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In 2005, CARE implemented the Safe Water System in 60 schools in rural Nyanza province. The intervention included safe storage and treatment of drinking water, facilities and promotion for handwashing with soap, and the formation of school health clubs to promote message transfer to other children and communities. 

An evaluation was conducted in 2006 to estimate benefits and determine whether the intervention was still in place (O’Reilly et al, 2007). That evaluation identified several potential threats to sustainability including: movement of teachers, availability of inputs and affordability of water treatment and soap. 

The ongoing five year Sustaining & Scaling School Water, Sanitation, & Hygiene Plus Community Impact (SWASH+) project incorporated the CARE SWS intervention as its “Base Package”. The relatively low cost, simple technology and proven benefits made it a promising scalable school-based WASH intervention. Other components such as sanitation improvements and water supply pose added costs and challenges to schools. 

In order to have an ongoing impact, these activities must be sustained. As the SWASH+ program moves forward, the Base Package is constantly being revised to allow it to better fit with normal school practices, supply chains, Ministry of Education systems, users’ preferences, and evidence of effectiveness. 

In April 2008, a sustainability assessment was conducted in the 2005 pilot schools in order to improve the impact and sustainability of the Base Package. The specific objectives were: 1) determine whether schools were continuing with the key components of the intervention,

 2) identify specific barriers to sustainability, 

3) identify characteristics of schools that are more successful in sustaining, and 

4) suggest recommendations for continued improvements to further sustainability. 

Conceptual Framework for Sustaining School Water Treatment and Handwashing

Figure 1 shows a conceptual framework for measuring and predicting the sustainability of the Base Package. In order to have sustained impact the following regular activities were identified:

1. Provision of water for drinking in safe storage containers

2. Daily treatment of drinking water with an appropriate technology

3. Provision of water for handwashing

4. Daily provision of soap

In order to provide an enabling environment for these actions, the following preconditions were identified:

1. Availability of an accessible water source

2. Repair of containers

3. Repurchase of water treatment products

4. Purchase of soap

5. Teachers monitoring and promoting key activities

6. School health club or other mechanism to engage children

7. Available resources

Sustainability threats were identified and grouped into four categories:

1. Lack of water access

2. Lack of financial resources

3. Human and institutional resources and motivation

4. Technological limitations

Methods

Data were collected from 55 of the 60 schools in Suba, Homa Bay, and Rachuonyo Districts. Five of the schools were not reached because they were not accessible during April 2008 when the evaluation was conducted. 

Schools were visited by researchers from Great Lakes University of Kisumu. Permission was gained from the Area Education Officers for each district, but schools were not notified that they would be visited.

Data was collected on school characteristics, key activity indicators, preconditions, and barriers for each component. Direct observation of storage containers’ condition, and presence of water in containers and presence of soap were made. Drinking water was tested for residual chlorine in schools that reported treating their water on the day of the visit.

Results

The surveys provided information on the performance of key Base Package components, presence of supporting conditions, and key barriers to sustainability three years after implementation. The results are presented in Tables 3-5 and are summarized below.

Key findings regarding performance of key indicators of continued use:

· 36% of school provided drinking water the day of the evaluation

· 27% report always providing drinking water

· 20% report treating drinking water on the day of the visit, but only 9% had measurable levels of chlorine in their drinking water

· 18% provided water for handwashing on the day of the evaluation

· 6% report regularly providing soap, but 2% had soap with the containers at the time of the visit

Selected findings regarding the preconditions to sustained use

· Most schools experienced breakage of containers or taps, but less than 10% replaced them; 40% knew where to get them repaired

· 75% of schools reported purchasing additional water treatment products, but 44% currently had any at the school

· 89% of schools relied on an improved source in the rainy season and 47% in the dry season; 38% of schools had dry season sources less than 1 km away

· 53% of schools allocated budget for water treatment and 42% for soap

· 11% of schools had school management committees for PTAs that provided funding for water treatment, and 11% for soap

· 33% of school had both remaining SWS patrons, 41% had 1, and 28% had none. 67% had involved new teachers in SWS activities

