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The SODIS sustainability study was designed to close an important research gap — to collect
information on the sustainability of HWTS/SODIS promotion projects at household and institutional
levels. Several information sources were included: interviews using standardized questionnaires at
household level, with previous promoters, and with previous implementing partner organizations as
well as general stakeholder in the water sector. The SODIS sustainability study intends to compare
three countries where SODIS promotion at household and institutional level has already been taken
place since several years.

This first report of the SODIS sustainability study presents the data collected in Nepal. SODIS has
been promoted in Nepal since 2004 by a national NGO called ENPHO. Main activities of ENPHO took
place in the Kathmandu valley, comprising urban and rural areas of different characteristics.
Implementing partners were at first local NGOs, later the focus was shifted to work with
municipalities, the health and education sector as well as large international agencies.

During the study in Nepal, 1078 households of 21 communities of 5 different project phases (from
2004 to 2009) were investigated. These 21 communities comprised rural, periurban and urban areas
as well as low, mixed and middle income areas in 5 different districts of the Kathmandu valley.

Results at household level show that half (54%) of the total sample is entirely consuming safe water.
The biggest success was achieved in the urban areas of the big cities Kathmandu and Lalitpur, where
in some communities almost nobody consumes untreated water anymore. In rural areas as well as in
the case of newly installed water treatment plants, people still tend to believe their water is safe to
consume (which may or may not be true). Overall, the most popular treatment options used are
candle filters (43%), followed by SODIS (21%), boiling (12%), buying water (7%), and chlorination (4%).

The approach of using promoters providing group trainings on HWTS as a first intervention, followed
by household visits, can be viewed as appropriate and successful. Promoters and household visits
have proven to make people trying out SODIS and becoming regular SODIS users. Also, the promoters
themselves view these strategies as adequate and successful. Only longer follow-up periods are
demanded, as many promoters perceived the given project time frame of usually 12 months as not
being sufficient to establish a sustainable behavior change.

Motivational factors to consume a certain type of water are of emotional and social nature. Creating
positive emotions (e.g. liking the taste of a certain water type), stimulating social influence and social
exchange in form of communication are needed. Once people are using SODIS, habit factors like daily
routine and automaticity are important to make people regular SODIS users. Here, the same
measures as already demanded by the promoters would be helpful — longer follow-up periods to
establish stronger habits. Also, planning interventions and reminders should be helpful for habit
development.

Project implementation in urban areas by either local NGOs or municipalities showed equal
effectiveness in making people consume 100% safe water as well as using SODIS as a water
treatment option. In rural areas, a very positive experience with regard to SODIS use was made with
the health sector as the implementing partner. In general, working with governmental institutions
poses great potential, because they are permanent institutions and have a large network at
grassroots level. However, the need of local NGOs cannot be neglected; especially in areas with weak
governmental structures they could possibly play an important initiative role. Overall, institutional
sustainability can be judged as quite elaborated since in all ongoing HWTS promotional activities,
SODIS is included as one of the options.
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Every year, 1.8 million people, mainly children under the age of five, die of diarrhea. Roughly one
third of diarrheal diseases in developing countries are caused by contaminated drinking water. In
places, where no central and safe water supply systems exist, point-of-use water treatment at the
household level becomes essential. Point-of-use water treatment methods, such as Solar Water
Disinfection (SODIS), reveal a great potential to reduce the diarrhea burden by disinfecting drinking
water. Comprehensive microbiological research has demonstrated the effectiveness of SODIS to
destroy diarrhea-causing pathogens in contaminated drinking water. Several health impact studies
have shown that the diarrhea incidence of SODIS users has dropped by 16-57%.

SODIS promotion activities take place since the year 2000, many of them initiated by Eawag/Sandec.
Looking at the uptake of the SODIS method at grassroots (household) level one year after project
implementation, 40-80% of the trained people used SODIS on a regular basis. In many cases, NGO
partners report that the SODIS method is not self-sustainable after its initial introduction into a
community, although in a few cases self-promotion has been observed after a SODIS promotion had
taken place.

No information has been gathered so far on the level of continued long-term application of SODIS
in the field, several years after the promotion project has been terminated. Correspondingly, we
identified a knowledge gap which we intend to close with this project. The aim of this project is to
evaluate the sustainability of SODIS application in Nepal, Indonesia and Bolivia several years after
project termination. In particular, we would like to assess project strategies, local conditions and
factors that support or hinder the long-term success of SODIS projects and quantify the level of
continued long-term application at grassroots level.

The project uses three different information sources:

1) Quantitative questionnaires for the assessment of long-term SODIS use on the household
level and individual influence factors.

2) Quantitative questionnaire with former promoters for the assessment of former SODIS
promotion strategies.

3) AQualitative semi-structured interviews with HWTS stakeholders for the assessment of
institutional change processes initiated by the SODIS promotion activities and commitment
at the institutional level.

