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Foreword

[Foreword to be provided...]

Introduction

This is a special report documenting the proceedings, outcomes and thematic highlights of the first workshop for policy makers and programme managers on community-led approaches to sanitation in India. The workshop took place from the 23rd to 25th of September, at the Key Resource Centre (KRC) in Nainital, India. It was an attempt to bridge the gap between a conference and a training workshop, where participants from different levels of governance and practitioners of community led total sanitation could meet to discuss experiences, find solutions to impediments and enact strategies for implementation.

The workshop proceedings were held at the KRC, hosted by the Uttarakhand Academy of Administration in the scenic and quiet lower Himalayan foothills. The KRC assists State and District level water and sanitation agencies and units in their activities, playing an important part in training TSC functionaries and NGOs. 

Many different organisations prepared, contributed and participated in the worskshop. Among these were the CLTS Foundation, the Institute of Development Studies (University of Sussex, UK), Knowledge Links, the KRC, WaterAid, the Water Sanitation Programme – South Asia, as well as Natural Champions and Leaders of CLTS from different Indian States, with several other Indian NGOs, institutes and individuals taking part. The visiting Environmental Health Minister from Eritrea also participated in the proceedings., while the Indian side of governance was represented by the Department of Drinking Water Supply, the CRSP (Total Sanitation Programme), the Planning Commission, State Secretaries and Directors, District level Coordinators, Chief Engineers and functionaries, as well as Gram Panchayat Sarpanchs. 

The inaugural address’s where followed with group exercises, presentations, discussions, field trips, and a final resolution, declaring to facilitate the scaling-up of the CLTS approach implementation as part of the TSC of the Government of India. 

The goal of the workshop was to go beyond mere rhetoric and into the practice of water and sanitation programme implementation, bridging an important gap in communication and interaction between policy makers and practitioners.  CLTS is a unique approach as it belongs to those experiential learning experiences, whereby words and knowledge are empowered into action by those whose lives are affected by behaviours detrimental to their own health and well being.  It is an entry point into change.
The workshop gave hope to a possibility for a better tomorrow, especially in India, to end the practice of open defecation, improve access to safe drinking water supply, to good health, and a better and more dignified life, for everyone.

Recent History and Context

The idea of conducting a workshop in India emerged during the International CLTS Conference held at IDS (Sussex) concluding a multi-country research project on CLTS in Bangladesh, India and Indonesia, funded by DFiD. One of the main realisations was how “policy buy in of the approach is an essential precondition of doing CLTS on scale.” This underlined a core need for policy level advocacy to allow a successful strategy to mainstream the application of CLTS on a national scale in countries of intervention. India, being a country where water and sanitation problems impinge enormously onto the ill-health of over half its population, needed an event to allow CLTS practice to build upon its recent successful state and district level implementations. This would enable it to spread naturally throughout the rest of the rural India, according to demand, and without impediments from a rigid policy practice of water and sanitation programming. 

Water and Sanitation issues play an important part of development, constantly returning to the fore in both developed and emerging States. Despite an emerging global consensus of how sanitation is essentially about behaviour change, this has yet to translate into effecting policy programming as strategies of how to scale-up implementation are still nascent. The considerable diversity in community led approaches being implemented, covering several fields beyond water and sanitation, still remain at ground level. This reflects the key aspect of the success of such approaches, being community led and implemented, moving beyond the rhetoric of development and its big programming, to where development happens, in the lives of those who are a part of its processes. The support of the State and its governance institutions can be a necessary pre-requisite to successful development and in the case of CLTS in India, it is essential. Yet its own policy programming, which has attempted mid-course changes in recent times, still remains in the domain of supply-side activities, with either subsidy or incentives directly counterpoising local state functionaries implementation of demand-led approaches.   

CLTS Water and Sanitation policy and programming in India is best viewed in two ways, in its regional scenario and at the local and State levels. Bangladesh and Pakistan have made considerable progress following the implementation of the no-subsidy community empowerment approach of CLTS in their countrywide adoption and scaling-up. Thousands of ODF villages have emerged in these countries as a result. In India, despite similar numbers of villages being rendered ODF, there has yet to be an adoption on the side of Institutional governance to allow its spread. CLTS has been predominantly implemented by Natural Champions, often entering into conflict with other Institutions in order to implement the on-the-ground programming.  The TSC programme has changed its wording to reflect ‘community led’ and ‘people centred’ approaches, but its practical implementation still refers to an institutional memory of using subsidies and incentives. 

The IEC component of the TSC programme is allocated only 15% of the funds, yet for CLTS, there would be no need for the remaining 85%. In 9 years of implementation, following educative and awareness raising methods of the IEC, the sanitation coverage has increased substantially, yet it is unclear whether this has produced the same level of usage, which would be self-evident from health indicators. Moreover, there has yet to be a single Indian State to declare itself open defecation free and safely confining all excreta. Each passing day contributing to the sickness and death of hundreds of people, making water and sanitation issues as one of the core priorities for sustainable development achievements. 

There are exceptions to this trend, represented by Haryana, Himanchal Pradesh and Maharashtra, where the CLTS approach has been implemented at various levels, with rapid and sustained results. In these States, it is the high, middle and ground level functionaries, who have taken an active part in creating an enabling environment for facilitators and CLTS programming to be successfully replicated. 

The State Governments have used different strategies to adopt the no-subsidy CLTS approach within their prescribed norms and policy originating with the Government of India (GoI). The subsidised, prescription oriented and technology driven policy, with the IEC component, have sought to motivate communities, in 2005 introducing the Nirmal Gram Puraskars (NGP), awards to those Gram Panchayats (GPs) which were able to clean-up their environments. There have been some successes of the NGP, but there have also been failures, notably with the monitoring and evaluation aspect, not least in the divergence between applicants and recipients of the award. Himanchal Pradesh underplayed the up-front, household subsidy on sanitation hardware, and is now looking to become the first Indian State to achieve ODF status. The Haryana State government has used CLTS triggering and follow-up extensively in villages to create awareness and change behaviours of local communities. Maharashtra has successfully cleaned up several districts, but remains a contested arena for the entire State coverage.  

These achievements have not gone unnoticed, with appreciation of CLTS as being an approach to mass behaviour change; but this has not carried onto the national level policy programming. Consequently, it is not surprising to learn of States in India unaware of CLTS, with implementation obstacles for individual functionaries wishing to implement the approach within programmes using different logics and methodologies limiting the de-facto activities and programme implementation available. The existence of a substantial monetary element to traditional water and sanitation programmes is a further cumbersome element, as functionaries need to spend these funds and also because they open the way to graft and misuse. 

India lacks a platform for sharing and learning of successful experiences implementing water and sanitation activities. The workshop in Nainital was created with this need and context in mind, to bring policy makers, senior and junior programme managers from different Indian States to the same table CLTS practitioners, from State governments and organisations involved in its implementation. Through an exchange on perspectives and ideas, a debate of the critical issues and demonstration of CLTS in action would allow a better appreciation of the benefits to CLTS scale-up and the achievement of safe sanitation in India. 

CLTS requires a paradigm shift in ideas, thought and action. Its practitioners, especially the facilitators who trigger in communities, are not advocates of policy or programming, they have nothing to teach. Yet they are teachers, practitioners sharing their experiences, drawing from and continuing to learn experientially, as there are no known limits to empowerment and change. It was hoped that in creating a bridge between the reality of governance and of CLTS practice, this could help permeate and eliminate the differences to implementing CLTS in the TSC.
Key Points Agreed and Summary Note

After discussion and amendments, the following text of key points was agreed by all participants present at the concluding session:

Key Points from the Nainital Workshop 23-25 September 2009

At the workshop, participants shared and were introduced to the concepts and practice of Community Led Total Sanitation (CLTS). Those new to CLTS saw and were impressed by community triggering facilitated in real time in three communities. They also interacted with triggered communities which had made themselves open defecation free (ODF) and with leaders who had championed CLTS in their local areas. Participants introduced to CLTS for the first time stressed the value of holding similar workshops for policy-makers and implementers in the States.

Evidence was presented of CLTS being taken to scale with good results in some States, most clearly in Himachal Pradesh and Haryana. In Himachal Pradesh, through CLTS, over 1,500 Gram Panchayats out of 3,243 have achieved ODF status in three years.

Participants recognised that CLTS requires an enabling environment and a level playing field with other approaches to collective behaviour change. Himachal Pradesh is now the only State to provide this in the form of State policy that the BPL incentive is given as a reward to communities after they have achieved ODF status. Participants recommended that GOI explicitly authorise and encourage other States to provide an enabling environment for CLTS as one of such approaches in this and other ways.

Monitoring systems for the Total Sanitation Campaign should be strengthened to emphasise the critical outputs of behaviour change and sustained ODF status, rigorously verified.

In taking CLTS forward to scale, participants recognised the need to learn from experience. The quality of facilitation and follow up were seen as critical for realising the immense potential presented by CLTS.  

Summary Note

Context:  One estimate is that 600 million people in rural India defecate in the open daily.  A senior officer from the Planning Commission pointed out the close links between sanitation, undernutrition and education.  Behaviour change to become totally ODF would bring immense multiple benefits.  

Objectives:  The workshop was designed as an opportunity

· to share experiences with community-led approaches, especially CLTS, and their 
scaling up.
· to reflect on policy and practice and contribute to TSC. 

Participants: Participants included representatives from the Department of Drinking Water Supply, Ministry of Rural Development, the Planning Commission, State Secretaries, State Directors, Coordinators, and Chief Engineers concerned with sanitation, and representatives of Water Aid, WSP South Asia, IDS, Knowledge Links, the CLTS Foundation, and the Key Resource Centre. Those contributing from their CLTS experience included Natural Leaders and champions from Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Meghalaya and Uttarakhand.  Two participants came from Eritrea. Session and field facilitators included Kamal Kar, Deepak Sanan, Santosh Mehrotra, Nisheeth Kumar, J.P. Shukla, Jyoti Prakash, Robert Chambers and Tom Palakudiyil.

The Workshop:  The workshop consisted of one day of the sharing of State achievements, and of the experiences and insights of community champions of CLTS, together with lively debate on issues of substance.  This was followed by a day of field visits during which triggering was observed by those participants without previous experience of CLTS. Most participants also visited villages triggered earlier and now open defecation free (ODF).  On the final day, issues and concerns were considered in detail, and agreement reached by all present on the key points above.

