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Executive Summary
This guide has been written as an introduction to the Sustainability Clause, Check and
Compact for members of the WAI consortium. It has considered the three elements in
turn and set out the history of the clause check and compact, as described in previous
studies undertaken by IRC and Aguaconsult. It also the considers the long term data
management implications of a 10-15 year commitment to data gathering and storage,
that the check will necessitate in line with forthcoming DGIS funding policy.
As of late November 2017, a standardisation of the check, clause and compact has been
commissioned by DGIS for use with future funding programmes and it is likely that this
will be further adapted to fit specific programmes under WAI and other DGIS funded
WASH interventions.
Recommendations for WAI programme managers and funding negotiators are made in
anticipation of further development of the clause, check and compact occurring in
future, which would be further refined during programme design and funding
negotiation. These are:
For the Clause:
•

Do not over complicate the clause with multiple sub-clauses beyond those which
are absolutely necessary.

•

Do consider a focus on service delivery status rather than simple functionality,
especially into the latter 10 to 15 years after project implementation

•

Do consider defining and differentiating between a minor and a major
sustainability check over time.

•

Do ensure that sufficient budget is included in any funding agreement to allow
the check to be undertaken for the 15 year period and consider ways to reduce or
transfer the cost

•

Use the clause as an engagement tool to focus on sustainability planning with
counterparts.

•

Do ensure all parties in WAI country programmes are aware of the clause and
what it implies

•

Do ensure the inclusion of the clause in appropriate subcontracting agreements
with major partners implementing programmes of sufficient scale

For the Check:
•

Do ensure that programmes collect and maintain database of interventions that
allow for swift integration with Sustainability Check data requirements.

•

Do formally include an ‘’intervention inventory’’ as a programme deliverable
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•

Do ensure that check results and indicators are aligned for cross programme and
country comparison (both via similar data inventories and coordination on
indicator definitions)

•

Do appoint a focal person in WAI responsible for coordination of Sustainability
Checks and for quality control across programmes

•

Do ensure that a sufficient amount of programme funding is available annually
for undertaking sustainability checks.

For the Compact:
•

Review existing country compacts (especially when DGIS funding streams are
already present)

•

Align and cross-reference existing agreements to strengthen and build
momentum behind them

•

Closely align compacts with responsibilities for long term service provision

•

Use the compacts as advocacy tools and review and refresh these annually

•

Be aware of the possibility of compact fatigue in the WASH community

For long term data management:
•

Define and deliver a database of key contacts and responsibilities with respect to
the SCCC to be overseen by a focal person in the organisation who is responsible
for SCCC compliance

•

Do ensure programme officers and other key staff work in concert with the
organisations overall data manager/steward to ensure that critical information is
not lost over time, including cloud storage account information and critical
passwords

•

Review data management policy in line with ISO or Dutch government standards
and at the minimum, ensure a well understood protocol is followed.

•

Back up data in multiple locations and file and label clearly with date and version
as a minimum.
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1 Purpose of this Guide
The aim of this guide is to present key information and recommendations with respect to
the DGIS Sustainability Check, Clause and Compact (SCCC) in order to facilitate the
uptake of the SCCC in future WAI programming from 2017 onwards. The aim is to
orientate WAI staff to the SCCC, as well as to delineate the sustainability check, clause
and compact from other monitoring and learning activities that draw on similar
theoretical frameworks and approaches (such as the Sustainability Monitoring
Framework (SMF) or the Sustainability Index Tool (SIT)). This is undertaken by presenting
an overview of the past several years of implementation of the SCCC documented by
IRC and others, followed by a series of recommendations for possible implementation
by managers, programme officers and fundraisers. These recommendations will
consider a range of immediate, mid-term and long term issues.
Using and applying the SCCC is an active undertaking, which builds upon a number of
more recent methods and activities used to encourage and promote the long term
sustainability of WASH interventions. The SCCC focuses these into a more formal and
interdependent relationship, which stresses agreement between funder, implementer
and recipient government on how to undertake reasonable measures to ensure the long
term sustainability of programmed interventions at least 10 years after the end of a
formal WASH programme. It therefore seeks to address, partially at least, the long felt
need in the WASH sector to deal with the failure of all parties to sufficiently plan for and
maintain the functionality of WASH services, which, as documented by several widely
quoted studies,1 leads to a failure rate of circa 35% in Sub-Saharan Africa (with this figure
not including a service level of insufficient quality and quantity among those still
classified as functioning).
The need for a viable and robust approach to overcome the issue of service failure is
therefore well established. The SCCC is one way for implementers to refocus their
efforts to put long term sustainability on the agenda at all stages of programming and
implementation, including fundraising and programme design. It also puts additional
demands on implementing and government agencies to retain and maintain programme
data, relationships and institutional memory beyond current norms. As such it represents
a potentially radical and ambitious approach, which, as is be shown later in this
document, requires careful planning and consideration in order to be implemented
successfully. That being the case, it also requires a level of flexibility and openness to
practical needs, as well an ability to anticipate both positive and negative change over
time. This is not least because of the ten to fifteen-year timespan that such an approach
demands.

1

Carter, Ross (2016) Beyond ‘functionality’ of handpump-supplied rural water services in developing
countries (Waterlines 2016) http://dx.doi.org/10.3362/1756-3488.2016.008
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1.1 Structure and format
This guide first reviews the initial applications of the SCCC by providing an overview of
how and where they have been undertaken in the past. This illustrates the varied nature
of the SCCC up to the present day and the inherent flexibility as a result of its
fundamental design and the real world constraints under which it has been
implemented. The interrelationship between the Clause, Check and Compact will be
presented in theory and in practice.
The guide will then review each part of the SCCC in turn, the Clause, the Check and the
Compact, and consider them in more detail on a stand-alone basis. Recommendations
for action and consideration will follow in each section.

1.2 Limitations
The SCCC aims to interact with and influence a wide range of sector stakeholders to
varying extents: politically, financially, and legally. Placing the SCCC in the context of
current WASH sector terminology, it is best understood as a ‘’multi-stakeholder tool’’.
This feature governs both limitations of the SCCC as well as its potential strengths. A few
important caveats are therefore necessary to frame the presentation of the SCCC and
the scope of the recommendations provided below:
What follows has been written before the current WAI programme for 2017-2022 has
been finalised. As such the interventions that it concerns are yet to be fully conceived.
This means that a full consideration of the application of the Sustainability Check across
all intervention types under the WAI country programmes cannot be included. It is
advised that the inclusion and exclusion of certain programme elements covered under
the Check be considered in light of the practical constraints of the approach.
The second is that SCCC is a donor led tool of an (at present) yet to be finalised funding
agreement. It therefore remains to be seen what approach DGIS will take in the
presentation of and flexibility given to the drafting of the clause, check and compact2.
The Clause itself is logically and legally the starting point of the check and compact, but
it is also better understood as the ‘’sleeping partner’’ of the mechanism. As such, a
precise definition of the future clause cannot be provided, although previous case
studies can be highlighted.
The third is that it should be emphasised that Sustainability Compacts are living
agreements which depend primarily on the goodwill of the parties they involve to
function. In practice they will therefore require considerable investment to maintain.
Each country will have its own set of different stakeholders, with potentially different
negotiation and ratification processes. This guide does not therefore attempt to provide
a one solution fits all approach to the compact, but will instead outline considerations
that need to be taken into account when entering into one with relevant stakeholders.

2

as of late November 2016, a standardisation of the check and clause is being undertaken by DGIS for roll
out across programmes in 2017
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Finally, the SCCC is currently being used and updated by several other parties
independently and it is possible that some of the latest iterations have not been
included in the summary of past approaches. This is unfortunate but it should also be
taken as an opportunity to emphasise in the beginning that the SCCC is not a singular
railroad approach, but one that allows for constant improvement.

