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PROJECT OUTLINE: PRESENTATION BY THE IFS
This inception report relates to the research project entitled ‘Delivering Sanitation Interventions in India: The role of community leaders and service providers’.  The Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies (EDePo) at the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) undertook an inception visit for this project to Delhi, India, between August 31st and September 7th 2011.  Britta Augsburg and Daniel Rogger represented EDePo and met with partners to discuss the initiation of the project.  These included members of the Water and Environmental Sanitation Network of India (WES-Net), as well as members of the Union Government of India.

This section outlines the IFS’s presentation of the project.
Objective
· Our objective is to generate a multi-level understanding of the determinants of community uptake of sanitation products and information in rural India.
· The aim of this project is to investigate the most effective means of extending sanitation services to rural Indian communities targeted at ending open defecation.   We hope to inform stakeholders on the appropriate design of delivery environments for sanitation interventions in specific communities
· Lessons arising from this work will allow the TSC and other sanitation initiatives to refine their model of mobilization and provider arrangements by building more effective delivery mechanisms.
Background
· India accounts for over 638million of the 1.1billion people worldwide that defecate in the open.  Achieving global sanitation targets, and reducing the social and economic costs of open defecation, requires effectively extending sanitation services to India’s citizens.
· Currently only 31% of India’s population has access to improved sanitation (WHO/UNICEF, 2010).  Around 50% of toddlers’ faeces, highlighted as “probably the most important contaminant in the household environment with the highest risk of exposure to young infants” (Gil et al., 2004), is disposed in open spaces or drains (UNICEF, 2008).
· The impacts of these conditions are severe.  Lack of sanitation contributes to malnutrition, reduced resistance to infections, and impaired growth and development (Nath et al., 2003; Ejemot et al., 2008).   Diarrhea causes 29% of India’s non-neonatal deaths (ages 1-59 months) and 13% of all deaths in children under 5 years of age (Black et al, 2010).  Over 6% of India’s annual gross domestic product is said to be lost to poor sanitation (Water and Sanitation Program (WSP), 2010).
· These consequences prevail, in spite of strong commitment to sanitation as a health imperative at the highest political levels.  In 2008 the Indian Prime Minister declared sanitation as ‘the birthright of every South Asian citizen’.  The Total Sanitation Campaign (TSC), begun in 1999, has seen huge financial and administrative resources allocated to improving sanitation coverage.  Numerous organisations have made efforts towards improved sanitation coverage in India (SHARE, 2010).
· There is a converging consensus as to which interventions are effective (Curtis and Cairncross, 2003; Clasen et al, 2007; Ejemot et al, 2008; Waddington et al, 2009; Clasen et al, 2010).  Enduring challenges revolve around limited social mobilisation (UNICEF, 2008), under-utilisation of financing (WSP, 2011) and weak capacity to deliver and maintain services (SHARE, 2010).  In other words, there remain critical issues of implementation.
Methodology
· Investigating these phenomenon will require we gain both breadth and depth in our assessment.  We therefore aim to take two approaches.  The first approach will use structured interviews, multi-stakeholder discussions and focus group discussions in communities across multiple states investigating operation of TSC to date.  The fieldwork for this approach will be funded by the WES-Net partners.  Each partner will identify two states in which to implement a common questionnaire and potentially diverse modules around topics of interest.  The IFS and SHARE will provide technical support such as survey instrument development and analysis.
· The second approach will use provider-, community-, and household- level surveys that follow the implementation of a new intervention based around childhood sanitation.  This approach is planned to be funded by the Gates Foundation through IFS.  All WES-Net partners will provide oversight and guidance of the second approach.
Partner roles

· EDePo will act as the research focal point.  It will anchor administration of the research and initiate the design of instruments and documents.  It will be responsible for informing/engaging all partners on key issues and forging consensus.
· WES-Net will manage the research inputs of the WES-Net partners and communicate findings.  It will stimulate partners to collaborate around and undertake research.  It will organize policy communication and conferences as well as other initiatives to communicate project results to national stakeholders.
· The WES-Net partners will review and input into project design and implementation.  They will implement the first approach.  Partners will help construct and communicate findings to national stakeholders.
· SHARE at the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine will provide technical expertise related to sanitation.  They will facilitate relationships were relevant and engage with international stakeholders.
· 3ie, the International Initiative for Impact Evaluation, will peer review the project’s policy outputs.
· All WES-Net partners will benefit equally from the research.  Individual policy and research papers will be published by each partner and an overarching report that utilizes all surveys will be published by WES-Net.  These will be presented at a policy conference in January to be organized by WES-Net, and all partners will receive equal rights in presenting the results.  Similar outputs will be produced in the second stage.
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Each of the partners and our advisors welcomed the research and provided suggestions as to how to develop its design.

