” In Gandhinagar district where the verification process was still not complete, I suggested that, “When [the concerned agency] submits its evaluation report for Gandhinagar district, it may be cross checked to ensure that Anandapura in Mansa taluka [which showed evidence of open defecation] does not figure in the list of positive recommendations.” 

I was astounded to find, when the list of NGP award winners was announced, that Vehlal, Vasna-Iyava and Anandapura, all figured among the winners. I was not alone in having my recommendations ignored by the DDWS. Many other missions reported similar incidents and these missions had visited only a small sample of the total applicants. Why did DDWS choose to ignore these recommendations? The answer perhaps lies in SK Rakesh’s response to those who wanted a rigorous evaluation. A strict test could be so discouraging he felt since after all they were trying and if more awards were presented it would serve to encourage others! For DDWS, showcasing achievement through a larger number of awards has become far more important than securing sustainable results. The states are happy to have more GPs win an award that is funded 100% by the centre and GPs obviously are hardly likely to complain if they win the award with cosmetic effort. None of the key players in the system appears to have a stake in blowing the whistle to ensure that the NGP is not reduced to a complete charade.  Outside the system there is considerable concern.

I asked Kumar Alok from UNICEF for his opinion on the issue. “I feel that movement is slowing down and quality is being compromised. There are challenges in verification and sustainability. The quality of verification agencies varies a lot. There is need to screen the agencies properly. But due to increase in number of applications every year more agencies are being involved rather [than] reducing/removing some agencies. There have been complaints that some agencies have even asked for money from [a] few PRIs. States have also complained that genuine PRIs were ignored. But I feel that aberration could not have been more than 10-15% till last year. But this year, a large number of agencies have been sent even without imparting any training. I think this will have disastrous effect.”


However, in diagnosing the problem, there is still a failure to acknowledge that the incentives dictating behaviour on the NGP front are now the key problem. Kumar Alok feels, “It has been effective in mobilizing and motivating PRIs. This has also  helped in generating real demand from below and even PHEDs in non performing states had to respond to the demand raised by PRIs.” For this point of view even as verification is a concern, the fact that the rejection rate of NGP applications was 50% odd in 2007 is a cause for concern and needs to be brought down; as a corollary the fact that it has declined from 91% in 2005 could be cause for satisfaction.  In effect, from this perspective, the problem is not that a large number of false claims are being rewarded but that some genuine ones are being rejected! For most people unable or unwilling to see the incentives guiding the behaviour of the various stakeholders involved in NGP, the key issue is the lack of capacity and systems in the GoI and the states to ensure that the verification system performs better. Well meaning advice is veering round to the view that states be vested with greater responsibility for both verification and even final selection of the winners. In this view, the only change that is really required is to empanel more agencies and train them in the work of evaluation and then let states engage them. These emerging contours of changes in the NGP verification processes are a recipe for a further disaster. Instead of sustainable behaviour change we may only be encouraging a landscape of toilets.


The immediate prognosis for CLTS in India is not very positive. CLTS continues to feel the heat from the sanitation orthodoxy and their message has a powerful appeal for various segments. The poor must be assisted to access sanitation. To leave this task to the community at the local level is an abdication of responsibility and possibly even a sellout to the neo liberals. But even more important than this argument is the threat CLTS poses for the established order of doing things. It is the antithesis of the politics of patronage, which requires that those in power must be seen as directly intervening on behalf of the poor. It requires that the sanitation orthodoxy admit that they have been following the wrong line for years and must radically change their prescriptions. To achieve scale and spread, CLTS must use instruments that will enable the message to spread extensively in as short a time as possible. The key lesson on how to facilitate the community towards self realization is most susceptible to dilution and being misunderstood as it passes through many hands. Award schemes that recognize achievement and can serve as a peg for a communication campaign can end up become the rationale for action, short circuiting the cycle of self realization leading to collective action.  Poor facilitation and award schemes can easily end up only encouraging toilets and even worse can lead to coercion and an undue burden on the poor. CLTS needs an committed institutional champion to keep advocating the right policy. It needs a conscience keeper to keep posting warning signals as attempts at spread and scale lead to mass campaigns and award schemes. 

Policy level changes to support CLTS, always tenuous, seems to be are on the decline in India. Central policy continues to be retrograde and at the state level even Maharashtra appears to be slipping, swayed by NGP numbers and central pressure. WSP commitment to CLTS also appears to be on a downward curve facing institutional incentives that favour an increasing ambivalence.  The rural landscape is rapidly acquiring more toilets and for most other observers this as a cause for satisfaction. CLTS sorely needs the services of a committed institutional conscience keeper in India to pursue a strategy that has some hope of countering this trend.

Credible evaluations of NGP winners to draw attention to effectiveness and sustainability and by correlating the results with the approach being pursued, can draw attention to the pitfalls of the dominant omnibus school. UNICEF has recently commissioned an evaluation across states. More studies with even larger samples would be useful. The results of such evaluations should be used to influence a central body like the Planning Commission that has less stake in showcasing NGP. The Planning Commission can influence internalizing evaluations of effectiveness and sustainability within the GoI systems as a regular feature.  The data then becomes available to independent researchers to use and constantly draw attention to what really works. Perhaps this alone can bring out repeatedly that CLTS is most strongly correlated with sustainable outcomes but only if there are still adherents in the field practicing CLTS! 