2 History of the Sustainability Clause, Check and Compact
2.1 DGIS and RVO
The sustainability clause, check and compact emerged in 2006 as a means by which
DGIS could measure and evaluate the long term viability of their funded programmes. In
simple terms, as described by Lockwood et al 2013, the three amount to ‘’…a monitoring
instrument, specifically aimed at determining whether Dutch funded infrastructure is
functional and being used properly’’. Since 2006, the check has been undertaken
predominantly in UNICEF and Aqua for All programmes funded by DGIS. In addition to
this, checks have also been undertaken by WSSCC and UN-Habitat, although the
DGIS/UNICEF programmes are thought to be those where the most systematic attempt
to implement the SCCC across a multi country programme have taken place
(Boulenouar 2016).
In parallel, a version of a similar sustainability monitoring approach that also uses the
terminology of clause, check and compact, has been instigated by RVO in their FDW
(Sustainable Water Fund) programme. There, the FIETS based approach on which the
checks are based has been explicitly integrated in programme indicators and reporting
requirements by RVO3. This goes much further than the generally open guidance on the
SCCC provided by DGIS and elevates the FIETS indicators to a position of formal
centrality in planning and reporting. IRC has also recently updated and adapted a version
of the Sustainability Index Tool (Aguaconsult 2013) which is now being implemented in
Ethiopia under the ONE WASH Programme and is continuing to develop standardised
indicators for WSSCC as well as DGIS/UNICEF.

2.2 Previous Studies
Several studies have been undertaken on the progress and effectiveness of the SCCC.
DGIS/UNICEF SCCC’s have been reviewed by Boulenouar/Aguaconsult in 2013 and
2016. IRC has previously undertaken round up reviews of what have been called
‘’Sustainability instruments’’ in 2015, and has previously produced an information
factsheet on the DGIS strategy in 20144. One of the principal findings of the Aguaconsult
led 2013 study on UNICEF sustainability checks confirmed that the FIETS framework
was the underlying indicator ‘’bedrock’’ on which the checks are based, even though the
checks themselves were carried out in a varied fashion. This was also the case across
the wider range of sustainability assessment tools reviewed in the 2013 under the Triple3

4

http://english.rvo.nl/subsidies-programmes/fdw-sustainable-water-fund/official-notices/2016
www.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/c2_irc-dgis_infosheet_web.pdf
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S programme (Aguaconsult 2013) including the Sustainability Monitoring Framework,
funded by DGIS and the Sustainability Index Tool, funded by USAID5.

2.3 2017 and Beyond
A number of similar sounding and methodologically similar approaches are being used
in the WASH sector under the rubric of the Sustainability Check. SCCC’s under single
programmes have been applied differently from one year to the next. This has allowed a
number of different approaches to be applied, tested and refined over time. The prior
experience of UNICEF should be taken as instructive to WAI as the programmes face
similar challenges. A key finding points to the need for further alignment between
service delivery indicators used in the SCCC across country programmes to make the
data comparable and the process more scalable. In light of the RVO use of the check,
and recommendations forthcoming from the latest review of the UNICEF checks
(Boulenouar 2016) it seems likely that a more ordered and potentially light touch check
requirement will emerge as a preference from DGIS, which could possibly be integrated
into routine monitoring and after the programme ends, further integrated into national
monitoring systems with a simple reporting and data collection protocol. The aim of this
document is to further highlight ways that that approach can be implemented, bearing in
mind that the SCCC is best thought of as a three part ‘’multi-stakeholder tool’’ that
functions together, rather than three distinct ‘’instruments’’

3 The Sustainability Clause
3.1 Introduction
The sustainability clause is the simplest element of the SCCC. It is a paragraph inserted
into DGIS funding agreements that currently stipulate that a check must be undertaken
annually to ascertain usage and functionality of WASH interventions up to 10 years after
the end of a programme. If these are found wanting, then immediate steps must be
undertaken to remedy this, including calling on national counterparts to undertake their
responsibilities, along with the possible threat of future funding reductions. As described
above, it is in practice the ‘sleeping partner’ of the SCCC but one that successfully places
long term sustainability of services at the forefront of funding agreements.