This section outlines the response of the research team to  IFS’s presentation.

WES-Net

· Mr. Mukul Dixit made the point that it is important for us not to replicate research and that this is already done too often. We need to ask and answer new questions.  He argued that questions around leadership and implementation were just such issues, but we needed to keep in mind what had been written previously on these subjects.
· Mr. S.C. Jain pointed to the importance of gathering the existing literature and writing a literature review. The IFS is in the process of doing so and will distribute this by November of this year. Partners are to send input when they come across appropriate reports or studies.
· Mr. Avinash shared his view on the shortcomings of the TSC, in particular that it in most places boils down to providing 3x3m cubicles, that no connection is made to hygiene, getting kids back to school, etc. In his view, the five W’s are of crucial importance for the project to address: WHAT are we talking about, For WHOM, WITH whom, WHY and WHERE.  He stressed the disconnect between the overarching policy of the TSC, the guidelines, and their implementation.  Each of these, he argued, should be studied within the project.  Mr. Avinash also proposed to take a “white paper approach”- to start a new project with a blank page, an open mind.
· Ms. Sweta further emphasised that the TSC is working in a too restricted view, that it is not considering sanitation as a system. She further pointed to the discrepancy that the TSC guidelines talk only about basic sanitation (on the household and school level) whereas the Nirmal Gram Puraskar (NGP) guidelines talk about sanitation systems (since the revised guidelines). She sees that this results in an implementation gap. She also advocated that NGP should be used to expand the idea of that sanitation should be seen as a system, but there are no clear guidelines for this.  More specifically to the project she stated that WaterAid supports the project’s first stage approach of analysing good and bad states to get a better understanding of the situation. She mentioned that we would find that good states in terms of TSC implementation will also be good in the implementation of other programmes. Showing linkages would help the process of converging different sectors of the government.
· Mr. Mukul Dixit also supported a holistic approach to open sanitation. He mentioned that this is the only way of ending open defecation. Simply building toilets is not enough.
· Mr. J.C. Jain suggested that we include the district as one of the provider levels in the project proposal.
· Mr. Avinash explained that the beginning of the TSC was the Clean Village Program. The TSC should have built on this program. He also suggested that the project seeks input from other organisations.
· Mr. Manavalan stressed the need to provide the government with an understanding of how organisations might organise themselves to better operationalise the delivery of sanitation interventions.
· WES-Net members more generally emphasised the importance of utilising partner networks and the initiatives of the IFS team to engage with state governments.  Our results should be tied to the state’s own investments and policies.  This could be done after the current project by identifying gaps within different states and advocating specifically for the filling of those gaps at the state level.  The project should aim to identify relevant platforms for advocacy at the state level.  One option is to perform post-project pilots that scale up state-specific models from the first stage.
AFPRO

· The AFPRO team began with an introduction to their work and geographical scope.

· They talked about their interest in models of sanitation that would achieve the Nirmal Gram Puraskar.  In particular, they were keen to understand the role of leadership, particularly at the district level, as well as the role of finance in the uptake of sanitation.

· They were keen that the team take a more systemic view of sanitation, looking at the management of waste at the community level.  This would require assessing the role of cultural practices and their relative importance versus programmatic differences.

· They noted that the proposed timeline for the first approach was a little tight and required further discussion.  The first stage of this discussion was agreement on the criteria for selecting states.
UNICEF

· UNICEF began by stressing how there was a need to study the TSC as a broader public health intervention rather than an engineering project.  Thus, looking at the supply chain of advocacy and behaviour change activities was of particular interest.

· They were also keen to understand what underlies the sustainability of sanitation interventions, with a recent study indicating a rollback of defecation free status for a number of Nirmal Gram Puraskar award winners.

· The team had a number of recommendations.  They were keen for us to look at broader health indicators as well as more detailed sanitation outcomes.  We should also aim to collect data on caste, religion, gender, distance to state/district capital, tribal structure, power relations and so on.  They wanted us to assess the causal mechanisms underlying behaviour change and how different leaders and providers were going to drive that change.  This was true along each of the margins mentioned in the preceding sentence.  They said it would be important for us to look at factors that went beyond the panchayat level.

· Aidan Cronin stressed the importance of understanding how to provide sanitation services in excluded areas and amongst disadvantaged people.

· The team was extremely interested in the project’s focus on social networks.  They stated that this was an area for synergy between their newly initiated taskforce on the subject and our work.  We agreed to collaborate closely on this area of the project.