· 16% had active school health clubs

Key barriers to sustained use include cost, water access, and institutional support

· 57% of schools cite cost as a barrier to providing treatment products and 69% for soap

· 38% lacked access to a dry season source within 1 km

· 40% of schools that did not continue to purchase water treatment products cited that it was not considered a priority

Discussion and Recommendations

Table 4 summarizes the main barriers to sustainability identified in this assessment and strategies for addressing them.  Many of these strategies were introduced into the year 1 and year 2 schools in SWASH+. The SWASH+ 2008 mid-term evaluation will provide an initial indication of whether these strategies are working. Other components will be incorporated into innovation efforts beginning in 2008.

While effectiveness, sustainability and scalability are often identified as distinct criteria for interventions, they often overlap. Some of the same systems that are expected to improve sustainability (such as integrating into government standards, ensuring supply chain, and creation of institutional norms) are also key pieces of scalability. 

Qualitative discussion:

The following section highlights barriers and recommendations identified immediately following the completion of the sustainability assessment.

First barrier:  Schools that do not have defined systems of water provision, tend not to provide water.  A defined system includes having in place a weekly duty roster for teachers and a daily duty roster for students.  The students’ daily duties include:  water collection, water treatment, and cleaning of the containers.  The weekly teacher on duty’s duties include:  making sure that students are performing their daily duties.

SWASH+ has defined qualities of patrons and school health clubs to head teachers so that identification of teachers and club members is done in a participatory manner and is interesting to both parties for year 2 SWASH+ schools. Additionally, they are encouraged to influence the rest of teachers and pupils so that it is seen as an activity for everybody. This was done following the integration of Child To Child concept/methodology into the training of the teachers.  During the training of the CTC methodology, CARE also provides trainings to Quality Assurance and Standards Officers (QUASO), Area Education Officers  (AEO) and Public Health Officers along with the head teachers for each division.  CARE is working with these government officers to integrate SWS activities into their regular school monitoring evaluations in order to strengthen impetus for schools to maintain SWS activities.

Second barrier:  Distance to water source beyond one km tends to decrease the likelihood of provision of both drinking and handwashing water.  When the distance to the water source is beyond one km, pupils are less likely to collect water as it cuts into their school learning time.  In addition, students and often community members, find students carrying water, long distances and in some cases uphill, very tiresome and an unacceptable use of students’ school time.  Often when the distance to the source is far, many more students are sent to collect water since the collection cannot be repeated more than once a day.  As a result, there is often insufficient water collection containers to bring back the required amount of water for daily use.  Additionally, when many students are sent for water collection, other duties such as cleaning of latrines, classrooms, and the school compound are neglected. 

The SWASH+ approach in year two defined the eligibility criteria for the Base Package that included supply of protected water source within not more than 1 km and preferably at the school to make the intervention more sustainable.  For year 2 targeting of Base Package schools, CARE field staff engaged in ground verification of schools’ water sources in order to ensure water sources were within 1 km of the school compounds.  Within the past five years, when the Free Primary Education fund was introduced for schools, 50,000 KSH were allocated per school specifically for water and sanitation.  Many schools used the funds to build 1000 to 3000 liter rainwater tanks and sometimes a few latrines.  SWASH+ through government engagement is currently working to advocate for an increase in funds for water and sanitation for primary schools in order to ensure that schools without an adequate source of water are not left behind. 

Third barrier:  The level of involvement and support in the SWS activities by the head teacher of the school often tends to determine the level of commitment by the rest of the staff and therefore, school.  A high level of involvement and support by the head teacher includes the following initiatives:  (1) advocating the importance of the SWS system and the need to budget properly for SWS activities to the School Management Committee (SMC) in order to ensure funds are approved and inputs such as water treatment, soap, and repair of containers are sustained; (2 developing a defined daily system for SWS activities for teachers and students to perform and ensuring the system is being followed; however, a major challenge is that the SWS activities are ultimately difficult to enforce because the activities are not part of the teachers’ job description.  In addition, the government through the Ministry of Education discourages the use of students’ time in activities that are not directly related to learning during school hours; (3) leading in sensitizing the school and community about the SWS activities through supporting an active School Health Club, and through forums such as PTAs (Parent-Teachers Meetings), staff meetings, and annual “Education Day” where the community comes to the school to appreciate students’ performance and potential areas for improvement.