The know-how gained during this investigation will be used to adjust the future SODIS promotion and
dissemination strategy of Eawag/Sandec.

This first report represents the results of the SODIS sustainability study in Nepal.
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As just mentioned above, the sustainability study relied on 3 different information sources, assessed

each with different tools and methods (Table 1).

Table 1. Overview of information sources and applied methodological tools.

Information source Tool

Households Quantitative questionnaire
(approx. 1oo per applied by specially trained
project — total interviewers in Nepali

1078)

Promoters Quantitative / qualitative

(1 per community — questionnaire applied by

total 16) main investigator in English
(with simultaneous
translation to Nepali)

Institutions — Semi-structured interview

Implementing applied by main investigator

partners in English (with simultaneous

(1 per project — translation to Nepali if

total 9) necessary)

Institutions — Semi-structured interview

General applied by main investigator

stakeholder in the in English (with simultaneous

HWTS sector translation to Nepali if

(total 8) necessary)

Note: All questionnaires can be found in the Annex.

Household level interviews

Topics

Household demographics

Health status and risk awareness

Water consumption

Motivations related to different consumed water
types

Habits related to SODIS water consumption
Promotion campaign perception

Communication

Community demographics

Project details and evaluation

Training of the promoters (TOT)

Promotion and follow-up activities of the households
Bottle supply scheme

Knowledge of SODIS

Organizational structure and main activities
Commitment related to HWTS

Network with other organizations

Project description

Description and evaluation of promotion activities
Community demographics

Lessons learnt for the institution

Organizational structure and main activities
Commitment related to HWTS

Network with other organizations

The questionnaires conducted at the household level contained closed questions for acquiring the
guantitative information (demographical data, quantity of consumption of different water types,
opinions about SODIS, knowledge level about SODIS) and some open questions for qualitative
information (reasons for use/non-use of water treatment, participation in promotion events). These
questionnaires were filled in during an interview conducted by a trained Nepalese interviewer
(mostly students). The questions were read out to the interviewee and the answer was then coded
by the interviewer. Often people only answer yes or no — then the interviewer was trained to ask
further for a more detailed answer. The interview did not last longer than 30 minutes. The
interviewed person was the person responsible for water (treatment) in the household.
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Interviews with the promoters

With the promoters, a short questionnaire was filled out when the community was visited. The
promoters' questionnaire left more space for talking about experiences and problems than the one
for the households. Some questions required scaled answers; these were obtained in a similar way as
described for the household level interviews.

Institutional interviews

All of the interviews with the institutions were carried out after finding a suitable date and time.
Usually, the institutional representative was visited at his/her office at the institution. A semi-
structured expert interview was carried out. In case of an interview with a formerly implementing
institution, the interview was lead more structured whereas in case of an interview with a general
stakeholder, mostly room was given to their own preference of topics. All interviews were voice
recorded for later transcription.

For Eawag/Sandec, the main partner for SODIS and HWTS promotion in Nepal is ENPHO
(Environment and Public Health Organization). In 2003, in collaboration with Unicef, DWSS and
Eawag/Sandec tests were conducted at different altitudes to test SODIS efficiency under the
Nepalese conditions. Already at that time, ENPHO was the main partner.

In 2004, SODIS promotion activities started with a small scale first 1-year-phase in 26 communities in
the 5 different districts, 3 in the Kathmandu valley and 2 in Terai. ENPHO selected 5 different local
partner NGOs which implemented the SODIS promotion activities. The selected communities in the
first phase were periurban and urban areas, rather low income and contained some squatter and
slum areas. In the following second phase, starting 2005, the focus was shifted to more middle class
communities in the Kathmandu valley. Again, main implementing partners were local NGOs. In
addition to the collaborations with NGOs, a collaboration with the Kathmandu municipality got
established to test bottom-up institutionalization.

With the start of the third phase, in 2006/07, some major changes took place. First, focus was shifted
completely to governmental institutions as the implementing partner to achieve an up-scaling of
promotion activities. Focus was still on the Kathmandu valley with Lalitpur municipality being one
partner and a sub-division of the Ministry of Health, the District Public Health Office (DPHO) of
Kathmandu, the second partner. The approach used in the third phase was, in contrast to the second
phase, a top-down approach. In addition to these large scale community based activities, school
activities were initiated via a collaboration with one of the Education Training Centers in the
Kathmandu valley (Dhulikel, Kavre district). Second, the promotional focus was taken away from
mainly SODIS promotion and shifted towards a more integrated approach promoting boiling,
chlorination, filtration and SODIS with equal weighting. During the following fourth phase, in 2007/08,
the institutional collaborations were expanded to two more municipalities and two more DPHOs, all
in the Kathmandu valley, but more rural/farmers' areas.