· Lizette Burgers stressed the importance of having rigorous academic partners in India, both at the national and state levels.  She suggested linking with the TATA Institute for Social Science or another such partner at the state level.

· Both Aidan and Lizette stated that they were keen to engage with the project.  They had to caution that their close relationship with the government meant that they could not play the same advocacy role as WES-Net partners, but rather act as a technical resource.

WaterAid India

· The WaterAid team began by laying out a potential structure for selecting the sample in the first approach research.  Each partner would pick a successful state and an unsuccessful state.  Within each of these, a successful and unsuccessful district would be chosen.  Within these, blocks and gram panchayats along the same lines.
· They emphasised their particular interest in the role of leadership at each of these levels in determining the success of the TSC.
· The team stressed the importance of defining a comparable questionnaire that would be useful to all.  They said that the job of the IFS was to ensure an effective consensus was formed around the content of this questionnaire.  Similarly, it would be important that all partners laid out a joint workplan with tentative milestones.
· Ms. Britta Augsburg committed the IFS to working towards consensus on all these issues and preparing relevant materials.
Water and Sanitation Program

· Juan Costain stated that the Water and Sanitation Programme (WSP) was interested in understanding the enabling environment for sanitation uptake.  For example, understanding how the social and economic environment fed in different ways into the motivation of the state/district/block officers.  More specifically, WSP wants to know what shapes the enabling environment.

· Juan also highlighted the need to understand the delivery of services to those communities in which existing efforts have failed.  WSP are interested in what can now be done to serve these communities.

· The WSP referred the IFS team to a range of publications including their most recent work on operational modalities of successful TSC implementation and to work in Bangladesh on sanitation uptake.

· The team argued that building on these publications, there was need for a study that assessed the causal mechanisms behind sanitation uptake.  They cautioned that it would be important to gain an understanding of the chain of service delivery and that the research should aim to achieve as significant scale as possible.  Together these would provide more detailed recommendations than the WSP had so far been able to.

· Specifically, they were interested in what underlies the institutionalisation of effective leadership.  Improved processes had often begun with a champion but ended up with shifts in government policy that institutionalise initial efforts.  The WSP team were also keen to learn more about the role of financing in the provision of sanitation.

· They noted that the Gates Foundation would be interested in better understanding the circumstances behind sanitation uptake in Madhya Pradesh due to the WSP’s existing work there.

· The team stated that they would emphasise specificity over breadth.  At the same time the results should be as widely scalable as possible.  Thus, a large scale but detailed effort would have most value.

Plan India

· Plan described their water and sanitation focus.  It revolves around childhood sanitation with a community-led total sanitation approach.  Plan aims to develop improved models of delivering improved sanitation in schools.  The key concern of these models of delivery is behaviour change.

· Turning to the research’s first approach, Plan discussed their interest in identifying patterns of leadership that have led to overarching improvements in child and community health through improvements in their sanitary environment.

· Plan expressed satisfaction at the intended sampling frame, in which successful and unsuccessful states/districts/blocks/gram panchayats would be chosen.  However, Mrs. Kaur pointed out the need to convince government of the breadth of experiences the project would study.  Mr. Velagala suggested that partners have a discussion on what is meant by successful and unsuccessful.

· Mr. Velagala asked what steps IFS were taking towards engaging government in the study.  They argued the importance of statistical significance and detailed analysis.  They also suggested utilising the argument that 40% of India’s population are youth, and thus it is a relevant sub-population for the study.  Plan noted the importance of aligning the research with government priorities.  Mr. Velagala argued it would be important to engage with Government beyond the Department of Drinking Water and Sanitation.

· Mrs. Kaur suggested taking the research forward by unpacking the six WES-Net research questions identified by providing examples from communities that are understood well.  She expressed that it would be important to specify the parameters of the study more clearly.

· Mr. Rogger stressed that each partner would benefit equally from the project, with a memorandum of understanding being signed between all partners in the project.  This memorandum of understanding would be based on an assessment of partner strengths.

Department of Drinking Water and Sanitation

· The Joint Secretary stressed that the questions flagged by the project were exactly those of interest to the Department at this time.  They noted that both stages provided useful inputs into their current thinking.  The first stage was useful to the Department by identifying lessons from each tier of government.  The second stage was useful for the detailed insights it would provide into the workings of sanitation interventions.

· The Joint Secretary stressed that the more communities the project could cover, the greater the use could be made of the research findings.  He also stated the importance of understanding behaviour change, and that the depth and detail of the project’s approach would provide this.