To sustain the level of commitment by the head teachers, one of the approaches in SWASH+ is the measurement of demand in year two targeting of Base Package schools as opposed to randomly selecting the schools without expression of interest, as was done in year one schools. We may assume that this process will increase level of commitment by the head teachers. Something different done from the pilot schools is the training of the school management committee on base package in both year one and year two SWASH+ schools. The patrons and sometimes Public Health Officers are asked to be the facilitators in SWS training of the SMCs along with CARE field staff.  This structure is very instrumental considering if the head teacher and/or patrons may be transferred abruptly. Engaging the SMCs in SWS activities will increase the likelihood for SWS activities to continue and ensure mobilization and allocation of resources to repurchase SWS products.

Fourth barrier:  One significant barrier to the sustainability of the SWS activities is lack of funds.  Funds are needed to purchase water predominantly during the dry season when often the only water available has to be bought at the community source such as a community borehole or protected spring.  Funds are needed to purchase additional containers to collect and store water.  Funds are needed to repair and replace broken taps and containers.  Funds are needed to repurchase water treatment products and soap.  Currently, in most schools, the entire annual allocation for water, electricity, and conservancy is 3 to 5 ksh per pupil which is inadequate for ensuring repurchase of water treatment products and soap for the entire school year.  Without these funds, many of the SWS components are difficult to sustain.

Currently, SWASH+ is addressing funding issues by engaging with existing insitituions at the school, community, and district levels.  At the school level, the need to budget and fund SWS activities is included during the training of the head teachers, patrons, and the SMCs.  At the community level, chiefs and other relevant community actors, who are seated in development committees, are consulted on SWASH+ activities and sensitized on the need to include funding for SWS activities at the Base Package schools as well as prioritizing water and sanitation on a wider level at schools.  At the district level, SWASH+ members meet with the District Development Officers (DDOs), Ministry of Education, Ministry of Water and Irrigation, and the Ministry of Health to advocate for the importance of adequate budgeting for water and sanitation in schools.   

Fifth barrier:  The participation and buy-in for the SWS activities by the community is also a potential barrier to sustainability.  In many of the schools visited, the school reported that the community was supportive of the SWS system and pupils insist on taking treated water home.  However, water treatment is not currently taking place at most of these same schools, which indicates that the communities may not be as involved and supportive as reported.  It may also indicate that the head teacher and teachers at the school are not committed to the promotion of the SWS system.  Regardless, if the community was sensitized and approved of the SWS system in schools, perhaps the pressure to sustain the SWS components in schools would compel the head teacher and staff to comply.  

The training of the SMCs in SWS activities consists of encouraging the committee members to educate the wider community through such events as Parent-Teacher days on SWS activities.  A follow-up of SWASH+ year one schools in September through November of 2007 have shown that some SMCs and SHCs are currently engaging in promoting the SWS activities to the wider community.  In addition, in one of the SWASH+ year one schools, Nyando District, CARE organized a “Inter-School Health Club competition” which was consisted of SHC members of different SWASH+ schools presenting poems, skits, etc. on the importance of SWS.  Parents were invited to this one day competition as a way of increasing community knowledge of the SWS activities.  In addition, CARE has given head teachers and patrons in year one schools SWASH+ t-shirts advocating the importance of water, sanitation, and hygiene.  There are plans under way for giving bags with hygiene messages to selected outstanding SHC members in year two schools.

Sixth barrier:  There are several challenges to the hardware components of the SWS that have been addressed since the original pilot schools while others that still need to be addressed.  (1) The original handwashing containers provided to schools consisted of one container with a capacity of 250 liters with four taps.  When one tap breaks, the entire container is rendered useless as it leaks out water.  Through subsequent follow-ups to these pilot schools, CARE decided to change the handwashing hardware by providing the SWASH+ Base Package schools with 4 handwashing containers of 60 liter capacity each with one tap per container.  (2) The absence of a specifically designated place for soap does not encourage provision of soap.  In addition, many schools report students stealing soap which in turn discourages the school from repurchasing additional soap.  (3) The stands provided for placing the containers on have poised several problems.  The first problem is that the metal ledge that the container sits on protrudes upwards and leans on the container’s tap causing in many instances the tap to eventually start to leak due to the pressure overtime.  The second problem is that in some schools that have rugged terrain, the stands can easily fall. (4) The taps of the containers are plastic and therefore, local replacement or repairs of the taps become difficult.  In addition, schools lock up the containers overnight and since the containers currently do not have handles, at times, the tap is used as method to pick up the containers, leading to more potential pressure on the tap to need repair or replacement.

(1) The first barrier has been addressed in SWASH+ year one and two schools by providing 60 liter handwashing containers with individual taps.  (2) SWASH+ year 2 schools are currently being provided stands with a designated place for soap.  However, the issue of stealing soap has yet to be addressed.  Several ideas are currently being debated such as providing liquid soap or powdered soap in a bigger container that cannot be easily taken from the school compound.  CARE is considering piloting some of the various soap options in SWASH+ year 2 schools.  (3) The stand issue concerning pressure on taps has been addressed for year 2 schools by raising the tap provision/mounting -2 inches from the base of the container, preventing interaction with the stand’s ledge. Additionally, a portion of the metal stand has been welded lower where the tap will be positioned in order to prevent the tap from leaning on the metal ledge. (4) The issue of breaking taps has yet to be addressed.  Plastic taps were chosen due to cost effectiveness.  Alternative options for taps are currently being explored.  

Seventh barrier:  Lack of a local supply-chain to repair and replace the SWS containers poises a threat to sustainability.  Currently, most schools reported that they do not know where to repair or replace containers / taps.  This poises a problem not just to the schools but also for community uptake.  For example, there are no available containers in all of Suba.  Homabay district is the closest place to purchase.  Additionally, the cost of containers being provided to schools is generally deemed as too expensive for repurchase.  Different container options need to be introduced to the schools and communities to encourage uptake. 

To grow and sustain local supply chain, CARE has initiated linkage between the manufacturers and local supplier/vendors in year one of the SWASH+ project. Currently, Homabay, Bondo, and Kisumu have local vendors carrying SWS inputs.  CARE has also done negotiations with local vendors in Rachuonyo and Suba Districts to carry SWS inputs and will order inputs in year three of SWASH+ from these local vendors to support and encourage their initiative. In regards to broken taps, CARE is working with local vendors to order additional taps in case of breakages.  In regards to affordability, CARE is currently looking into various options for 20 liter containers that were more practical and affordable on a household level.  For the upcoming Emory / TICH led midterm evaluation, CARE will provide field staff with a district specific document notifying schools where the closest local vendor is located.

Eight barrier:  Follow-up training may be needed to strengthen SWS activities and in particular emphasize the following points.  (1) In many of the schools visited, the WaterGuard provided by the project were said to have been expired or were close to becoming expired.  In other cases, the WaterGuard repurchased by schools had already expired upon purchase.  Training of the SWS should emphasize noting the expiration date of WaterGuard bottles in order to avoid purchasing expired WaterGuard.  (2) Training needs to include a standardized formula for schools that assists them in estimating number of WaterGuard bottles and soap needed per school per term in order to ensure adequate budgeting of funds.  (3) Some of the pilot schools visited did not treat their water citing that there was no need as they were using a protected source such as a borehole to collect water or rainwater.  Additional training is needed in these schools to emphasis importance and need to treat water despite the source as contamination can occur during transfer of water from the source to the storage container. 

CARE is currently providing quarterly review trainings in SWASH+ year one schools as a refresher and follow up of SWS activities including check-up of inputs and emphasis on water management which explicity explains the importance of water treatment regardless of the source. SWASH+ year two SWS supplies are given to schools based on the population and not equal distribution of waterguard bottles. This will minimize chances of product expiration. 

Ninth barrier:  In schools where the water source is very turbid, students will not drink the water even after treatment of WaterGuard because they claim that the water is not clean enough.  This poses a challenge in schools were water turbidity is an issue.  