Some basic questions included: Why sanitation? Are we confining excreta safely? Are we repeating past mistakes? How sustainable are gains?  Should we focus on individual or community change?  

Some of the significant points made are listed below.  

TSC 

· India is a diverse country and one size does not fit all 

· Stated policy and actual practice on the ground tend to differ

· TSC is adaptive and is not an allocation-based programme

· TSC is flexible and open to any approach that leads to achieving its objectives 

CLTS

· CLTS shifts from teaching to facilitating, from standard latrines to local innovation, and from focus on construction to collective behaviour change, with communities sustainably ODF as indicators

· CLTS has been perceived as an exclusive brand

· At the core of CLTS is the facilitation of triggering in communities, with follow up

CLTS triggering was observed by those who had not seen it before. Without exception they were impressed. “It started very slowly. There was a lot of humour. It has been a mind blowing experience. It is not easy to change the habits in a day which I saw in triggering’ ‘The triggering was like a tubelight…’,  “I am a complete convert” , “I wish more people could attend triggering.  When you see it, you believe in it”  ‘It is a democratic approach and a miraculous way of achieving things’ and ‘CLTS is the real IEC’.

TSC and CLTS

· TSC is a broad nationwide programme covering more than just sanitation, with a current focus on individual toilet construction, and CLTS is a complementary approach with a focus on behaviour change and achieving ODF conditions

· Problems have faced the spread of CLTS: ‘behavioural change is hampered by subsidy’; incentives targetted at individual households inhibit collective action; the APL/BPL distinction has tended to divide communities; and frequent transfers of champions in Government have undermined campaigns.

· Nevertheless, CLTS has been spread. States where one or more districts have used CLTS include Maharashtra, Himachal Pradesh (all districts), Haryana (all districts), Madhya Pradesh,  Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, Sikkim, Meghalaya, Assam, and Karnataka.  In these States CLTS has been accommodated as an approach to implementing TSC 

Monitoring and Indicators

· International organisations have complicated monitoring by changing definitions and indicators

· Figures cited, for example 26 per cent coverage, are often misleadingly out of date

· Ways are needed for TSC to monitor usage and behaviour change

Going to Scale with CLTS

· Himachal Pradesh and Haryana have demonstrated the potential of CLTS for speeding up coverage and behaviour change to achieve sustainable ODF conditions

· Champions in States and Districts have often been the major drivers of going to scale

· Going to scale with the CLTS requires software investment in hands-on training with  triggering in communities.  For effectiveness, high quality is essential in all training. 

· The speed of going to scale has to be determined by the capacity to trigger well and to follow up in a timely and appropriate manner

· Community champions present a huge untapped potential. Systems are needed to encourage and support them more to spread CLTS outside their own communities.

· A critical enabling move forward would be modification of the TSC guidelines to explicitly encourage States to use the incentives for individual households as post-ODF rewards to communities

Major Issues and Debates
The three days of the workshop dissected and explored many ideas as facilitated participant participation guided group discussions. The flows of group and individual conversations interwove around members, culminating in a Declaration seeking to step forward out of the impasses existing in the Indian sanitation sector policy and programming. 

Central to these discussions were different themes and the perspectives from distinct starting points and values. As the workshop commenced, the adversarial appearance of the TSC and CLTS came to the fore, yet the criticisms of each related to specific theoretical concepts or implemented programmes, they did not negate the possibility of complementing policy with an approach. The Nainital Declaration can enable the start of a process with a view to scale-up CLTS implementation, as many complementarities of the CLTS as an IEC approaches were reviewed. 

The issue of branding differences creates conflict with existing programmes, impeding change within the existing implementation processes and structures. The initial optimism from the scale-up of CLTS in states such as Himanchal Pradesh and Haryana has not taken hold, reflected in only partial implementation in Andra Pradesh, Assam, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Meghalaya and Orissa, despite often local institutional demand for it. While the GoI requested specific suggestions, CLTS practitioners have demanded explicit authorisation encouraging its use by State governments. The TSC provides only partial blueprints of general and specific prescriptions.

CLTS implementation follows certain clearly delineated programming prescriptions. Variations from its core create many approaches, each with a sponsor, implementer and brand. IEC activities share some common characteristics with CLTS, from triggering tools to follow-up activities. Implicit and explicit references in TSC policy and the methods of IEC programming still include forms of financial hardware investment, conflicting with the ‘community-led’ aspects of the same policy.

CLTS’s core negates the use of subsidy for the provision of a basic betterment, but not the basic right to sanitation. Interventions offer a dialogue and a process for change. Scope for use of financial investment through in-kind post-construction aid exists and has been implemented in various forms, yet a lack of studies on sanitation in India hinders further analysis. It is an obligation of government to provide for the welfare of the population and until an automatic upgrading of sanitation facilities could be proven, governance will intervene to provide services. CLTS does not negate this, but seeks to influence how it is undertaken. While India’s National Sanitation coverage may have reached 61%, leaving more than 50 crore people without sanitation facilities, whether usage really mirrors this statistic is not known. Bihar emerged as a classic example, where coverage had surpassed 20%, but success with the NGP had diminished as verifications became more focused on usage. The creation of 2 million latrines has not been put to complete use. 

All development implementation activities work best if implemented at the most decentralised level. The TSC’s IEC and CLTS have no differences on this, yet State governments implement decentralised sanitation sector policy with a mixture of specific and general prescriptions, arising from interpretations of the TSC policy and control of implementation programmes and resources. This creates the perception of indifferent policy environments to local realities. 
The pretext for local, contextually originating change is often more than an adaptation of activities, constrained within a historic institutional memory of previous programmes, methodologies and practice. It can be a local effective and true adaptaptation of CLTS, but such programmes need to be nurtured and cannot be created overnight. One size may not suit all people, but changing from shoes to chappals to run the distance will not produce the same results. Only if CLTS is implemented within an enabling Institutional environment has it been successfully scaled up. Sacosan III determined this, becoming one of the underlying causes to history of the workshop. The workshop was an attempt to bring different perspectives at the same table and find ways to overcome differences for promoting a change in policy. 

The Government of India has 29 programmes underway, many of which use the BPL and APL method to identify the poorest and disadvantaged sections of society. In its practice, this conditions and creates individual and group discrimination within communities, such as with a direct BPL subsidy with minimal contributions. The NGP, a part of the TSC programme, has a group reward given to the entire GP, often containing several communities, yet it is awarded only to the entire GP, Block, District and State level.  Whereas possible complementarities exist with CLTS used with the NGP, the Individual and Collective distinctions introduced through identification exemplified by the BPL/APL method and CLTS, or the NGP, clash directly. 

In the NGP process, concern exists in its accurate implementation as financial investments are at stake, not least when funds are distributed and appropriated by elite or patronage oriented governance. As it is a process whose goal is to generate demand for sanitation services and hardware, successful implementation of the NGP would spur the private sector to provide cost-effective solutions. CLTS follows the same demand-driven logic, as local community members improvise solutions based on the availability of local resources. Informal and low-tech solutions provide introductory structures on the sanitation ladder, as well as jobs to entrepreneurs. Each upward model of latrine technology presents potential issues if not well implemented and corresponding to the demands of the local environmental context. The diversity in solutions required for Urban and Rural settings reflects this division, as does the high consumption of water resources which would be entailed if only flush latrine facilities were built for every person in India.

The multiplicity in agencies dealing with sanitation and the diversity in their individual participation across the 28 States and Union territories has created highly fragmented and diversified systems. The use of rewards is undercut through the use of incentives, just as rewards undercut the principles of CLTS. While some implementation successes are underway, these have been built by Natural Champions at different institutional administrative levels and Natural Leaders in field implementation. For these processes to go to scale, several factors have to coincide. The capacity to accurately implement CLTS approaches is more than procurement of partners, as investments must follow policy prescriptions and at a pace allowing a natural momentum to build in the social mobilisation processes underway. Policy must mirror solutions discerning impediments and allowing processes to flourish within existing administrative systems, steering programming. 

Existing administrators do not necessarily hold their official ideas at personal levels, but must nonetheless implement government policy in a manner befitting their respective institutional perspectives and roles. Generalising and directly attributing responsibility for the state of affairs today, as a direct criticism without appreciating the diversity of roles and players involved, unites administrative structures in solidarity. Implementation obligations, roles and responsibilities by local districts projects, including the Panchayat Raj Institutions at the village level, must be made accountable at their respective levels. 

The GoI is not directly accountable for programming interventions in the sphere of Individual States, even though its policy forms the reference basis to this programming at the district level. Direct funding to Districts, bypassing the State, also creates overlapping programming, disjointed in its effects, as successful implementation agencies have to be individually scrutinised with adequate monitoring and evaluation systems in place. Districts bodies implementing CLTS are limited by various exigencies necessitating the disbursement of funds and the homogenisation of existing administrative structures in existing practices of governance. This makes it difficult to scale-up interventions without Natural Champions, unless it becomes a prescribed route from a higher level of governance.
Changing sanitation indicators to those demonstrating the effects of good sanitation on health, education and wealth of individuals and communities has positive implications. It is these implications which brought participants to the workshop, which makes water and sanitation such a key part to the development processes which form the backbone to the long term growth in the welfare of people. The disparity in the sanitation domain between those with and without creates enormous ramifications and ripple effects, often creating hindrances, such as lack of education at an early age through malnutrition and loss of schooling. These effects are felt in the ability of the current generation to secure future income potentials and returns in the form of ill-health for children and future generations. 

The inability to safely confine excreta, in any form, has a direct bearing on the health of human beings. The confinement of human excreta is an important step in the healthcare of people. It extends into a safe and balanced relationship with the environment. Health indicators have the added advantage of helping to identify areas with relapses of open defecation practices, second generation issues and can indirectly be used to triangulate with NGP successes.

Coverage alone has been unable to provide sanitation facilities to all, even as the sums invested have been considerable. Monitoring usage, just as programme implementation, works best at local levels, where communities are responsible for their own affairs. The creation of Open Defecation Communities follows a zero-sum win-loss logic, with even the non-compliance of a few individuals in a community placing everyone else at risk. It is virtually impossible to create a system of monitoring usage without the participation of the community itself favouring voluntary and participative systems. While a thorough and rigid application of the NGP award process, expanded to include qualitative monitoring, has improved monitoring and evaluation, the failure of applicants applying for the NGP prize, saturated in their coverage, poses certain self-evident realities before government and sanitation sector professionals concerning the potential disparitiy in coverage and usage.

CLTS traces its origins to the PRA tools and methods which were designed with certain key approaches and mentalities behind them. Approaching counterparts, communities and individuals as beneficiaries creates processes of dependence and establishes practices in governance. The switch to CLTS implementation without a formal and thorough experiential learning process promotes different implemented programmes of the approach, some very far away from their intended form. CLTS believes in the ability of people to undertake collective action and promotes individual community leader activism, while programming using BPL forms of incentives or subsidies denies individuals these qualities. From the perspective of the implementing partners, there is often unawareness of the differences between top-down, friendly and participative methods of interacting with people. 

CLTS promotes a dialogue between individuals valuing everyone equally. While it promotes sanitation, it can also become an entry point into larger changes for communities. The same PRA methods are in use in many domains, ranging from livelihoods, food security, governance, health, disaster management and social enterprises. These approaches share a common characteristic of empowering individuals and communities, allowing sustainable and durable changes continuing beyond the existence of the programmes which introduced change.

The field learning experiences available at the workshop created some new Natural Champions and greatly impressed all workshop participants. All three villages were triggered, with strong community reactions leading to personal commitments to tackle the sanitary issues. A day in the field visiting ODF villages implementing their own development initiatives beyond sanitation was good, taking away tension and clearing minds. The solidarity inspired by collective action leads to benefits beyond sanitation. For CLTS professionals this gave hope to scale-up future implementation activities. 

The TSC, NGP and CLTS all really aim at the same thing: open defecation communities safely confining excreta. This goal was recaptured and brought forth the Nainital Declaration, as a small but significant step towards the betterment of the health of rural populations in India.

The Workshop, day 1
Inaugural Proceedings 

The workshop was initiated by Mr. V.K. Mishra, host and Deputy Director of the UAA and KRC Coordinator, welcoming participants and auspicing a successful workshop, proceeding to light the lamp with the Keynote speakers. Mr. Raju, Director of the UAA introduced the workshop as a venue aiming to influence policy in the Indian sanitation sector. The issue of subsidies in sanitation has existed for considerable time, influencing policy and programming, with the debate coming round full circle and States like Haryana currently engaged in non-subsidy oriented programmes. Political will, however, is required for a change in policy. 

Dr. Robert Chambers from IDS discussed the underlying processes behind the workshop and the spread of CLTS in the global sphere, its benefits brought to an ever increasing number of people. Yet for its continued spread, much has to change as CLTS was not always easy to accept on personal and institutional levels because of its roots in experiential learning. The workshop was an opportunity to participate, with natural leaders and champions present, and field experiences in the programme. Dr. Chambers invited all those present to ask critical questions and learn for themselves. “CLTS allows a shift from countring latrines to behaviour change,” underpinned by a shift in perspective from one where “we have to help the poorest, to the community itself.” It is necessary for participants to share experiences and critiques, yet keep an open mind to learn together what is best. “If it leads to benefits, they will be immense for India.”

Kamal Kar, the pioneer and a natural champion of CLTS, offered participants a window through the current paradigm, to unfilter the wall of division between them. Communication is the key, exemplified by the variety of the workshop participants and difficulties to find a common language to speak in. Kamal Kar asked all the natural leaders and champions to stand up, proponing them as the true teachers of CLTS, the links between the concept and its practice. Sanitation policy follows an “approach that if we have money, the problem is solved, which is not the right approach.” While poverty was undoubtedly an issue, so were subsidies. The use of a participative strategy by WaterAid and Unicef in Bangladesh had allowed communities to self analyise their situations, allowing them to realise what they do every morning and counter it. The experiences of Deepak Sannan in Himanchal Pradesh and the 1,500 ODF villages was an important illustration of the same process in India, countering limitations of implementing only financial resources for latrine construction in the sanitation sector. 

A change in attitudes, at personal and institutional levels is required to scale-up the spread of the approach. 2000 CLTS natural-leaders had emerged to date, yet 50 lakhs were needed to build confidence in communities and erradicate the practice of open defecation in India. 
Tom Palakudiyil from WaterAid, a Natural Champion of CLTS, turned the spotlight on open defecation, which was not occuring under the participants eyes, but was an immense problem. Facilitators were needed for the field work to be undertaken in rural areas. Reflections on solutions beyond construction are needed. The issue of usage was important and needed to be recognized. This workshop was an invaluable opportunity to listen to CLTS practitioners and find longlasting sustainable solutions. 


Mr. Prakash Pant, Minister from the Goverment of Uttarakhand stated government’s resolve to provide for the needs of sanitation and safe drinking water in its rural programmes. Commenting on India’s history, Mr. Punt discussed how rural people always decided for their themselves, solving their own problems. Mahatma Gandhi and J. P. Narayan had in the past engaged with the “need to change the attitude, to change society.” Narayan, like Kamal Kar, allowed villagers to highlight their own plight, leading the way by picking up a broom and cleaning villages. The government was open to the possibility of different routes to the sanitation campaign in progress, focussing on the community, as the government wanted what the people wanted. 

The State Reports 
Deepak Sanan and Nisheeth Kumar facilitated an exercise aiming to give participants an overall feel of the state of sanitation in India today. The goal was to make information accessible. Participants formed small work groups and discussed perceptions and realities concerning villages, policy and programmes, with group representatives presenting to the workshop. 
Arunachal Pradesh reported an increased awareness of sanitation issues through the TSC IEC components, successfully extended through person-to-person contact. Diverse languages and scattered populations in small hamlets slowed down the pace of work. Gujarat reccounted the success and failures of sanitation over the previous 6 years, as previous administrations had only placed sanitation as the 5th priority. Implementation issues involved a lack of up-to-date figures, the psyche of older generations and financial resources. Villages in some areas were sanitised through their own initiatives and resources, as people connected their own economic development to sanitation. 

Orissa reported how 3 pilot projects initiated in 1999 covered 13,000 people, yet it was only through UNICEF support that participatory approaches and tools were introduced into the TSC IEC components. The TSC programme boasted an impressive coverage of 50% of the tribal and coastal populations, yet the actual usage remained much lower. Where Natural Leaders had support, successes grew, as did good NGOs and Panchayats, yet scaling-up still presented itself as an issue, with 13 – 14 lakh natural leaders needed for wider social mobilisation.

Nagaland’s achievement of 42 NGP awards in 2009 without subsidy or aid interventions was put forth. A lack of funds had prevented a scaling-up of CLTS programmes in the state, even though a goal of a Nirmal State by 2012 had been made and by the end of 2009 all schools and kindergardens would have latrine facilities. Representatives from Meghalaya spoke about the recent introduction of CLTS, with 3 ODF villages to date and 84 NGP applicants for the year through a Knowledge Links training programme covering 280 villages. Manipur highlighted how an extensive regional differentiation made little difference. Open defecation was the issue with fixed open pits used. Only a change in technology was required, but the main drawbacks related to a lack of financial resources released in timely way by the TSC, and their disappearance before reaching intended localities and beneficiaries.

Mr. Sirohi, Principal Secretary from the Government of Bihar, highlighted the TSC’s programme achievement of 20% coverage with the construction of 21 Lakh toilets and an expenditure of 291 crores. Although the GoI provided a subsidy of Rs 2,200 for the BPL households, the beneficiaries had to make initial investments of Rs 300. This system appeared to work as the previous year had seen 158 NGPs awarded, even if this year all 222 candidates had failed. Kamal Kar was invited to visit Bihar and investigate the actual usage of these facilities, as this was emerging as an important issue. Yet subsidies were needed for the superstructure of latrines, designed with certain characteristics for women to increase usage. 

From Haryana, Puran Singh Yadav, TSC State Coordinator, spoke of how before 2006 the TSC had been outsourced to NGOs. Organisations would undertake baseline surveys, collect money from people and Rs 500 from the authorities. When engineers checked on progress, they would limit themselves to counting bricks and sacks of cement. A change in government allowed the emergence of a dynamic secretary, changing strategy. CLTS had brought an 85% coverage in villages after only 1 month in operation. Natural champions emerged and space was given to motivated Pradhans to take the lead. A shift in focus from construction to behaviour change allowed an enabling environment to emerge and Natural Leaders could emerge, with the issue of usage transformed into one of an everyday need. With a conjoint focus of coverage and usage, training for vector control, discussions on common and serious issues, such as migrant labour, santiation had come to top of Panchayat agendas.

Chattisgarh discussed how the 2001 census identified coverage levels at 5.18%, with estimates of 37% today. NGP results indicated 100% usage was not in progress, showcased by the 300 NGP awards in 2006 and only 125 in 2009. Particular districts stood out, as in Sarguja leading with 112 GPs selected, of which 94 had involved interpersonal communicator initiatives. Kerala discussed the plight of the landless and those with very little land. While the state had set itself a 100% ODF target for 2011, recently attention was being refocused on second generation issues relating to ground and surface water contamination due to problems with the technology selected for safe disposal of excreta. 
Himanchal Pradesh highlighted how under the leadership of the Principal Secretary, Natural Leaders and committed workers followed the community approach everywhere. The support of PMs and DPMs, natural champions themselves, had led to success, as many districts stood at 95% or 99% ODF. A few districts, such as Shimla, with different leadership, had not achieved these results. Frequent changes in DMs and a lack specific funds earmarked for exposure vists of communities and their mobilisation was identified as limiting factors. The Stat had made a request to the GoI for financial resources to be specifically earmarked as a reward to Panchayats and not as a construction subsidies for latrines. 

Two perspectives from Government, Vijay Mittal and Deepak Sanan
Mr. V.J. Mittal, Director of the CRSP, GoI, sought to move the discussion forward, noting three important issues as a backdrop for the sanitation sector. First, there was the need to rethink the indicators which had been identified during the presentations, which had contributed to communication gaps. Different groups had provided different inputs, representing varying issues. The TSC, for instance, “was nothing but about the IEC and communication.” If slogans were the issue, Mr. Mittal welcomed suggestions of door-to-door interpersonal communication, including community leaders participation. 

Secondly, India presented an immense diversity. The ability of TSC implementators to find flexibility in implementing their own methods needed to be raised. Third, it was important to underline the common cause of sanitation, which had brought participants to the workshop and removed dividing boundary lines, from states to countries, uniting everyone for a common cause of sanitation. Mr. Mittal admonished individuals wishing to project their programme as better than others, with a proliferation of brand names tied to particular technologies. 