3.2 Examples
UNICEF WASH 1 programme in Mozambique and Malawi:

‘’Until 2015, UNICEF will annually carry out a sustainability check – covering infrastructural,
socio-economic as well as ecological aspects. In each country, UNICEF will contract an
independent agency to carry out an annual audit of the cumulative new water supply and

5

WASHPlus, 2013. WASH Sustainability Index Tool. [online] Available at: www.washplus.org/rotary-usaid
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sanitation users reported achieved by the Project, based on a representative sample drawn
at random from the communities where from project new users were reported. The resulting
country reports on the sustained use of the water and sanitation services provided by the
project will be discussed during the Annual Bilateral Meeting. In case previously reported
new users of water supply and sanitation facilities are found to be no longer using their
facilities, or the facilities provided cease to be functioning properly, UNICEF is required to
take immediate and adequate measures to make sure that the national counterparts
correct the situation to ensure sustained use until at least the end of the year 2015. In case
UNICEF is not able to undertake the measures as indicated in the above paragraph, the
Minister will reduce the annual contribution(s) to the “Cooperation Programme on WASH” by
25% or further if deemed necessary.’’
DGIS and UNICEF for the WCARO WASH programme:

‘’As stipulated in the financing arrangement, UNICEF is now responsible for “Designing and
implementing a sustainability framework aiming to secure the adequate functioning of the
facilities, the quality of water and implementation of behavioural change for a period of up
to 10 years from the start date of the programme”, thus extending the commitment and
accountability for sustainability, from the end of the programme to 10 years after the
beginning’’

3.3 Strengths and weaknesses
As the examples show, the clauses are brief and do not give significant detail on the how
and when the checks are supposed to be completed. This could be considered a
potential weakness, especially given the variation in the check methodology seen up to
now. However, the aim of the clause is not to provide a detailed codex of legal ‘’if’s and
buts’’ or to provide rigid guidance on the manner of the checks.
To provide a very detailed set of clauses and sub-clauses would stifle the funding
process and add an immense amount of legal compliance work to the burden of
funders, programme designers and negotiators. It would also increase the likelihood that
the clause would encourage a ‘’culture of blame’’ between funders and implementers, a
risk previously highlighted (IRC 2014). By being brief, the clause manages to allow both
sides of the agreement room to breathe yet still elevates the SCCC to a position of
importance.
It has been noted in previous reviews of the SCCC (Aguaconsult 2013) that DGIS were yet
to formally instigate a penalty on account of any poor sustainability check results. This
remains the case. The triggering of the clause and the how and when of that process
can also be said to be a potential gap in understanding of how the clause functions.
However, it also remains the case that in practice, funders have always had the freedom
to reduce or cancel funding almost at will, so the clause does not necessarily alter the
already asymmetrical relationship power between funder and implementer.
Nevertheless, it can still be argued that the clause does leave several important
variables too loosely defined. These are: the definition of sustainability as opposed to
functionality, the impact of time on the due interpretation of results (where, for instance,
legitimate user choices lead to previously provided services being abandoned), how to
201701_SCCC_Guide_V.9_FINAL.docx
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deal with a genuine failure of counterparts to undertake their agreed roles in spite of the
best efforts of the implementor, and the impact of genuine force majure events.

3.4 Recommendations for fundraisers and programme designers
•

Do not over complicate the clause with multiple sub-clauses beyond those which
are absolutely necessary

•

Do consider a focus on service delivery status rather than simple functionality,
especially into the latter 10 to 15 years after project implementation

•

Do consider defining and differentiating between a minor and a major
sustainability check over time.

•

Do ensure that sufficient budget is included in any funding agreement to allow
the check to be undertaken for the 15 year period and consider ways to reduce or
transfer the cost

•

Do use the clause as an engagement tool to focus on sustainability planning with
counterparts

•

Do ensure all parties in WAI country programmes are aware of the clause and
what it implies

•

Do ensure the inclusion of the clause in appropriate subcontracting agreements
with major partners implementing programmes of sufficient scale

4 The Sustainability Check
4.1 Introduction
The Sustainability Check is an evolving tool and there is no current ‘correct’ application
or one size fits all solution to its design and function. One of the most outstanding
features of its application to date has been the variation in method, scope and output
and the relative lack of guidance on how it should be applied. (Lockwood et al 2013).
Several studies have been undertaken which outline the history of the tool and its origin
as one of many ‘’sustainability instruments’’ profiled by the Triple S programme,
including the Sustainability Monitoring Framework. These studies include Lockwood et
al 2013, IRC 2014, IRC 2015 and Boulenouar 2016 (forthcoming) as well as background
literature reviews on tools and monitoring approaches undertaken by IRC over the past
five years (IRC Triple S Working Paper 6 and 10, Lockwood 2015. Over the last five years,
more complex versions of initial Sustainability Checks, such as the Sustainability Index
Tool, developed by Aguaconsult (Schweitzer (2013)) have been further modified and
translated into tools with fewer indicators, such as the Sustainability Checks and Plans
for small towns, undertaken by IRC under the ONE WASH national programme (2016).

201701_SCCC_Guide_V.9_FINAL.docx
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4.2 Previous Studies of Sustainability Checks
Numerous versions of the Sustainability check have been designed and undertaken and
several review papers are available which summarise their strengths and weaknesses.
The first is ‘’ Mapping sustainability assessment tools to support sustainable water and
sanitation service delivery’’6 (2013). In this research paper the tools are assessed in terms
of scope, complexity, costs and impact. Tools assessed were the Agua-San
sustainability Assessment Tool (SAT); the then Dutch WASH Alliance Sustainability
Monitoring Framework (SMF); the UNICEF Mozambique Sustainability Check, The USAID
Rotary Sustainability Index Tool (SIT) and the Water and Sanitation for Africa Tool for
Planning, Predicting and Evaluating Sustainability. The average cost of application of
each tool was 35,000 USD, though the most costly was 150,000 USD per iteration. The
SMF is being further developed to increase the possibility for automation and the SIT has
been adapted to become the basis for the more recent ONEWASH Sustainability Check
(2016) carried out by IRC.
The most detailed review of DGIS Sustainability checks has been carried out by Julia
Boulenouar (Aguaconsult) in 2013 and 2016. These were First Review of DGIS
Sustainability Check Instrument (2013) and Rapid Scan of nine years of sustainability
checks. Lessons learned and next steps (2016). These reveal a large degree of variation
between checks undertaken by various branches of UNICEF country offices. Specifically,
they highlight inconsistent categorisation of indicators, inconsistent definition of
standards, and a predominance of focus on technical service provider variables above
financial and institutional ones. It should be noted however, that ‘’ …commendable efforts
have been made by UNICEF to consolidate a common understanding of the SC and
harmonise the approaches across countries. In spite of this, multiple methodologies for
analysing data and presenting results co-exist, leading to varying depth of analysis, quality
of reports and limited comparability across countries.’’ Pp 16.
IRC have further developed the Sustainability Index Tool (SIT) and applied it to an
evaluation of sustainability of small towns in Ethiopia for UNICEF (Adank 2016). The result
is a tool which is able to focus on a wider range of indicators then just those at service
level, but also utlilises well defined indicators definitions to aid simplified scoring. This
tool is the most advanced version of the Sustainability Check and includes a predefined
results format, which assists with presentation of results and the implementation of
necessary actions to remedy risks to sustainability.
RVO have also developed their own version of the check, clause and compact format
which includes and Sustainability Risk Assessment. This uses the FIETS indicators to
review and chart possible dangers to the likely sustainability of the programme in
advance, whilst also inviting the composition of a compact agreement which has pre
agreed and signposted responsibilities and actions.

6

Boulenouar, Lockwood, Schweitzer 2013
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4.3 Data collection methodology
Data collection for the Check relies on a number of different types of qualitative and
quantitative methods. Data can be taken from 1) household surveys 2) Key informant
interviews (KIIs) 2) Focus group discussions 3) literature reviews 4) functionality and
water quality testing and 5) direct observation. Up to now, the various Checks have all
sought to combine qualitative and quantitative data in a way that creates an easily
digestible visual summary of results across each of the Sustainability Factors (FIETS). In
addition, results are typically broken down across Service Level. This is typically
presented as follows 1) National 2) District 3) Community and if desired 4) Household.
The household is the primary data collection point and the community the primary unit
of comparative analysis. Results are then analysed by community and then district,
across indicator and then by sustainability factor to produce a variety of potential result
outputs, depending on analysis and desired focus. Weighting is generally not applied
across indicators but can be, depending on the focus of the programme under
consideration. It is recommended that programmes with only a limited focus on a small
number of sustainability indicators or factors consider weighting results accordingly.

4.3.1

Challenges

Applying a Sustainability Check across multiple countries will present a number of
challenges, even after basic standardisation. To undertake the Check across all WAI
countries, with multiple DPs receiving funds and undertaking multiple activities will be
especially difficult for a single application tool that is uniform enough to facilitate useful
comparison between countries/intervention types but also flexible enough to adapt to
each country context without potentially prohibitive cost.
To use or commission a tool that would be acceptable and useful to all DPs across a
range of situations, it is especially important to proceed with well-defined objective,
scope, methodology and cost of application guidelines. This is in line with standard M&E
methodologies (World Bank 1996) Any such Sustainability Check should therefore be
able to satisfy the following criteria:
1. Clear statements of measurable objectives for the project(s) and its components, for
which indicators can be defined.
2. A structured set of indicators, covering outputs of goods and services generated by
the project and their impact on beneficiaries.
3. Provisions for collecting data and managing project records so that the data required
for indicators are compatible with existing statistics, and are available at reasonable cost.
4. Institutional arrangements for gathering, analyzing, and reporting project data, and for
investing in capacity building, to sustain the M&E service.
5. Proposals for the ways in which M&E findings will be fed back into decision making.
In each WAI programming location, each of the above will have to be further unpacked
and defined in relation to specific WASH sector conditions, as well as how these relate
to obligations and responsibilities in any Clause or Compact.

201701_SCCC_Guide_V.9_FINAL.docx
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4.4 Service Delivery Status (Functionality and Sustainability)
In order to comply with the likely wording of a sustainability clause, functionality data
will have to be collected by the Check, as well as data on likely sustainability. It is
generally accepted that functionality presents a snapshot of a system, whereas
sustainability is never more than a (variously well-grounded) probability of its future
functionality, and is harder to formally define. Carter and Ross (2016) have provided a
high quality unpacking of ‘functionality’ and attempted ways to methodologically enrich
that category with more detailed monitoring of performance over an extended period of
time. The tension between functionality – even over a seasonal timespan – and
sustainability still occurs however.
The check aims to combine both functionality and sustainability data as both are
necessary to arrive at balanced estimation of service delivery status. It is proposed that
the SCCC deliver overall results in the format of a Service Delivery Status, rather just
than a sustainability estimate or a functionality score.

4.5 Using national monitoring systems
The clear direction of travel in the WASH sector is towards more sophisticated service
level monitoring. This has recently been benchmarked by the N’gor declaration 2016. In
some instances, such as in Ghana, systems already exist where potentially suitable data
which fulfils some functionality check requirements and also touches upon issues under
the FIETS criteria can be accessed as part of routine country monitoring. (The right to
have access to this data should therefore be a key component of any compact between
implementer and host government). In cases such as this, the data collection element of
the check may be less onerous than in countries where no such system is in place.
It has been a long held recommendation that the SCCC evolve into a methodology that
relies primarily on national systems to collect its data (Lockwood et al 2013). This ensures
cost savings to be made as primary data collection is then largely eliminated. In addition
to the cost saving aspect, using national systems also incentivises programmers to focus
on capacity building those functions of local and national government. This in turn
positively reinforces a key sustainability factor. Nevertheless, it should be considered
desirable that not all primary data collection is eliminated as the check element can then
serve a dual purpose of ascertaining the accuracy of national systems. At present it is
unlikely that national systems can be relied upon to supply data for the Check however.
A brief survey of the national monitoring systems undertaken as part of this research
assignment confirms this and reveals a mixed picture with respect to WAI target
countries. In the majority of cases, the responses indicate that planning for the SCCC will
therefore have to retain a significant amount of primary data collection, at least in the
first 5-10 years of checks

201701_SCCC_Guide_V.9_FINAL.docx
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4.6 Recommendations
•

Do ensure that programmes collect and maintain database of interventions that allow
for swift integration with Sustainability Checks. Formally include an ‘’intervention
inventory’’ as a programme deliverable

•

Do ensure that results and indicators are aligned for cross programme and country
comparison (both via similar data inventories and coordination on indicator
definitions)

•

Do appoint a focal person in WAI responsible for coordination of Sustainability
Checks and for quality control across programmes

•

Do ensure that a sufficient amount of the programme budget is available annually for
undertaking sustainability checks.

5 The Sustainability Compact
5.1 What is being agreed
The sustainability compact is the third element of the SCCC and the one which is aimed
at charting the actions of stakeholders in response to results of the sustainability check
and to assist in the parties in charting an ‘’exit strategy’’ for the implementor.
The compact is a high profile agreement between funder, implementer and
government. The ‘’status’’ of the agreement depends in large part on the amount of
funding behind it and the significance of the sum to the government. Depending on the
status of WAI and its ability to distribute funds between implementing partners, it is at
present unclear as to whether single centrally arranged compacts will govern the
activities of multiple implementers in single counties, or whether each implementer
should pursue a compact with its own ‘’critical’’ government counterpart, depending on
intervention type.
IRC’s previous review of ‘’Sustainability Instruments’’ (2015) highlighted several
compacts, including the SWA compacts in Ghana and Liberia. These were felt to be
successful as advocacy tools, to assist information sharing and as an opportunity to
discuss issues of importance, but it was noted that they lack the ability to hold
government accountable (governments being sovereign). It should be noted that these
compacts were also ‘’high level.’’ and it is questionable how much purchase they had on
actions of local and district governments.
RVO have further developed the compact format as part of their programme preparation
material. This includes a need to review sustainability ‘’risks’’ and ‘’conditions’’ which also
define responsible parties for each ‘condition’’. These are close in format to sustainability
indicators as defined in the Sustainability Check but can be adapted to the specific
needs of each programme.

201701_SCCC_Guide_V.9_FINAL.docx
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All compacts include objectives, responsibilities, and the adoption of the sustainability
check as the method by which the ‘’success’’ of the compact is measured and specific
actions taken (Boulenouar 2016). They also include provision that funding for the
sustainability check is gradually taken over by the government. This underscores the
need to align the checks as best as possible with national monitoring systems and to
also support them during the programme.