CARE Kenya has piloted PUR, a product that does flocculation and disinfection. This product effectively addresses the issue of turbidity but the challenge remains with the cost, Kshs. 7.00 to treat only 10 litres of water. In year two, the SWASH+ project is conducting a rainwater feasibility study in 10 schools.  Rainwater may be an option to mitigate the challenges of turbid sources for a portion of the school year. 

Looking closer at “successful” SWS schools and their shared characteristics:

There appear to be a number of characteristics required for schools to be successful in sustaining the SWS activities.  Looking closer at the five schools that had confirmed treated water on the day of the evaluation, the following commonalities were found:

· All 5 schools had access to rainwater in their school compounds during the rainy season and 4 out of 5 schools had a water source less than or equal to half a kilometer in distance during the dry season.  

· 4 out of 5 schools reported always treating their drinking water.

· All 5 schools have active head teachers and /or patrons directly involved with the SWS activities.  

· All 5 schools reported still having the same teachers / patrons trained on the SWS activities.  2 out of 5 schools reported having the 2 original patrons while the remaining 3 have 1 patron from the original implementation training.

· 4 out of 5 schools reported having new teachers / patrons involved in SWS activities.

· 3 out of 5 schools reported having an active School Health Club (SHC).  

· All 5 schools reported the school having a budget for WASH with funds being used in 4 out 5 schools to buy water treatment and 3 out of 5 schools to buy soap. 

· 4 out 5 schools reported the School Management Committee (SMC) doing something WASH related. 

· 4 out of 5 schools reported the importance of observed health benefits as a contributing factor in continuing SWS activities.  

The schools that were successful in treating their water on the day of the survey all have rainwater during the rainy season within the school compound and 4 out of 5 schools had a source less than or equal to half a kilometer during the dry season.  The majority reported always treating their drinking water.

All five schools also have a high level of institutional support with motivated head teachers and patrons actively involved in SWS activities and school budgeting for WASH.  The majority of schools have active SHCs and their SMCs are involved in WASH related activities. 

In addition, all schools cited observed health benefits as one of the factors influencing continuation of SWS activities. One school in particular was actively monitoring their pupils’ health status by keeping a health monitoring book and graphing pupils’ absenteeism due to illness in order to track improvements.  Another school cited a cholera outbreak and a resulting visit by the Ministry of Health as the main reason for continuing SWS activities.

It is important to note that despite the success of these 5 schools in treating their drinking water, none of the schools had soap on the day the survey was conducted.  The reasons for lack of soap are as follows:  1 school reported soap not a priority, 1 school had a broken handwashing container tap rendering the container unusable, 1 school reported that the soap had run out that day, and 2 cited the stealing of soap as a reason that soap was not provided.

	Table 1 - Indicators of Sustained Use of SWS
	 
	 

	 
	Frequency
	%
	Mean

	n=
	55
	
	 

	Drinking water provision
	
	
	 

	Always
	15
	27.3%
	 

	Sometimes
	35
	63.6%
	 

	Never
	4
	7.3%
	 

	Only Rainy Season
	1
	1.8%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Today
	20
	36.4%
	 

	Months/year
	
	
	5.3

	 
	
	
	 

	Containers
	
	
	 

	Number of containers - Observation
	
	
	4.5

	 
	
	
	 

	Any taps broken?
	28
	50.9%
	 

	Replaced?
	5
	
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Any containers broken?
	15
	27.3%
	 

	Replaced?
	3
	
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Know where to replace/repair?
	22
	40.0%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Water treatment
	
	
	 

	Always 
	10
	18.2%
	 

	Sometimes
	39
	70.9%
	 

	Never
	6
	10.9%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Today
	11
	20.0%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Purchased more WaterGuard?
	41
	74.5%
	 

	Still have WaterGuard?
	24
	43.6%
	 

	Residual Chlorine - Observation
	5
	9.1%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Handwashing
	
	
	 

	Always
	11
	20.0%
	 

	Sometimes
	30
	54.5%
	 

	Never
	8
	14.5%
	 

	Only Rainy Season
	4
	7.3%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Months/year
	
	
	4.8

	Today
	10
	18.2%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Soap 
	
	
	 

	Always
	3
	5.5%
	 

	Sometimes
	33
	60.0%
	 

	Never
	16
	29.1%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Soap with containers - Observation
	1
	1.8%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 


	Table 2 - Barriers to School SWS Sustainability - Water and technology

	 
	Frequency
	%
	Mean

	n=
	55
	
	 

	Rainy Season Source
	
	
	 

	Surface water
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Unprotected ground water
	3
	5.5%
	 

	Protected
	10
	18.2%
	 

	Rainwater
	39
	70.9%
	 

	Other
	3
	5.5%
	 

	No water available
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Distance
	
	
	302

	 
	
	
	 

	Dry season
	
	
	 

	Surface water
	14
	25.5%
	 

	Unprotected ground water
	6
	10.9%
	 

	Protected
	25
	45.5%
	 

	Rainwater
	1
	1.8%
	 

	Other
	9
	16.4%
	 

	No water available
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Distance
	
	
	955

	>=1km
	21
	38.2%
	 

	>=2km
	13
	23.6%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Treatment Products
	
	
	 

	Currently don't have
	30
	54.5%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Too costly
	4
	13.3%
	 

	No containers
	1
	3.3%
	 

	Don't know where to purchase
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Difficult to get
	1
	3.3%
	 

	Not a priority
	12
	40.0%
	 

	No teacher monitor
	0
	0.0%
	 

	No children to do it
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Don't know how
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Lack of funds
	13
	43.3%
	 

	Other
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Handwashing
	
	
	 

	Never provide water
	11
	
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Distance
	4
	36.4%
	 

	No containers
	1
	9.1%
	 

	Not a priority
	6
	54.5%
	 

	No teacher to monitor
	0
	0.0%
	 

	No children to do it
	0
	0.0%
	 

	Other
	0
	0.0%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Never or sometimes provide soap
	48
	
	 

	Cost
	16
	33.3%
	 

	Stolen
	16
	33.3%
	 

	Lack of funds
	17
	35.4%
	 


	Table 3 - Barriers to Sustainability - People and Institutions

	 
	Frequency
	%
	Mean

	n=
	55
	
	 

	School Budget
	
	
	 

	Anything for WASH
	42
	76.4%
	 

	Water
	8
	14.5%
	 

	Water treatment
	29
	52.7%
	 

	Soap
	23
	41.8%
	 

	Containers
	5
	9.1%
	 

	Infrastructure repairs
	13
	23.6%
	 

	Maintain latrines
	7
	12.7%
	 

	Construct latrines
	7
	12.7%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	SMC / PTA
	
	
	 

	Anything for WASH
	34
	61.8%
	 

	Educate
	6
	10.9%
	 

	Buy soap
	6
	10.9%
	 

	Buy water treatment
	6
	10.9%
	 

	Buy containers
	2
	3.6%
	 

	Construct latrines
	9
	16.4%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	Teachers (n=54)
	
	
	 

	Number Patrons remaining
	
	
	 

	None
	15
	27.8%
	 

	1
	22
	40.7%
	 

	2
	18
	33.3%
	 

	New teachers involved in SWS
	36
	66.7%
	 

	 
	
	
	 

	School Health Club
	
	
	 

	Active SHC
	9
	16.4%
	 

	Collect water
	2
	3.6%
	 

	Treat water
	7
	12.7%
	 

	Clean containers
	5
	9.1%
	 

	Maintain latrines
	6
	10.9%
	 

	Promote WASH to others
	4
	7.3%
	 


	Table 4 – Barriers to Sustainability of School Water Treatment and Handwashing and Strategies for Improvement

	Barriers
	What has been done to improve sustainability?
	What is being considered / planned to improve sustainability?
	What challenges remain?

	Costs

· Repurchase of water treatment products & soap

· Purchase of water during the dry season

· Repair & replacement of containers / taps

· Affordability of containers
	· SWASH+ members are currently engaging with relevant stakeholders at the school (i.e. SMCs), local (i.e. chiefs), and district (i.e. DDOs) levels to increase allocation of funds to schools for WASH

· In SWASH+ year 1 schools, training of the SWS activities includes training the SMCs on allocating adequate funds for soap and water treatment
	· Income generation opportunities from container, treatment products, or rainwater sales to help fund SWS inputs

· Encouraging schools to apply for CDF funds for WASH improvements
	· As a result of the post-election crisis, many people’s purchasing power has decreased while some commodities have increased in price making purchase of SWS inputs within the community a financial challenge

	Water access

· Distance to sources in dry season 

· Stop treating water when get improved source

· Turbid sources of water

· Water storage containers
	· In year 1 and 2 of SWASH+, project members have been advocating government officials for the inclusion of schools in community water projects

· Year 2 of SWASH+ consisted of only targeting interested  schools with adequate access (within 1km throughout the year) for the SWS

· Refresher training is currently being conducted in all SWASH+ year 1 Base Package schools with emphasis on the importance of treatment

· Rainwater feasibility assessment is currently underway and may be a partial alternative to turbid water sources

· Through involving the SMCs in SWS training, the need for proper budgeting will increase the likelihood of purchasing additional storage containers
	· Reinforced message on need to treat water from protected source

· In year 3, targeting schools that have received water access improvements through other organizations with the SWS

· Use research from year 1 SWASH+ schools to 


	· Ensuring that treatment of water takes place despite how “protected” a source of water may be.  Great need for creating awareness / emphasizing the need for treatment regardless of the source

· Need for greater research on turbidity reducing technologies that are affordable




	Technology

· Breakage of taps/containers

· Access to repair

· Access to replacement

· Soap theft

· Specifically designated place for soap

· Container stands

· Appropriate water treatment 
	· SWASH+ year 2 schools are now receiving redesigned stands to reduce tap breakage

· Division level supply chain to improve access has been established in Homabay, Bondo, and Kisumu Districts.  CARE is currently working with local vendors in Rachuonyo and Suba Districts to provide SWS inputs.

· Refresher course are currently being provided to SWASH+ year 1 schools to ensure water treatment is being correctly conducted and that expiration dates of WaterGuard bottles are taken into account   
	· Pilot different soap options (i.e. powder or netting to secure soap) in SWASH+ year 2 schools

· Train patrons in tap repair

· Explore alternative tap designs

· Explore 20 liter container options for community level uptake

· CARE will purchase SWS inputs from local vendors in Rachuonyo and Suba Districts for year 3 schools in order to support their initiative.

· CARE will engage with local vendors to encourage them to purchase additional plastic taps in order to ensure schools /communities have local access to repair / replace broken taps
	· Local vendors may not continue selling of SWS inputs if uptake is not high




	Institution and People

· Lack of prioritization and motivation

· Teacher turnover

· School health club stops

· Voluntary role of SWS activities in teachers’ job description and daily duties

· Lack of defined school systems

· Budgeting for WASH

· Need for greater community engagement
	· Year 2 SWASH+ targeting has been led by a demand driven approache that only targets schools who have expressed interest in the SWS

· In year 2 of SWASH+, CARE is using the Child-to-Child methodology to help head teachers select appropriate teachers to be patrons and students for the School Health Clubs.  Training now includes the School Management Committees, and government officers (i.e. Area Education Officers, Public Health Officers, etc.) as well

· SWASH+ year 1 and year 2 training of the SMCS includes encouraging committee members to educate the wider community (i.e. during Parent-Teacher Days)

· CARE has held competitions in one SWASH+ year 1 district (Nyando) for SHCs members and invited parents to participate

· CARE has given patrons t-shirts with hygiene messages
	· Work with educational officials to develop standards and norms regarding school WASH

· CARE is currently working on finalizing a reference book on SWS curriculum.  The curriculum will be pre-tested prior to introduction to the MOE.

· Incorporate school wash into performance / monitoring assessment of schools by government officers

· Encouraging teachers to incorporate WASH into teacher’s science curriculum

· For SWASH+ year 2 schools, CARE will hold a competition among SHCs and give bags with hygiene messages as prizes
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