The issues of toilet coverage and usage were important, for coverage and its usage must be checked. Mr. Mittal suggested toilet usage become a part of programme monitoring. Under CRSP and TSC programmes, coverage increased to 61% in 2009. Yet impact studies and discussions disputing usage relied on figures of 2006, when it stood at 31%. Recent government studies had not been published as figures were also disputed by different government agencies. “I don’t know why you use these figures, I don’t know if somebody wants to pull us down.” 

Mr. Mittal drew attention to the different mental levels of those approaching the issue, exemplified in the sanitation ladder. It would be presumptuous to believe in an automatic upward movement along the ladder. There was also the necessity of different policy for rural and urban contexts. Raising the indicators goal only created further confusion, attributable to international organisations complicating indicators. It was imperative to hold on to what basic and improved sanitation is. While no one debated about the effects of contact with excreta, the bar could not be immediately raised to all other excreta, as this prevented an exit to programmes. 

Concluding, Mr. Mittal remarked how the TSC programme had Rs 35,000 crores to provide for a sustainable sanitation situation, helping the poor people in the country. Change was a continual process, evidenced through the application of the ideas related to nodal sanitation and the programme is adaptive and open to suggestions. 


Deepak Sanan, Principal Health Secretary from Himanchal Pradesh, sought to find “new ways to deal with this subsidy approach monster.” A move towards health-related indicators was needed, with simple assessments of whether diseases were under control as good sanitation indicators. Of additional importance was the state of affairs of 1999, with many states running programmes, spending crores, yet without latrines to show for them. In Himanchal Pradesh the toilets previously constructed could not be found. The NGP in 2004 was a new additional programme shifting towards behavioral change and to some extent people appear to be satisfied, “but are we repeating mistakes of the past?” 


Keeping to the concerns raised, were NGP evaluations done independently? With low levels of sustainability and possibilities of relapse, there were serious problems to overcome. Even if the issue of usage raised, as in Himanchal Pradesh, there were problems with finding 100% ODF communities. While building beautiful toilets was important, such as in Kerala, connected through drains and larger structures, “if Hepatitis outbreaks occur every few years, what is the point?” Collective behaviour change is needed, as it breaks curent thought processes, which the subsidy approach impairs by dividing the community. CLTS offered “a window of an alternative approach,” not concerned with counting toilets but “recognizing that even if one person does not adopt it everyone is at risk.” 

Presentations by CLTS Natural Leaders

Kamal Kar facilitated an experience sharing session by Natural Leaders from Haryana, Himanchal Pradesh, Meghalaya, and Uttarakhand. Each group became a gateway to the State, giving small presentations to be followed with question and answer sessions.

Two young and passionate women Natural Leaders presented from Uttarakhand, highlighting how in their GP of Dhanachuli, they had tackled water, sanitation and health issues after receiving TSC and CLTS training. Awareness had been the key, with community members realising the contamination of drinking water was due to open defecation, leading to the community cleaning their sources. The Natural Leaders faced resistance within the community, admonished to “stay in four walls and then we got even more strong and then we decided to take the CLTS forward…then we trained on the katchaa pits, and we made a team of few girls and then we trained other communities later then it was village shifted pakka toilets…now the villages are ODF.” Leading the way with their own toilets, the Natural Leaders allowed other members of the community access, demonstrating how basic toilets could be constructed without money, removing a source of corruption from the process. The Natural Leaders believed the fire within them had been ignited and was spreading, prefering to “play on their front foot” like Sachin Tendulkar. 

Meghalaya’s participants described the habitual practices in their areas, with the practice of defecating in open pits with bamboo walls. After the triggering, a few technological improvements not contradicting traditional constructions worked, with financial issues and material availability as major impediments. Pans, for instance, could not be countered with ceramic structures due to costs, so natural and inexpensive bamboo plastering was used instead. 

Himanchal Pradesh first introduced CLTS through a WSP project in 2006, generating around 50 Natural Leaders, 2 at each block administrative level. Some villages with 15 years of ongoing TSC activities were turned around quickly, B.S. Varma claimed to have succeeded making his village ODF within 15 days and later being awarded the NGP. The WSP programme sought to clean entire villages, dealing beyond the sanitation aspect alone, motivating first groups of women to monitor the process. Women sought to build a consensus in the village before making any major decision, “looking for [the] right way to convince people about sanitation.” “With love” and their motivation inspired by the CLTS approach, communities eventually took decisions favouring the construction of toilets and paving the way to make the village ODF. These women were awarded prizes including the Central and State awards. 

The Panipat GP Pradhan, R. S. Panu, who was awarded the NGP in 2007, presented for Haryana. In explaining the CLTS trainings brought forward by the ADC, it was the message of “eating your own shit” which had the greatest impact. Those practicing OD were explicitly told they were sick due “to these things that you do” and encouraged to build toilets. Members of the entire community, from children, women and the elder generations discussed the issue, following which toilet construction began. Even the BPL households, numbering 260, initiated their own constructions. 

R.S. Panu built 4 toilets initially and encouraged villagers to use them, slowly gaining momentum. The village only had 15 toilets for 725 households before the CLTS intervention and BPL households were encouraged with a Rs 500 worth of in-kind aid after they first built their own pits. The ADC gave Rs 1 Lakh to the community after the toilets were built, but this was not percieved as a subsidy. 

Santosh's Session 
Dr. Santosh Mehrotra, Director IAMR, Planning Commission of the GoI, facilitated and presided over the afternoon discussion, initiating by delineating certain characteristics of India. Beginning with malnutrition levels, standing at 45% today, whose biggest cause is the lack of sanitation or poor sanitation circumstances. “It is interesting that we have among the worst sanitation figures for any country in the world.” Added to this are the low literacy levels, with an estimated 350 million illiterates. “Somewhere all 3 of them are interlinked. If you put these things together you will realise why this country is where it is.”

These facts were situated in the context of the village or hamlet, where children get sick debilitating them from school attendance, without which there is no learning. A lack of learning leads to difficulties in finding work, affecting their future earnings. India could become an affluent country with 30 years of 8% economic growth per year, “but it cannot if it does not fix the problems of sanitation, nutritition and education. All three are inter-connected and must be attacked together.” 

The discussion addressed questions referring to the cost of a scale appraoch and whether any calculations had been done in regards. Mr. Sannan responded “it is much less than the cost of TSC.” While the work done in Himanchal Pradesh was praised, the question was posed again, reminding about the costs such as the safe disposal of solid and liquid waste and their disposal mechanisms. The cost of villages in Gujarat was highlighted as 40 Lakhs for a decentralized village, with treatment of the waste incurring additional costs. 

While how CLTS cost less and any savings made from the difference could be contributed to these issues was discussed, Nisheeth Kumar indicated a lack of such specific studies in this area, suggesting it should be addressed and examined for the future. Citing an earlier contribution of Mr. Sirohi concerning 300 crores rupees spent over 3 years to build 2 million toilets without their usage, an invitation was made to consider this information as well, as “in three years you are where you started. So is this investment good?”

A Pradhan from Himanchal Pradesh stated that with 20-30 Lakhs a village can be made NGP, which while subtantial, could be raised from within a community. Dr. Chambers stated “one of the reasons CLTS doesn’t cost very much” had to do with it starting at the lower point of the sanitation ladder, with people climbing up to higher levels “at their own cost and convenience” once basic constructions were completed and in use. Traditional approaches started with latrine designs, mostly situated these approaches at the top end of the sanitation ladder. 


Mr. Kar cited a recent study conducted in Ethiopia by Plan International, finding traditional approaches spent US$ 300 – 350 per toilet, in addition to the programme costs. With CLTS, facilitation, staff costs and all the software, it came to US$ 5 per household, their calculations based on community resources for basic structures and their upgrades. “It depends on different countries for different standards of the ladder.” Tom Palakudiyil continued, highlighting how in a multi-country study the cost of toilets were calculated as US$ 0.30 USD per toilet in Bangladesh, US$100 in Nepal and US$300 – 400 in Nigeria. Other studies suggested that for every US dollar spent in sanitation a reduction of eight US dollars would occur in medical costs. 

Ajit Kumar from the WSP cited uncertainty as to what question was being answered and clarified how a differentiation in the cost of the hardware and software was needed. “Hardware will be there regardless of the approach, by the government or agencies. The question is one of approaches.” Only anecdotal evidence existed as no formal studies have been conducted on work done by the state governments. Mr. Sirohi continued, citing the costs of water aid in Bihar which were fixed at INRs 6,000. CLTS Natural Leaders could only work on a limited area “and not without the help of the government.” He stressed how these issues had been raised earlier and criticism should be limited, with more listening given to what was actually being undertaken. For him the priority was making the the 2.5 million toilets constructed usable, while welcoming any person “who will work for the benefit of Bihar.”

Mr. Sannan stated “the question is not that we’re not spending on sanitation…the debate is the efficacy of what we do. Construction is the root to sanitation.” Communities build facilities according to their model, but only if left to the community. Regarding hardware, governments are choosing. No one was forced to defecate in the open, so perhaps the question really was of behavior change and affordability. 

As long as even one member practiced OD, everyone was “eating shit...and this is what CLTS does and brings that is completely different to the table.” Moreover, continued Mr. Sanan, “it must be an empowered community” as any attempt to intervene by an external agent providing a subsidy will break the link created. Currently 1,529 GPs or 50% are ODF in Himanchal Pradesh. In the 1990s 4 Lakh toilets were constructed, 90% of which were never made or are in complete disuse today. “Today we are proud to say that at 50%, next year we will have 3,200 GPs that are ODF.” 


Nisheeth Kumar raised two points, asking participants to remember their presence at the workshop was “to engage in critical reflection, not criticize each other, because we are all learning. We share all the same purpose.” The purpose of CLTS was to improve the quality of life. It needed to be led by the community, regardless of whether it was inside the TSC. Mr. Mehotra continued on the monitoring issue, suggesting different components may need to be investigated, to which Mr Sannan responded by stating monitoring occurred on construction, not toilets per se. Mr. Mittal interjected, citing the need to clarify some points. He suggested a heated debate was generated when attempts were made to brand ‘something’. Citing the TSC strategy, it is community led and people centred. “It is a question of taking the name CLTS or CLPC.” After the programme was sanctioned by the GoI, its implementation was left to the state. Moreover, he re-iterating the Government’s change, and how referring back to pre-1999 schemes was not appropriate. Paragraph E of the TSC guidelines further stated “construction of toilets should be constructed by BPL households and used and then payment” made. 