Until the end of the fourth phase, the most heavily populated areas in the Kathmandu valley had
been targeted. Consequently, major effort was undertaken during the fifth phase to reach out to
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other regions of Nepal, namely the Terai. Four additional municipalities in the Terai region became
the implementing partners in 2008/09.

In the following Table 2, the communities selected for the sustainability analysis are presented.
Selection criteria were promotion phase, implementing organization, urbanization and income level.
It was tried to have as much variety as possible. The SODIS sustainability study focused only on
communities in the Kathmandu valley, because large scale promotion in the Terai only started during
the fifth phase.

In the following analyses, only those 820 households knowing SODIS will be looked at (if not stated
otherwise), because those who have not been targeted by the promotion campaigns (and therefore
not knowing of SODIS) are not of interest for the current study.

As mentioned, the communities were selected based on 4 criteria: year of promotion activities (5
phases), implementing organization (NGO, municipality or DPHO), urbanization level (rural, periurban
or urban), and estimated income level (low, mixed or middle). These different types of communities
were found in 4 different districts of the Kathmandu valley: Kathmandu, Lalitpur, Thimi, and
Bhaktapur. Urban Kathmandu and Lalitpur are very similar areas as well as the rural areas of
Bhaktapur and Lalitpur. As can be imagined, we were by far not able to investigate all combinations.
The following combinations we were able to find (Table 3, Table 4).
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Table 2. Communities of investigation.

Area / No. of inter- No. of house-
Promotion Implementing Urbanization Name of Code viewed House- holds knowing
Phase Organization Type of Promoters Level District Income Level Community No. holds SODIS
. . KTM low Sankahamul 1/01 46 35
Lumanti (NGO) Paid volunteers urban Pathivare 2/01 53 a7
| Thimi middle Bode 3/02 53 42
2004-05 i
ECCA (NGO) Paid staff rural BKT low & middle Sipadol 5 4/03 >8 25
Sipadol 6 5/03 43 34
Nawa Chatrodaya (NGO) ® Paid volunteers urban Thimi middle Tigani 6/04 53 46
WEPCO (NGO) Paid staff urban Lalitpur middle Kopundole 7 /05 51 44
I Prayatna Nepal (NGO) ®)  Paid staff rural Lalitpur  low & middle S.t_-lnkhadew 8/06 107 93
2005-06 Bisandul
- middle Dallu Awas 9/07 44 25
KMC World V b KTM
oria vision droban low Bishnumati 10/ 08 56 36
llanani 11/09 50 39
i LSMC WG urban Lalitpur middle Gachhe 12 /09 47 32
TRV
DPHO KTM FCHV i-urb KTM low to high
per-urban owtonig lcchangu 15/ 10 46 32
DPHO BKT FCHV rural BKT low & middle Dadikot 16/11 >1 37
Sirutar 17 /11 50 28
v Pacho
18/12 35 26
2007-08 I . Chapacho
T™MC Students (CV b Th ddl
udents (CV) arban imi middie Balkumari  19/12 31 28
Nagadesh 20/12 50 31
Vv . . near
2008-09 LSMC THP urban Lalitpur middle sundhara 21/13 50 42
TOTAL 1078 820

Note: BKT = Bhaktapur, CV = City Volunteer, DPHO = District Public Health Office, Ecca = Environmental Camps for Conservation Awareness, FCHV = Female Community
Health Volunteer, KMC = Kathmandu Metropolitan City (Municipality), KTM = Kathmandu, LSMC = Lalitpur Sub-Metropolitan City (Municipality), NGO = Non-Governmental
Organization, TMC = Thimi Metropolitan City (Municipality), THP = Tole Health Promoter, Wepco = Women Environment Preservation Committee, WG = Women Group.

) nobody from the institution could be found to be interviewed. ® ho promoter could found to be interviewed from this community.
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Table 3. Combinations of phase, implementing organization, urbanization and income level as well as district.
Number of households (N) and percentages (%) of total N are given.

Phase Organization Urbanization
| NGO urban

| NGO urban

| NGO rural

Il NGO urban

Il NGO rural

Il Municipality  urban

Il Municipality  urban

Ml Municipality  urban

] DPHO periurban
Y, DPHO rural

\Y, Municipality  urban

\ Municipality  urban

Income
low
middle
mixed
middle
mixed
middle
low
middle
mixed
mixed
middle
middle

District
KTM
Thimi
BKT
Lalitpur
Lalitpur
KTM
KTM
Lalitpur
KTM
BKT
Thimi
Lalitpur

N
82
88
89
44
93
25
36

106
65
65
85
42

820

%
10%
11%
11%

5%
11%
3%
4%
13%
8%
8%
10%
5%

100%

Area No. ?
1,2
3,6
4,5

7
8
9
10
11,12,13
14, 15
16, 17

18, 19, 20

21

Code ”
01
02 & 04
03
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13

Note: BKT = Bhaktapur, KTM = Kathmandu, NGO = