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‘\ WS Background — 1999, Year of TSC
Launch

% Coverage
* When TSC was launched, rural sanitation coverage was <20%
= Open Defecation Free Gram Panchayat was just a concept

% Poverty

= The TSC baseline survey found that at national level, 47% of the
population was classified as BPL

= Qut of 28 states, 14 states had >50% BPL population
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R WSP TSC: Goal and Resources

“* Goal: Universal rural sanitation coverage by 2012
% Generous allocation

Total Financial Allocation =
Rs. 17,886 crores

12.2

Y

Average
Allocation per
District

Rs. 30cr
87.8

Average
Allocation per HH

Rs. 1,475

Government Hardware
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ﬁ WSP Inputs: Expenditure against
* Allocation

Average Exp per
District

Rs. 9cr (34%)
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WSP Inputs: What is the average cost

Average cost/ district = Rs 30 crores
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-ﬁ WSP Inputs: What is the average cost
0 e per HH at State-level ?

< National Average per capita spend = Rs. 1134
% At state level, ranges from just Rs 148 to Rs 5800+
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ﬁ WS Inputs: What is the average cost per
W e Sohool toilet at State-level?

< National Average Cost per School = Rs 17,320
< At state level, ranges from <Rs 5k+ to Rs 25,000+

30,000 e
- =
T <
[aa]
25,000 s 2 9o
e ~ = 9~ = = ® B %2 3% g 3 =
m 2 2O~ = 2 @ o9 5 o 9 =S o = g
- v 3 N m £ T 0 S S s e = g 9 9A
T T s = O S S N R R R S I
20,000 Hﬁﬁgﬁtﬂ'mﬁﬁ‘—q\—iﬁ\—!\—l
' rm‘gwmﬁhhh"'
5 02 R 2 3 5 508
gﬁﬂﬂﬂ"‘ﬁ
w T
15,000 5 g
10,000 | -
[==]
[==]
L
5,000
SIS SRS S RN S S P L Sl S T > S SR S VI SV, SR SR FoS O o
F S & v 8 & P A
@vﬂo«"gq\g«‘?‘vqﬁ’ FFS F S T T T AL, LTI TS S S5
NS & & O ¥ PUlP I R A SO S N < A S S S e Sl \a
T ¥ & & < & & F ¥ o L& F L { F ¥ P 8
& S » o X & X @ P RO
SRS S AN ;R & ¥
\5‘\0 v.(’?.o\&\@ﬁz\ » O N
% Q“\x‘ = )
eY h NS
m CostperSchool Toilet

11




ﬁ WS Inputs: What is the average cost per
* Anganwadi toilet at State-level?

% National Average Cost per Anganwadi = Rs 4684
% At state level, ranges from <Rs 500 to Rs 25,000+
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What is the average cost

WSpP Inputs

A\

er RSM at State-level?

Rs 120,850

ranges from Rs 13k to Rs 4 lakh+

< National Average Cost per RSM

At state level,
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leved

% IHHL Target Ach

i\ YoM Outputs

16 out of 28 states have <50% IHHL Coverage
Only 2 states have achieved 100% Coverage
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% School San Target

Achieved

23 out of 28 states have achieved > 50%
4 out of 28 states have achieved 100%

WS Outputs
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'\§ WS Process: Acceleration of
“‘ Coverage

Acceleration Rate Scale (0-10) : HH Coverage Achieved under TSC X 10
Average Time Taken ( from sanction date)
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ﬁ WS Process: Effectiveness of [EC
\ |

“ Expenditure

Effectiveness of IEC Spend = % IEC Expenditure
% HH Toilet Coverage

45 141

M Rate of Return on Total IHHL-IEC expenditure ratio
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ﬁ WS Process: Prioritisation of
* e Goverage — IHHL vs NGP

Prioritisation: %IHHL Coverage Achieved under TSC
% NGP Coverage
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§ WS Process: Prioritisation of Coverage —
" IHHL vs School Sanitation

Prioritisation: %IHHL Coverage Achieved under TSC
% School San Coverage
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ﬁ Wsp - Processes: NGP Success Rate

NGP Success Rate (%)

__#of NGP won
# of NGP Applied

X 100
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ﬁ 14515 - Qutcomes: # of NGP

*» 1 State, 165 blocks and 22,604 GPs have won NGP
* This constitutes 9% of PRIs at National level

UTTRAKHAND, 418 ) -c; ANDHRA PRADESH, ~ ARUNACHAL PRADESH, 14
1088

BENGAL, 1078

assanfIHAR, CHATTISGARH, 521
199

TRIPURA, 133 UTTAR
PRADESH,
1263
HARYANA, 990

HIMACHAL PRADESH, 521

SIKKIM, 168
TAMIL NADU, 2103 JAMMU AND JHARKHAND, 225
RAJASTHAN, 207 P
PUNJAB, 96
ORISSA,

MZORAM, 31 NAGALAND, 50
MEGHALAYA, 63

MANIPUR, 2

B Total GPs  ® No.of NGP
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% of NGP

E WsP Outcomes

% Sikkim is the first state to achieve Nirmal Rajya status

National Average - 9%
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R YoM Methodology

% 8 performance indicators, each assigned a weighted score such that
outcomes score higher than outputs or inputs

# |Performance Indicator Type Weighted Score

Max Min
1 |% TSC Budget Spent Input 5 0
2 |% Household Toilets Target Achieved Output 15 0
3 |% School Sanitation Target Achieved Output 10 0
4 |Financial Efficiency (cost per NGP community) Process 10 0
5 |Average Population per GP Process 10 0
6 [Success Rate of NGP Applications Process 10 0
7 [No. of NGP Panchayats Outcome 30 0
8 [% NGP Panchayats Outcome 10 0
CUMULATIVE PERFORMANCE SCORE 100 0

1 <25

26-49

Below Average

Average

‘ Above Average ‘ Superior \
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E WsP State Scores
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ﬁ Wsp - State Performance at a Glance

How are all the States performing on the Total Sanitation Campaign?

r

CHINA
PAKISTAN

9
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#E

ARABIAN SEA

¢ oad,

MTANMAR

Legend:
1 Jammu and Kashmir
2 Himachal Pradesh
3 Punjab
4 Uttaranchal
5 Haryana
& Rajasthan
ri Uttar Pradesh
B Bihar
9 Sikkim
10 Assam

11 Arunachal Pradesh
12 Mamipur

13 Mizoram

14 Tripura

15 Meghalaya

16 West Bengal

17 Jharkhand

18 Chhattisgarh

19 Madhya Pradesh
20 Gujarat

21 Orissa

22 Maharashtra

23 Andhra Pradesh
249 Tamilnadu

25 Karnataka

26 Goa

27 Kerela
Puducherry

Magaland

Dadra amnd Nagar Haweli
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water and
sanitation program
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Thank you
Open for Questions, Comments
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