Mr. Mittal again suggested, “one size does not fit all” and each state had the “liberty…to make its own projects…to do any project or close it.” No State was forced to spend money or follow any project. Mr. Mehotra continued on this theme citing a reluctance of individuals to accept past failures as “never [the] failure of one person, it is a collective failure.” Government programmes took into account programme experiences and it had to be remembered the same ministry which wrote guidelines were not those currently engaged in implementation. “There is a possibility of evolution, which is why we changed their design.” 


J.P. Shukla shared his views on the TSC and CLTS approach. Stressing the lack of conflict between the two. While the TSC contains “all the buzzwords…in the guidelines,” it remained a national programme with a certain degree of description on how to be implemented. 
Srivastva remarked how there was an expectation to achieve everything all at once, regardless of context, as “in India everything will take its own time. Anybody can criticize anyone for a trivial reason, but to do a constructive job takes a lot of time.” 

Preparation for the Field: Briefings and Experience Sharing 

Kamal Kar, J.P. Shukla and Jyoti Prakash quickly led the briefing for the next day’s triggerings. Kamal Kar and J.P. Shukla outlined and discussed the CLTS triggering experience, cycling through tools, such as the transit walk, participative mapping exercises and the shit and food and medical expense calculations, focusing on the necessity to create feelings of shame, disgust and guilt among the village members present at the triggering. 

Jyoti Prakash discussed the triggering event through a metaphorical narration of the snake charmers’ show. As the snakecharmer calls upon the spectators to gather round, so too the facilitator encourages villagers to attend the meeting. Once a small crowd has gather around his basket, the snakecharmer begins to play his tune. The facilitator draws people in and begins to reccount their story, drawing attention to the village and surrounding community. The snakecharmer gently lifts the cover of the basket and deftly moves his fingers to awaken and get the snake’s attention. His movements grow bolder, gently picking at the snake, until the lid is removed and the snake raises its head, extending itself forthright. The facilitator awakens the practice of OD in the villagers thoughts and gently entices them, growing bolder until all the individuals are attentive and participating. So the snake charmer returns to his tune and takes the snakes attention with him as it slowly begins to move along to the melody, fixating his snake on the flute and the audience onto the snake. All this continues until the snake is the practice of open defectation, the spectators are the villagers and the snake charmer a facilitator. Then all of sudden there is silence, the snake charmers’ show ends. With the facilitators music gone, the show stops and the community is confronted with the snake and their own practices, triggering them into action. 
Field Trips, day 2

Of Evidence and ODF Adventures
The Dhapla excursion turned into a real adventure, with participants traversing a forest protected area and acceding to the village only after abandoning their vehicles as drivers unable cross dry riverbeds and rocky terain. Participants traversed a stream on foot and were greeted with a tractor drawn carriage designed for cargo on the other side to proceed uphill. Dhapla is a village of 120 households, mostly poor, living in 100 housing compounds. It was trigged in December 2008, with follow-up and monitoring conducted by Knowledge Links leading to ODF status by August 2009. Upon reaching the village, participants were allowed to interact freely with the villagers, highlighting how the visit was not stage-managed and the village was truly open defecation free. To mitigate the cost of constructing latrines, the villagers had enacted several strategies such sharing latrine facilities, retrieving materials from the riverbed and local masons involved in the construction process deferring payment to the future, with a common fund set-up to provide the input costs such as cement and toilet hardware to the poorest members of the community. The funds were distributed in public and a record maintained in a ledger, creating a transparent process with a tangible record. 

Naya Pandey Gaon was triggered in January 2009 and had become open defecation free by August. Follow-up and monitoring had again been conducted by Knowledge Links, aided by the young and energetic Sarpanch, Umesh Tiwari, who after having completed his undergraduate degree in New Delhi, had returned to his native village. Under his tenure, cash crops were introduced for cultivation, raising the standard of living and incomes. A nearby river running parallel to the village was made into a resource by the villagers, as the water was used in a system of canals to clean the village twice weekly, contributing to a cleaner overall environment. Higher incomes had also enabled villagers to construct more high-end latrine options, with many having added bathrooms. Villagers recounted constructing toilets to avoid the stigma of eating each other’s excreta and to look after the wellbeing of the children. As in Dhapla, villagers together helped each other in the construction of facilities, with young students mobilising older generations. An important issue some of the visiting participants noted, however, regarded the toilet models which had been used, which through the interventions of a local NGO, had favoured septic tanks, whose merits and demerits were not clear to the people when inquired upon. 

CLTS Live, the Triggering

J. P. Shukla, an experienced facilitator from Knowledge Links and contributor to CLTS tools and methods, triggered Panyal Mehta. During the process, a selection of triggering tools implemented in participatory activities allowed people to analyse the sanitation profiles of the village collectively. Starting with rapport building and leading to a transect walk, the obvious was brought under the villagers’ eyes and noses. This was followed by water and shit exercise, followed by an understanding of the faecal-oral transmission routes. With the destination of excreta established and a calculation of the volume of excreta produced daily, weekly and monthly in the village made, medical costs incurred by the community were calculated. 

The community self-analysis prompted people to collectively realise the linkages between their sanitation practices and their health. With the absorded realisation, the J.P. Shukla summarised the learnings of the event, giving the community feedback and duly asked for permission to leave. As those present wavered, Mr. Shukla asked whether he could take a photograph of those who would still be inclined to continue in their habitual OD routines, as well as those who were willing to stop such practices. Some of the villagers present immediately spoke of their resolve to end their practices, leading to a resolution to make their community ODF. Some of those present voiced concerns about the construction costs and their inability to raise funds. This led to the introduction of the basic low cost designs used in other villages in Uttarakhand, as well as the intervention by Neelam Negi, a village chief from Himanchal Pradesh, who shared the experience of his village and how following their own self-analysis, everyone in the village had immediately constructed low cost toilets with negligible costs, gradually upgrading them through savings and collecting money over a period of time. 

This led to a spontaneous reaction from two men and nine women of the community, stating how they would immediately initiate the construction of toilets and have them ready within a matter of days. These villagers, signed onto a chart paper their commitment to construct toilets within a week. The ex-chief of the village further drew attention of the villagers to the annual loss of money due to medical expenses, which collectively amounted to over Rs 600,000, pointing out how this money would be more than sufficient to construct a toilet for every house. This led all 40 villagers presenting a resolution in favour of stopping the practice of open defecation, clearing stating their determination to make their village ODF by October 15, before the festival of Diwali. The village chief, who was also present, decided to call a Gram Sabha, a community wide meeting, to discuss the issue and prepare an action plan to end the practice of OD for the whole village by that date. The women who were present stated their intentions to visit all members of the village door-to-door and mobilise others who were not present in the meeting.

Information of the triggering was passed on to the representative of a local NGO, who would return to the village to discuss the various merits of the technology options available. Follow-up meetings were organised for the following days, with the village chief, the natural leaders and the NGO representative keen to keep the momentum going and avoid common mistakes made during the initial construction phase. 

The group visiting Okal Dungi traveled through ‘elephant country’ to arrive at the village. The facilitating team was led by Jyoti Prakash moved quickly to change the situation created by the Pradhan of a ‘top-down’ official visit. The GP was spread over several hills and consisted of 6 hamlets totalling 120 households. An overly involved Pradhan and local Sarpanch member initially dampened the participation of those present. 

“We are not here to give money,” commenced Prakash, starting his dialogue and explaining the intention to not take or give anything from the villagers. Through the introduction, the facilitator tested and identified key words which would create discomfort in those present, apologising quickly if necessary, but continuing, drawing in their attention. While the Pradhan was the most active as the mapping exercise started, others present started giving vocal support, slowly being drawn in to participate as the exercise moved to the identification of locations used for OD. The active Sarpanch member was gently led away from the triggering towards the end of the mapping exercise, which once concluded, moved towards identifying the faecal-oral transmission routes into cooked food. At this point, one villager spoke up, noting how excreta also made its way into the water supply, contaminating the drinking water as well. With some of the children present from the school recess, the facilitator selected a young child, asking those present whether the children in the village were aware of what they were eating and drinking, which drew a muted response, as well as a scowl from the mother towards her husband sitting in the crowd. 

The villagers themselves were asked what they were eating and drinking, to which a villager replied, ‘Shit!’, breaking the tension as the group broke into fits of laughter. As those who already had latrines were asked to step forward, the group was asked to identify what was in their food and water, to their great embarrassment upon their realisation of the answer.

The facilitator introduced the calculation of faeces, letting the process unfold on its own intervening only to gently push the discussion along, until all those present were asked how much longer they would be willing to live in their present conditions. As a silence descended upon the group, the facilitator again instigated the villagers, asking whether anyone was willing to address and tackle the issues. The villagers immediately responded about their concerns, introducing the work toilet into the discussion and the cost involved, which was countered as information of the basic Ventilated Integrated Pit latrine was presented, which could be built using resources from the nearby forest. For those components, such as pipes and netting, the facilitator asked those present about the costs of these items in the local market, being satisfied once everyone realised the cost was to build a VIP toilet was under Rs 200. 

As the team retreated into the background again, they noted how 4 men present were more active than the rest, either in voicing concerns, discussing strategies for building latrines and the need to clean the entire village, publicly disagreeing with those voicing opinions of helplessness. One of them was again asked directly, in front of everyone, whether anyone was willing to provide a fixed date by when the village would be cleaned, to which even more villagers stepped forward answering affirmatively. A committee was formed and their names recorded, while the team again withdrew to the sidelines, witnessing the creation of a local movement with a clear commitment to clean the village within two weeks before the Diwali celebrations in October. The triggering outcome could be likened to a matchbox in a gas station.

Day 3, concluding the workshop


Reflections from the Field, the Triggering

As participants assembled, a sense of anticipation and excitement held everyone, creating an almost electric atmosphere. Kamal Kar welcomed everyone, ceding the floor to Mr. Mehrotra from the Indira group, who immediately recounted the “light-bulb that came on in everyone’s eyes. To do it in an hour, as Prakash did...everybody was having fun.” In all his previous field experiences, such an event had never taken place, observing his own witnessing of “a community realising on its own what it experiences” as a “mind blowing experience.”

The government sector “ground realities” and associated contexts had been distorted, for the intention behind the TSC and NGP were origianlly aimed at tackling what CLTS did, and yet, were CLTS to be used directly in combination with current institutional approaches, there would be conflicting issues to ressolve. It is an absolute necesity of each individual to act in their own capacity to allow an understanding of CLTS to emerge within government. Such was the power of democracy, allowing for influences to be brought home and to the workplace.

Ms. Khurana, from the Indira group shared Mr. Mehrotra’s assessment, stressing how the committment and energy “was really excellent.” The mapping tool recreated a villager perception based reproduction of the locality, coupled a slow realisation in those present of the links in the pathways of excreta in food and water sources until they reached the households. Even if one were not eating their own shit, they were certainly eating those of others. 

Kamal Kar built on this theme, asking how CLTS could be empowered and see it integrated as a part of existing programmes. A Vijay group member noted how once the members of the community realised their problems, its roots, the solutions emerged and were found on their own. 


Mr. Prevost, from the WSP was impressed with how the learnings of the first day were transformed into practice with a triggering based on community perceptions and reactions. He wished for more triggering experiences, as it “is the best way to be convinced.” Mr. Prevost was also impressed with how members of Naya Pandey Gaon, had built on their successful CLTS experience to fix their rural water supply system, expressing personal doubts as to why such a system would not be sustainable in general. 

Tom Palakudiyil from WaterAid spoke of “how quickly the links were established by people who looked not too educated” of the processes involved and the manner in which a quick triggering proceeded in under 2 hours. As the triggering was in real time, the challenge of changing perceptions from awaiting government help was real, considering the other governmental programmes were running in the background. As the method experienced involved training human resources, slide backs to old practices would occur, unless the triggering could be brought back to further motivate and maintain the gains, as “it is bound to happen that there should be follow-up for it to be sustainable.”

Mr. Yadav continued with a similar assessment, agreeing their field visit was unique, but questioning the availability of facilitators to implement triggerings. The need for high level facilitators was also real and needed “to work within this environment.” Collective change occurred when triggering took place and he had become a fan of the approach, suggesting it could supplement the TSC and “go a long way to sustain sanitation.” Upon returning to the government, he would attempt to teach and spread the approach. 


Kamal Kar concluded by sharing highlights from the struggle involved in triggering, with favourable and unfavourable villages to be found along the way. CLTS requires specialised facilitators and trainers. 

Alpha Group’s experience in Panial Mehta Gown was presented as “community led, people participatory.” A sceptic noted how “in the end it was triggered so much, demand was generated on its own” and action was taken. With the contact details of the community Natural Leaders in hand, the participant vowed to follow up on the 15th of October when a target date had been set to make the village ODF. 

The triggering was made possible because of J.P. Shukla, through “his convincing power, leadership and speech...bewitching and enchanting” until the villagers were convinced. The triggering was a great lesion. Another group member from a CRSP background, highlighted how different stages of the trigger corresponded to potential gray areas, with people convinced they were not doing the right thing and options for remedy presented to them. Questions concerning money, group action, regional and area differentiation remained, so there were “still differences on certain issues.” 


Mr. Singh, an alpha group member, spoke of the ignition in minds at grassroots level. Dr. Punam continued, echoing the novelty of the experience as an “eye opener, a chemical reaction, spontaneous.” 

Kamal Kar brought the discussion to a close, highlighting commonalities and showcasing issues not immediately apparent. The real experts were the Natural Leaders, amongst whom there were hundreds or thousands of great facilitators, speaking local languages, being of the context, as they had changed their own habits and their message “comes from the heart.” The basic principles of shame, disgust and self respect were supplemented by issues of increasing financial burdens related to health costs. Facilitators in villages were not there to tell villagers to end OD, but to solicit a questioning of existing practices. 

Reflections from the Field, the ODF villages

 Ajit Kumar of the WSP, initiated the experience sharing of ODF field visits, recounting the initial adventure of getting to the village, which was a “very good beginning to a good day.” It was important to note how a village looked today, 1 or 6 months later and even a year after the triggering. The dynamism of the Nayapandey Gown Sarpanch was apparent as he worked outside the village yet resided there. With pre-existing coverage of around 40%, CLTS triggering had “brought about a change in the village.” There were several things to be learnt, such as the sharing of facilities within joint families living in shared compounds, the financing behind constructions being made by financial advances of the Sarpanch, the mason from the village who deferred payment until resources from outside arrived. 

Nisheeth Kumar noted how “when a community has decided, even if everyone doesn’t have toilets, they shared.” Kamal Kar made participants aware how sharing can and does occur in practice, as “when things are realised then the constructions were made.” It was important to accept how the discourse of BPL and APL households created a divide, citing it as a difference villagers do not understand or perceive amongst themselves. As these surveys are undertaken by outsiders, it created potential divisions and favouritism within the community. 

Yegelem, from Eritrea, was impressed with the mason contributing to latrine constructions without payment for services, paraphrasing him as saying “when it comes, I get paid, but it doesn’t matter, the village is getting clean.” At this description, a Himanchal Pradesh Pradhan recalled his own involvement, so too Dhapla seemed “like a small village of Himanchal Pradesh [right] here in this one.” Leela, a natural leaders from Himanchal Pradesh was also impressed as “they share and are pooling money to construct the toilet...it was really good, I congratulate the Pradhan.” Another natural leader from Himanchal added recalled the under-government of previous programmes, with financial arrangements from the central government favouring BPL households, yet it was the same BPLs who had constructed their own facilities. 

Kamal Kar further stated that the “future depends on how fast we produce Natural Leaders in each state.” B.S. Varma echoed a similar theme, suggesting coverage of the whole country would depend on the emergence of good facilitators.
Dr. Kaseti, Eritrean Health Minister, spoke next, sharing how this workshop would influence the programme in Eritrea. It was important to understand contexts, especially in situations such as in Eritrea. Eritrea’s own history with sanitation follows from that of NGOs. “After the war, NGOs came with a small amount of money and we were not able to control anything...the dependency was on subsidy.” NGOs had introduced latrines and their designs, but not their use. 

Dr. Kaseti continued highlighting the change from the more historical approaches to CLTS, how existing Eritrean programmes were based on subsidy, prescription, focal groups and the construction of latrines. These programmes created negative impressions, especially as communities were poor after years of war, drought and aid-dependency. 
Highlighting the tendency of latrinisation, Dr. Kaseti spoke of Kamal Kar’s arrival two months ago bringing “fantastic results” with 3 triggerings in 7 villages and reversing the process. Facilitators were spreading around the country and there are now 89 villages for which he was expecting ODF declarations briefly. October would also see a National Sanitation Week, in which the ODF declarations would become one of many tools, allowing the country to focus on sanitation issues. 

Natural Leaders of the Mehragown Triggering

The Natural Leaders from Mehra Gown introduced themselves by presenting one of the maps created during the triggering. Highlighting a large temple nearby, Godhakhaal, a countrywide famous site with the Sainik Boarding school nearby, the leaders outlined which areas were built with good road communications, concrete and mud-brick housing, as well as open defecation and garbage areas. Families were identified with having facilities but not using them, while a nearby electric pole acted as a collecting point for waste and excreta. The construction of a new road cutting through the village was identified as an issue of concern to be addressed as this had brought in labourers and allowed outsiders more access to the village. 

One of the leaders remarked how the previous days’ meeting had been unknown until the morning itself, how peoples were unaware it concerned the issue of disease. In ignorance, there were expectations of a grant from the government to tackle the issue. Yet as the figures emerged after through mapping, villagers discovered more than Rs 8 Lakhs were spent annually on health costs alone. Even though the issue was clear, none of the previous Pradhans had dealt with it. 


Another contended it was outsiders who were the main cause dirty conditions, as outsiders were buying land and building houses nearby, perceiving the village as a dumping ground. Kamal Kar remarked how the village was being urbanised, with outsiders leaving their problems behind, but “once they organise, all these problems will be solved.” Another contribuant cited the villagers own unawareness of the issues, as “the diseases” comes from outside, not because of open defecation. If she had been there, the map would have looked differently. This prompted the first Natural Leader to speak up, claiming the third person was not a Natural Leader but an NGO worker, was not present the previous day and there was an attempt to co-opt the presentation. 

Final Discussions, Questions and Concerns

A general informal discussion facilitated by Tomo Palakudiyil ensued, allowing participants to raise issues and questions they felt were important and needed to be addressed. The debate shifted to whether sanitation should be considered a ‘Right’ or not. While behaviour change is undeniably important, so to the TSC and NGP followed the rights and entitlements of villagers. 

Tom Palakudiyil noted the urgent need for studies on finances and quantitative arrangements, not least for baseline surveys. To achieve a 100% ODF India through CLTS, do adequate numbers of facilitators exist? Was there a time horizon, a plan, programme, facilitators and natural leaders for the future? What are the numbers involved related to capacity and planning?

The need for conflict resolution between the CLTS participative approach and the long term subsidy approach was noted. Considering the geographical spread of India, from today’s vantage point and with a view firmly fixed on the ODF objective, the government had set 2012 as the goal for cleaning up villages. Was a balance between the approach and the programme possible? In conditions of water scarcity, could sanitation lead to an improved water supply? These were simple ideas, but building toilets and sanitation is strongly linked to the availability of water.

Questions were raised concerning urban centres, with specific questions for slums and other communities in similar conditions. In addition, population movements, migrants and labour needed to be addressed, for they were neither outside nor inside rural or urban communities. 

Questions were asked concerning government officials responsibilities for spreading filth and what could be done to address this. Unless there was an urge from above, individual administrative officers usually involved themselves because of career gains. Another participant asked whether it would not be better to provide training to IAS officers, differentiating between administrative and political will, while another addressed the practical issue concerning the transfer of administrative personnel who championed CLTS in their blocks and districts, cutting off momentum within the administration. Was CLTS possible without a proper enabling environment? Was toilet construction possible without awaiting the arrival of the subsidy? If communities engaged in self analysis were able to understand and resolve their situation in a matter of hours, was it not the case that those working in sanitation for a few years to pursue some self analysis of their own?

Based on previous experiences a participant pointed out how only 30-40% of villagers attended a triggering, with the rest unaware of it. How is this issue addressed for the majority who did not participate? In the monitoring, what forms of follow-up were necessary and how were technological and solidarity issues addressed? How does CLTS deal with second generation problems related to sustainability? If ODF villages fell back to OD, how could follow-up be undertaken to reverse this? Participants suggested how instead of a subsidy, a reward might be given to Panchayats upon successful ODF implementation, while another asked “what is our intention, what is our policy?” 

With the issues in the open, a panel discussion was formed chaired by Mr. Yadav and Mr.  Kapil Lal, Director of Swajal, Mussoorie Division. Mr. Lal, who had arrived earlier in the morning, initiated the discussion. The format of the TSC created conflict at the macro, state and national policy levels, as decisions would have to be taken regarding what was more suitable for one region. Mr. Yadav continued, stating CLTS was an approach and a tool to change community behaviour. People were cheating people by informing them of a subsidy, for “when a community agrees to create their own kind of thing, afterward, we government can facilitate in terms of guidelines...If we talk of subsidy, we must talk of how we take it to the end. If we bring in CLTS when using the subsidy, people might feel cheated without the subsidy. The answer is not easy.” 

J.P. Shukla shared an experience in Meghalaya, where the District Commissioner collected Rs 300 from BPL families a few months before the arrival of CLTS. Realising this was not the approach to be followed, he directly addressed his constituents informing them the money would be saved and returned after the toilets were constructed. Further on the same theme, an example from Assam was also shared, where a young lady officer got convinced and struggled to deal with the subsidy idea, as “it will be hard to convince politicians.” So she identified villages for intervention which predominantly APL and the BPL subsidy issue was not as prominent. 

Kamal Kar suggested the issue at hand to be one of local leadership. The Kalyani slums in the region of Kolkata had a Rs 9,900 subsidy policy implemented by DFID and the West Bengal administration, which was going to waste due to non-use of the facilities constructed. With the arrival of CLTS, the chairman of the municipality went against the local government and implemented CLTS. Ms. Khurana voiced her concerns and discomfort with the examples given of Assam, which suggested poor villages with higher levels of BPL would be overlooked. 

Continuing, Ms. Khurana agreed on a conceptual level with the idea of a collective village reward, “but only if all the hierarchies are under control and it is set up after this, so the most marginalised and poorest are also included in it.” Mr. Lal suggested the necessity of a pre-structured programme, with representations of women and poor sections of society to also improve monitoring. Mr. Yadav highlighted the debate from the previous days over subsidies, where usage was important even in states using the subsidy approach, such as Bihar. To this Mr. Sirohi interjected, asking not to be misquoted and stating how behavioural issues had been the subject of study of many sociologists and economists, indicating “money cannot change human behaviour, but money can influence behaviour.” Dr. Bisht from Uttarkhand added how the subsidy could exist alongside behaviour change, while on numerous occasions he had heard of BPL families given subsidies and yet not engaged in implementation. Kamal Kar added how issues of social solidarity arose continuously, citing an example from Java, Indonesia, where villagers were offered pans for toilets, to be repaid later by the vendor himself. Out of hundreds, only 7 villagers did not repay the pans and the vendor still had not lost in the deal as he had sold hundreds distributed all at once. 

Mr. Prevost contributed to the discussion on planning by highlighting the core aspects of the latrine structures and human resources availability as the most crucial components. To discuss only guidelines in isolation would mislead people. Financial concerns needed to be calculated, yet Natural Leaders presented themselves a resource for the sustainability of CLTS. Mr. Sirohi continued with this theme, but placed the CLTS triggering activities firmly as “mass awareness programme...nothing else,” such as the literacy programme of the government. In its guidelines, the “TSC has covered all the issues” and “this kind of approach can help expedite the process.”

Deepak Sanan discussed CLTS as capable of dealing with second generation sanitation problems, such as polluting ground water. Kamal Kar continued, describing how WaterAid was dealing with such problems in Bangladesh, where some people became upset by these issues and how their community responded with their own technological improvements, following up its implementation. Dr. Robert Chambers added the relevance of people with good field experiences to write about them, documenting issues and allowing them to circulate. As the discussion became a little bit animated, Mr. Sirohi remarked, “what about the toilets in government buildings?” The issue of enhancing and avoiding toilets remaining only written into guidelines as jargon was raised.
Deepak Sannan voiced various concerns emerging from the discussion, noting how the discussion moved away from the core concern of the safe confinement of excreta creating disease free environments. Self analysis can show the directions being undertaken, the concerns being addressed, allowing everyone to get clarity on some of the recognizable questions. “Introducing money in India introduces its own complexities.” When villages were triggered, communities monitor themselves, there are no questions on how money is spent or whether anyone is going into the open for defecation. Kamal Kar led the discussion back to CLTS focusing on the different stages involved, the pre-triggering, triggering and post-triggering. 

Kamal Kar attempted to address some of the remaining issues as time constraints impinged on the workshop. Upward mobility on the sanitation ladder was local context dependent. While the first jump was not a big one, issues related to market access are big practical problems, as well as markets abilities to access the specific products needed. The 73rd amendment to the Indian Constitution guaranteed the right for States to use programmes at their discretion. The necessity to include the state government in programmes aided in the accountability process, for when official stamps came upon documents, it gave them authenticity. Without mainstreaming with the government, without the government itself and the linkages provided, CLTS could not work. 

Regarding the level of participation by the Uttarkhand academy, Mr. Mishra and the Mr. Lal presented divergent views. Mr. Mishra noted how work at the academy was undertaken within the Sojal structures prior to 2005, but only expanded during the 2008 year of sanitation. The Government of India had given the KRC the responsibility to train 2 people from each district in CLTS and with 612 trained so far, another 1,200 were needed to complete the programme. Issues of communication and coordination with the local TSC coordinator, a lack of resources for follow-up and monitoring, as well as the purpose of the academy being only a location for trainings were raised as needing to be addressed. 

Responding to a participants’ question on CLTS being an easy approach and if so, why had it not been implemented, J.P. Shukla had an interesting answer to give: “If an individual wishes to go to Delhi, but instead keeps climbing up and down a pole, how would they reach their destination?” 

Responding to the issue of government intentions and policy, Mr. Pande indicated a need to return to basics so that CLTS can access and spread in larger sense. Deepak Sannan added the need to focus on empowering communities and the goal, to focus on sanitation, not empowerment, but recognize empowerment as the best way to do it, while retaining the objective as ODF villages. To this Dr. Robert Chambers concluded with the need to prepare and re-train IEC facilitators so they understood how not to teach and could relearn how to be a facilitator. The mindset behind the facilitator was a key component of implementing CLTS successfully.

Discussion on the Nainital Declaration

The final session of the day aimed at presenting the Nainital Declaration. Dr. Robert Chambers and Tom Palakudiyil facilitated the process. Dr. Chambers noted how the document presented at the workshop had attempted to bring together a diverse set of perspectives emerging from the participants and followed up on the wish from Mr. Mittal to provide a helpful outcome providing a consensus for future use and agreement. It would also be useful for all the participants returning from the workshop to their homes and places of work. Tom Palakudiyil stressed the hope to find a representative document of agreement, to speak to the wider world and policy makers as a group. While the document was not representative of every view, many were included and hopefully everyone would endorse the document. The Nainital Declaration was eventually endorsed unanimously by all participants present.

Annex 1

Agenda CLTS Policy Conference
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	Duration
	Activity

	Day 1

	9.00-9.30 
	Registration

	9.30-10.00 
	Welcome/Getting to know each other

	10.00-10.20 
	Community led total sanitation: global experience

	10.20-11.00
	Panel discussion: natural leaders and community champions

	11.00-11.30
	Film: No-Shit, Please

	11.30-1145
	Tea/Coffee break

	11.45-12.30
	Experience sharing from Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, and Maharashtra

	12.30-13.30
	Panel of Participants: TSC and key policy issues

	13.30-14.30
	Lunch

	14.30-15.30
	Identification of key policy issues and challenges: group work

	15.30.15.45
	Tea/Coffee break

	15.45-17.00
	Feedback from community leaders and champions on identified issues in a plenary

	Day 2

	9.00
	Departure for the field

	10.00-17.00
	Visit to ODF villages and face-to-face interaction with women, men, and children 

	Day 3

	9.00-11.00
	Debriefing from the field

	11.00-11.15
	Tea/Coffee

	11.15-12.00
	Plenary discussion on identified issues of importance (which may include engaging poor/extreme poor, subsidy/incentive, institutional arrangements, capacity development, technology, supply chain, or/and other issues identified by the participants) from the point of view of scaling up total and safe sanitation



	12.00-13.00
	Concluding remarks and wrap-up

	13.00-13.30
	Valediction
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Report on the Workshop on “Scaling up of Community-Led Total Sanitation (CLTS) for Policy and Programme Managers in India” held on 23rd  – 25th  September 2010








“This is a very important workshop in the sense that large number of participants from parts of this country. Not only experience sharing, but meeting practitioners of sanitation. Meet at conferences with such large number of participants from all over country, helps us and learn lessons. From states where sanitation in advanced stages or beginning.” 





“One important thing is participation of secretaries, because at policy level only such people can have say, 2, important practitioners and field staff, from where CLTS is and where it is not introduced. It was a good mix practical and theoretical sessions, interacting with Robert Chambers was off high value for everyone and particularly for me. Shared experience with secretary, Mr. Sarohi from Bihar, with his own ideas of community participation. It can go well if this workshop is organised at reasonable intervals, yearly, it can do. Reasonable workshop, if we meet frequently, sanitation progresses only when such interaction. If possible people from this country taken to others to share experience and see practical work done there. This workshop will go a long way to accelerate rate of coverage of rural areas. Only community can do, very clearly cut message.” 





“From this workshop we should submit our concrete recommendation to central Government of India. When debate, genuine fear of govt officials to replace CLTS with TSC. But we should make it clear to them, that this is not a competitive approach, but supplementary. It is an approach under a program. I strongly recommend. Because we have a tool to access the communities. Observing last three years, only directly assessing communities directly and handing them their responsibilities and giving them ... and this approach has ample to do this. I wish Kamal Kar and his team further well so that this approach can establish and the GoI can agree to accelerate access to sanitation through this approach because it will be more sustainable.” 


