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Background

 Raisen

50km east of Bhopal, around 50.000 inhab.
City Sanitation Plan (CSP) was conducted in 2010 by
partner CEMDS with support from Wateraid

Usual problems of poor water and sanitation solutions
. ] \
highlighted -

® Open Defecation
39,3

® Public toilet
Pit latrines
m Septic tank
I

A decentralized STP was suggested for rehabilitation of a
pond with religious importance

Subsequent application for EU funds to plan and
implement solution successful

Selected technology: trickling filter (first a constructed
wetland)




Raisen




Background

* Participatory planning process has been applied following the POSAF
methodology

e User & Stakeholder Participation in Defining Alternatives

e Technical Feasibility Study

» Stakeholder Participation in Assessment of Technologies:
Environmental, Economic & Social Aspects

e Participatory identification of preferred option and final
decision making




Background

* Focus on acceptance and willingness to pay (WTP)
* Strong focus on awareness raising activities (with support from Wateraid)
 Initial survey had shown that people strongly wished a connection to a

WWTP
90,0 35,7
80,0 -
70,0 -
60,0 -
50,0 -
40,0 -
30,0 -
20,0 -
10,7
10,0 N 3’6
0,0
0,0 - | |
strongly wish a | wish a connection to | rather prefer to have |do not wish atall a
connection tothe awastewater butcan noconnectiontoa connectionto asewer
waste water sewer also accept a soulution sewer.

without a sewer



Background

* Initial response to financing:
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Research questions

* 3 main research questions

e 1:Trickling filters are known for their architectural
impact, which is a main disadvantage. Can it be
improved by architectural beautification?

e 2: What is the opinion of the users about the
appearance and beautification options?

e 2: Financing of WWTP: What is the WTP of users to
cover costs for the plant, and is there a relation with the
architectural appearance of the plant?



Architectural beautification




Results

No. of Respondents
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Which of the following designs offered you like most ?

45

29
25
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Design 0 Design 1 Design 2 Design 3
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Like non of them



Results
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If you could choose your preferred design, would you be willing to pay
something to make the trickling filter more beautiful?

91

Yes

If yes, about how much would you be willing to pay on a monthly basis?

9

Less tthan 5 rupees

58

5-10 rupees

17

10-50 rupees

7

50-100rupees

More than 100
rupees

10

No



No. of Respondents

Results

Do you think the architectural design of the trickling filter needs to he
improved in general?
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Yes, absolutely. The

69

24

trickling filter looks ugly could be done to

increase its aesthetics

In conclusion, how important would be architectural design to improve the
aesthetics of the trickling filter to you?

Very important, it is
absolutely required

17

Itisimportant and
should be considered.

4
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It is rather not important

and should not be
considered

I think this is not an
important issue at all,
there are other problems
to solve
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Yes, some improvement The trickling filterdoes No, this is not required.

not look very attractive, The trickling filter looks
butitis ok and no good to me.
improvement is required

Median WTP for design:
5-10 INR/month



Results

In order to ensure that the wastewater treatment plant will be functioning
well, regular operation and maintenance work will be required. The cost for
the O&M shall be paid by the users (ie those who are connected to the
WWTP). What is your preference to
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Results

Development of WTP for O&M over time
blue first survey (2014) WTP for sanitation including water tax
red second survey (2015) WTP for O&M in addition to water tax

Cumulative WTP Histogram
rel.frequency (0 - 1)
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Conclusions

* Architectural design has positive influence on WTP and
acceptance of WWTP

* Sanitation charge of 50 INR/month per HH (in addition to 60 INR
water tax) sufficient to cover calculated O&M costs

* (1,5 lakhs / year; around 2350 households, 50 INR per
months and household)

* However, WTP may not suffice:
at most half of charge could be expected to be collected

* Political issue!
* Either poor are not covered by STP
* Or subsidies for the poor for O&M costs are needed
* Or measures to increase WTP of the poor for sanitation
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