· The Secretary requested that the IFS team write up a review of existing literature, a summary of how this project will build on that literature, and outline of expected outcomes.  They were keen to utilise the literature review for their own planning procedures concluding in December.  They stated that the results of the first study may feed into the development of the next five year plan if preliminary results could be made sufficiently early.  However, results from the second stage would be utilised in the mid-term appraisal of the five year plan.

· The Director of the TSC noted the Department’s current thinking on linking water and sanitation in their interventions.  They requested that the IFS team assess existing work on the interdependency between these areas and investigate the potential of making the delivery of the former conditional on uptake of the latter.

· Finally, they requested that the wider research team plan for conferences and workshops with the states to disseminate project results to the local level.  They stressed the importance of formulating a ‘national consensus’ around the results of the project for the uptake of its findings.

National Planning Commission

· The Director of Evaluation highlighted a recent study by the National Planning Commission on the success of the TSC which he provided the study design and questionnaires for.  He stated that the proposed project would build on the Commission’s work although results were not yet available.

· He outlined his favoured approach for the project.  He argued for a set of indicators that would isolate study states using scientific principles and provide both successful and poorly performing states.  Within each of these states, at each tier of government, a successful and poorly performing organisation should be chosen.  The performance of these organisations should all be compared with the guidelines both using quantitative and qualitative methods.

· The Director stressed that he was eager to adviser at all stages of the project and would be available for the planned Advisory Panel meetings.

· The Director of Water Resources noted that the questions identified by the research proposal were exactly those of interest to his department.  He was keen that we see sanitation in totality in the first stage as “from entry into the house to safe disposal”.  He stressed the importance of improving our knowledge of behaviour change.

· The Director emphasised the importance of discussions with state governments when disseminating messages.  We have to prove to state governments that the study is useful to their approach to communities.

· The Director of Rural Development stated that whilst a lot of progress has been made on sanitation in the last 5-7 years, many of the more difficult to reach communities now provided significant challenges.  Thus, it was important in our first stage to take a range of states, both successful and unsuccessful.  We should focus on the social factors in sanitation uptake and try to better understand the role of behaviour change in the TSC.

NEXT STEPS AND ACTION POINTS
The discussions formulated a clear consensus around refinements to the existing proposal.  It was impressive to see how closely aligned the different partners were in their reflections.

We therefore identify the following action points:

	RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND LITERATURE REVIEW

	1. Flesh out research questions with existing experience to provide a more detailed structure around which literature review will be formulated.

	2. Perform a request for literature from partners and WES-Net members.

	3. Prepare a section of the literature review on the interdependency between water and sanitation infrastructure and on the impacts of making the delivery of the former conditional on uptake of the latter.

	4. Preparation of a comprehensive literature review around expanded research questions.

	5. Produce one-pager on how this project will build on existing literature/research.


	FIRST APPROACH

	6. Produce criteria to scientifically identify states for study in first approach.  We provide some discussion of this in appendix 2 and the excel spreadsheet ‘state-wise indicators.xls’.

	7. Identify states/districts/blocks/gram panchayats for survey.  These will be based on the reviewed indicators highlighted by the above step.

	8. Determine implementation logistics for each partner and coordinate numerator training amongst partners for a homogenised approach.

	9. Preparation and refinement of survey instruments.  Piloting and feedback.

	10. WES-Net review meeting to agree on final approach and implementation timeline.


	SECOND APPROACH

	11. Interaction with Gates Foundation over funding.  As we discussed, the following points are conditional on securing funding from Gates for this stage of the project.

	12. Preparation and refinement of survey instruments.  Piloting and feedback.

	13. Undertaking of observational study to rehearse focus intervention.

	14. Identification of study state/s based on first stage preliminary findings.

	15. Initiate engagement with relevant state government.


To clarify the existing strategy for policy engagement, we outline a timetable for these engagements in appendix 3.  To highlight some key milestones, we provide a draft workplan for the project.  This will be refined in collaboration with the research team.

ANNEX 1: SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS

Actual itinerary for IFS trip to India (31st August to 7th September 2011)

Britta Augsburg and Daniel Rogger represented EDePo in the following meetings in Delhi, India:

Wednesday, 31st August 2011
13:00
Priya Bhagowalia, TERI University

Thursday, 1st September 2011

 
10:00
WES-Net; Avinash Zutshi, Preeti Gupta, AFPRO, and WaterAid



13:00
AFPRO; Mukul Dixit, S.C. Jain, and team


16:15
UNICEF; Lizette Burgers and Aidan Cronin

Friday, 2nd September 2011

10:30
WaterAid; Indira Khurana and Sweta Patanaik

14:30
Water and Sanitation Program; Juan Costain

Saturday, 3rd September 2011

12:00
Feedback Foundation

17:30
Farzana Afridi, Indian Statistical Institute

Sunday, 4th September 2011

No meetings

Monday, 5th September 2011

11:00
Plan; Randeep Kaur, Vibhuti Pandey, R.K. Srivinivasan, and Venkat Velagala

15:30
Department of Drinking Water and Sanitation; Navin Kumar, J.S. Mathur, and Vijay Mittal, Director of the Total Sanitation Campaign

Tuesday, 6th September 2011

09:30
Water and Sanitation Campaign; Juan Costain, Ajith Kumar, and Upneet Singh

14:00
AFPRO; D.K. Manavalan, Mukul Dixit, and S.C. Jain

16:00
WES-Net; Avinash Zutshi

Wednesday, 7th September 2011

09:15
International Growth Centre; Suman Berry, Nalini Gulati, and Aparna Bijapurkar

10:30
National Institute of Public Finance and Policy; Pinaki Chakraborty

National Planning Commission

12:00

R. C. Dey, Director of Evaluation

13:00
Avinash Mishra, Director of Water Resources

13:30
Aman Jit Barys, Director of Rural Development

16:15
P.B. Nayak; Delhi School of Economics

ANNEX 2: GUIDELINES FOR CHOOSING STATES

Sample structure

There seems to be broad agreement on the structure of the sample we will use for the study.  A number of partners independently suggested this structure based on previous work. Each partner will identify a state that is deemed as successful in its take up of the TSC and one that is deemed as unsuccessful.  In each of these states, the partner will choose two districts, one deemed as successful and one deemed as unsuccessful.  In each of these districts, a successful block and an unsuccessful one will be chosen, and in each of these gram panchayats in the similar way.  Thus, in every state, we will see the entire chain of organisations for each combination of success.

Sample selection

Choosing these organisations requires having a notion of success by which we can benchmark organisations at each tier.  Since we did not have sufficient time to finalise indicators of success across the WES-Net team within the inception period, there is a need for further discussion.  Those indicators discussed by partners have been provided here for discussion and state level aggregates are provided in the accompanying ‘state-wise indicators.xls’.

The indicators begin with the physical coverage of the TSC.  Clearly, the coverage of the TSC should act as a basic benchmark by which we evaluate the scheme, even if we go on to look at wider conceptualisations.  This logic can be extended to the coverage of the NGP.

We reflect discussions with AFPRO and government officials by bringing in broader water infrastructure.  A key question is the extent to which sanitation and water can be treated as independent issues.  An obvious extension to assessing the sanitation infrastructure in a state is assessing the corresponding water infrastructure.

Moving beyond purely infrastructural issues, many partners stressed the need to take wider health indicators into account.  We do this for those indicators we hope to find at all levels of administrative disaggregation.

UNICEF, WSP, and other partners indicated the need to take socio-economic and power structures into account in our analysis.  Thus, we include rough proxies of these indicators.

Finally, many partners and our government partners argued for finance as an important determinant of uptake.  Thus, we include indicators of financial performance.

ANNEX 3: PLAN OF POLICY ENGAGEMENTS

Date
Milestone
November 2011
Literature review on key research questions made available to Department of Drinking Water and Sanitation through WES-Net

April 2012
Outputs from the first stage.  Each partner produces a research paper and policy brief based on their specific focus in the first approach (related to their chosen states and modules)
The team will produce a synthesis report of all the research to be published by WES-Net and the partners jointly

May 2012
WES-Net will organize a policy conference in spring 2012 to share our results with policy makers


IFS to produce an accessible compendium of best practice aimed at government officials

January 2013
Report on the baseline survey and preliminary findings from the intervention in early 2013 at a WES-Net organized conference

August 2013
Reports analysing the second approach. This will be published first as WES-Net, SHARE, and IFS policy papers and briefs, and second as academic papers


Diagnostic tools and training modules for relevant stakeholders in the TSC as a means of communicating our results
ANNEX 4: DRAFT WORKPLAN FOR FIRST APPROACH
Date
Milestone
30.09.2011
IFS sends a first draft of survey instruments for first approach to partners.

07.10.2011
Tentative date for next meeting of partners. Agenda points include:


- Signing of finalized Memorandum of Understanding


- Discussion of first draft of survey instruments

15.10.2011
Members start tendering process for implementation of the field work

01.11.2011
Implementation of field work to be started

15.12.2011
Cleaned data to be delivered to the IFS

31.01.2012
The IFS sends first draft of first stage research to partners for their input

29.02.2012
Finalization of reports from first stage research

March 2012
First policy conference to be organised by Wes-Net

January 2013
Second policy conference to be organised by Wes-Net

January 2014
Third policy conference to be organised by Wes-Net
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