Puran Singh Yadav, State Project Coordinator, Haryana





“To me the highlight of the workshop was to see an actual triggering process in a village. The very rapid dawning of the realisation in the minds of all the members present that they were eating each others' shit every day of their lives and will continue to do so forever unless they change their habits, was by far the most important learning for me. Which demonstrates that CLTS is the right approach to ensure permanent behaviour change, because the problem with most programs of most governments, anywhere in the world, is that there is a falling back from initial achievements, that distortions creep in, and ultimately the objectives are themselves almost entirely undermined. On the other hand, the CLTS has clearly offered the possibility that none of these later distortions to initially well-conceived programs actually occur.”





“I think the most important thing is that the central government moves rapidly to accept and help to universalize CLTS. The exact modalities need to be worked out but if we want to prevent the continued of the TSC and NGP, then CLTS has to become the main way forward. The good news is that the TSC guidelines are perfectly consistent with the CLTS approach. So the first thing needs to happen is that the central government sends out a letter to the state governments telling them in no uncertain terms that preventing the current distortions that have emerged in the TSC and NGP requires the immediate implementation of the CLTS approach.”


Mr. Santosh Mehrotra, Planning Commission, Government of India





The workshop commenced with a search for common ground, to allow participant contributions and engagement, to stimulate participation into a shared dialogue on sanitain in India today. GoI, State and local governance, CLTS practitioners, facilitators, natural leaders, NGO professionals and researchers all led the way. Perspectives, experiences, agreements and disagreements surfaced, within discussions, presentations and activities. Yet a shared common agenda allowed the caucus to appreciate the current historical context and the implications of open defecation on the welfare of people, on their health, education, livelihood and future capabilities. 








“CLTS is not a low status project, in fact, it is high status, as the potential for enhancing human welfare is enormous, the benefits are so enormous. This meeting has an enormous potential of enhancing human wellbeing.” Robert Chambers





 “CLTS facilitates and enables people to come to their own conclusions.” Robert Chambers





“We need to rethink ODF in India, if we have it, the medical expenses will fall down. The deaths related to sanitation are avoidable and highlight the urgence of the issue.”  Kamal Kar





“Our country has immense potential and excellent natural leaders...and the amount of money these leaders have mobilised is commendable. I feel proud to be Indian...I have learnt a lot from natural leaders who have got this attitudinal change. Our country has immense potential and excellent natural leaders. For any work we need to empower the community...if we have natural leaders then we will change, we should shift from building latrines to natural leaders." Kamal Kar





“Safe sanitation is the basic need, inadequate sanitation is a problem.  It is effective in controlling diseases and the promotion of state and economic rates, as social and medical rates drop down.” Prakash Pant








“Behaviour change is a very typical task, it cannot be brought out at night.” Puran Singh Yadav








“I feel that there should be network of leaders and some kind of visits also and that would enhance their innovation and ideas and enthusiasm” Mr. Saini








“One size does not fit all” Mr. Mittal








“Please take it from me, the Government of India TSC is adaptive and open to suggestions.” Mr. Mittal








“Societa kyu? Because it causes lots of health issues.” Deepak Sanan





“Sanitation is about reducing disease, it is not about counting in the indicators. As long as we keep going our way, we will have lots of toilets, but not safe confinement. We need to visit the past, we need to have the thought process of the community. The moment we say ‘some people’ of the community, we break the community. One suggestion: We need to take up new ways to deal with the giant subsidy problem.” Deepak Sanan








“The normal CLTS approach is that we’re all eating each other’s shit…you’re making others eat your shit and you’re eating it too...Initially there were problems, but the communities were convinced upto some extent, with Knowledge Links training to dig the pits, and then put walls around the pits, we then took opinions of the people and by clts we took the designs, ideas from the communities.” Himanchal Pradesh








“In CLTS we were sensitized on the importance of community empowerment, we went to the field visit, then we came know about the importance of CLTS and later triggering was done.” B.S. Varma





“One man can’t control a whole village, it must be the whole community...We need to involve the poor and uneducated also, usually the programmes only educated groups...We clean our houses on the diwali so that goddess come to our house, then why cant we clean our house daily.” Haryana











“Our efforts need to be acknowledged, ‘kaam hoga tho naam hoga’ (First the work, then the name).” R.S. Panu





“We are past the question on whether to invest in sanitation. The fact that 600 Crores of input by the Government of India is proof that the debate has to be over by now.” Ajit Kumar








“So we built our toilet, and those that did this, they sat, while those that didn’t stood and were asked, why haven’t you build? Brother, build your toilet to stop the illness. All the schools and kindergardens were made ‘sai’. This job has to be done. Nothing else.” Haryana








“Safe sanitation can ensure an improvement in education, school retention, low drop out rates, healthier children. Better sanitation will improve nutrition, health levels and education levels.” Dr. Santosh Mehrotra











“We also work for the good of the people and public welfare is also our problem.” Mr. Sirohi





“It is by and large an issue of behavior, and this is recognized from many years. What does CLTS say: it is not about individual behavior change, but community behavior change. If you want to go to scale, if India has to do so much, then this creeping route will not les us reach the goal.” Deepak Sanan








“If it doesn’t work, it doesn’t work, but we are here to learn from others.” Nisheeth Kumar





“Whatever the talk, we don’t want to enter into the conflict, who is better, who is worse, is an unending process that goes on for 15 years. No one will win. Safe environment and safe disposal of waste: we have to work in unison to achieve those issues.” Srivastava





“CLTS provides that…how to go about making it people centred, community led. Call it incentive or call it subsidy, by changing the name, the animal doesn’t change. Give the reward in a honourable manner…that would be a very good way to do it.” JP Shukla








The second day of the workshop was all about field experiences. Participants took to the field in visits to two open defecation free villages and three live CLTS triggering events. The two ODF villages, Dhapla and Naya Pandey Gaon, were previously triggered during trainings held at the KRC during the International Year of Sanitation programme by Knowledge Links trainers. The three live triggering were held in villages with substantial open defecation and waste management issues.  





The final day of the workshop was about sharing experiences from the field, highlighting the impact of experiential learning. As Amrit Mehta noted, “after speaking to field visit participants, the workshop is a success regardless” of its outcome. The emphasis of the day returned to discussing key issues at stake, within governance, the TSC and CLTS. It was important to find common ground to present the GoI a unified view endorsed by all, to provide a tangible way to move forward. Sanitation is about improving the health of those it affects. To this end, the TSC and CLTS share common goals. It is a question of agreeing on how this goal is to be achieved and the benefits to be distributed equally to all.





“This is the real IEC and I am a total convert.” Mr. Mehrotra





“The challenge is to bring the people centred approach into development planning.” Ms. Khurana








“Unlike the conventional approach, we never imposed nor suggested anything.”





“CLTS works as a plan....when you see, you believe in it...Thank you for this opportunity to learn.” Mr. Prevost








“Eye-opening: if I go back to my home state, I can use this idea. I can come forward and use community in community.” Alpha Group








“We demonstrated that without spending money, with the available materials we can construct easily. The best thing was the strategic use of tools and then the communities themselves said that they are eating shit.” Alpha Group








“It was like triggering a small bomb: it could blast.” Alpha Group








“Working from inside, this will be great if we leave the decision to the community and they will actually follow it.” Yegelem





“The visit was an eye-opener. Given a chance, frankly speaking, this is the process to make sanitation successful...so again we are going to tell our field facilitator to adopt this process, to make this goal successful.” Mr. Singh








“When it is a local thing, a local act, then it is a different thing...attaching local connections is very important.” Kamal Kar





“TSC incentive may come later, but they didn’t wait. The community, once triggered, internalised the message and took it forward.” Ajit Kumar








“CLTS is about democracy. It is democracy.” 





“We define sanitation in our policy to mean not only excreta disposal, but also solid waste disposal, water management, water safety, food safety, hygiene and personal hygiene issues, environmental cleanliness, taking care of the rural community in the house where you will have wastes. We expect further advances in CLTS and beyond.” Dr. Kaseti











“Our tool, we say, fed up of shit, independence of shit. We have been studying this since times immemorial, and when we saw that we are surrounded by shit from everywhere, we are eating shit…not directly, and then I realized that this is what we will give to the next generation, so there then we realized that a change is required, the communities get empowered in the real sense” B. S. Varma








“Community empowerment through CLTS, empowers community, allows people to understand themselves.” Mr. Rawal








“Development is always a changing process. That’s where we capture CLTS, as a participative process. If someone wants to approach any other problem, it should be like CLTS, for themselves, like themselves. We didn’t do CLTS because we didn’t get the right trainings. So many experts were around, we were victims of that.” Dr. Kaseti











“If we do it, from what time can we do it, but till how long can we do it? Plates, disposal bags, are all dumped, and waste food, after which nobody thinks...the Sainik school, everybody comes there, nobody understands our issues.” 








“Any work that is done is by NGOs or the government. We are neither. Suppose we say to any other person, they will tell us it’s their business, not ours. The only way we can counter is through community and solidarity. So we have asked for 15 days and expect to be able to do it in 15 days.”





“If suppose social change was so easy, why didn’t it happen earlier?” 





“How important is political will to tackle CLTS?” 





“One logic not logical for the other...policy has to be all encompassing.” Mr. Kapil Lal








“CLTS is an approach on democracy...it may not be available in dictionaries...but it is a privatisation and democratisation...we teach them a sense of belonging...Communitisation villages are better suited to tackle problems in the future.” Ms. Khurana








“This means that CLTS was not implemented properly...if triggering happened properly, then family should not be talking about money.”





“Behaviour is not an isolated thing; it depends on internal and external environments.” Mr. Sirohi





“If you’re eating shit in the final analysis...if you look at it from that analysis...if you let [the] community undertake self-analysis...then they will sort out these issues.” Deepak Sanan








“The moment we start saying that you need a toilet, we are saying you need a toilet. It doesn’t matter if you use it. Toilet counting. Are we pushing toilets or an environment dream of getting rid of disease? What are we being held accountable for? We have a rights based concern? Are we asking the government to abdicate from its responsibilities? We need to engage in self-analysis in our various spheres: what are we trying to do? Are we trying to count toilets, are we pushing for toilets, are we looking for a role for government?” Deepak Sanan








“That is why we say, when the number of triggered villages is placed against the number of ODF villages...if it is unbalanced, then one knows there is something wrong.” Kamal Kar





“When the reward comes, who decides about it, how much access to it?” Kamal Kar








“We are doing CLTS because it does sanitation well, not because of empowerment. It’s called community led total sanitation, not something else. Its core is sanitation.” Deepak Sanan
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