5.2 Recommendations for programme officers
Coordination is advised between WAI implementing partners whatever decision is taken.
It is critical to judge this need correctly in order to minimise the risk of ‘’compact fatigue’’
and duplicate undertakings between implementers. As the language of clause, compact
and check becomes more ubiquitous across the sector (in large part due to its success
and value) there is a risk that compacts will become less effective. Each WAI country
programme should therefore
•

Do review existing country compacts (especially when DGIS funding streams are
already present)

•

Do align and cross reverence existing agreements to strengthen and build
momentum behind them

•

Do align compacts (including those at district level, where appropriate) with
responsibilities for long term service provision

•

Do use the compacts as advocacy tools and review and refresh annually

•

Do, however, be aware of the possibility of compact fatigue in the WASH
community

6 Approaches to long term Data Management
6.1 Introduction
According to the Data Management Association "data Resource Management is the
development and execution of architectures, policies, practices and procedures that
properly manage the full data lifecycle needs of an enterprise." It also includes ‘’the
development, execution and supervision of plans, policies, programs and practices that
control, protect, deliver and enhance the value of data and information assets’’.7 At its core,
the long term requirements of undertaking the SCCC speak directly to these definitions.
The critical area of impact of this need is on the long term data management activities of
implementing partners. Moving from a five-year outlook to a 15-year outlook is a major
undertaking and one which challenges the data management process of all
7

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data_management
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organisations. The reader is invited to consider in detail the activities of their own
organisation 15 years ago and how easily (or not) they could access and describe that
activity and present the information to a third party.
For liabilities to genuinely extend across decades, serious thought needs to be taken
with respect to data management and storage. Technological change is likely to have a
significant impact on this undertaking and it is possible that advances in IT, monitoring
activities, automation, I.o.T (internet of things) will have major impacts on what can and
can’t be undertaken and at what cost.
For the moment, regardless of technology type, there are some simple but effective
precautions that can be taken to preserve critical digital information. At its most basic
this begins with
1. Setting file naming and storage protocols
2. Ensuing final versions of data are easily identified and not confused with older or
corrupted files
3. Ensuring passwords and subscriptions to cloud based file sharing services (such as
drop box and Soonr) are up to date and do not lapse or expire
4. Backing up data appropriately and regularly in more than one location.
5. Use password protection on finalised datasets

6.2 Long term aims versus actual capacity of monitoring systems
The long term aim is that country governments will come to fund and undertake
sustainability checks as part of their own routine monitoring activities and that this data
will be drawn down by implementers and used as evidence of compliance with thier
responsibilities under the sustainability clauses.
That ideal is far from guaranteed however and therefore it is necessary to plan for the
possibility that data and records of interventions will need to be maintained by
implementers in parallel with the records of national monitoring systems. At the very
least, implementers will need to be able to have accurate records of what and where an
activity was carried out.
As described above, it is recommended that WAI undertake to align their internal data
collection activities with a long term format that is compatible with the sustainability
check even if national monitoring systems become the primary source of information.
The format of this should the ‘’implementation inventory’’ and this should become a
formal programme deliverable that is aligned across all implementing partners.
Because of the uneven progress in developing national monitoring systems it is likely
that several ‘’versions’’ of the sustainability check will be in operation simultaneously
(each responding in to the status of the national monitoring systems in their respective
countries) and each relying to lesser and greater extent on national monitoring data.
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6.3 Recommendations for Managers
•

Do define and deliver a database of key contacts and responsibilities with respect
to the SCCC to be overseen by a focal person in the organision who is
responsible for SCCC compliance.

•

Do ensure programme officers and other relevant staff members work in concert
with the organisation’s overall data manager/steward to ensure that critical
information is not lost over time, including cloud storage account information and
critical passwords

•

Do review data management policy in line with ISO or Dutch government
standards and at the minimum, ensure a well understood protocol is understood.
This does not have to be overly complex but should avoid the major pitfalls

•

Do back up data in multiple locations and file and label clearly with date and
version as a minimum, and ensure that partner organisations comply with these
requirements.
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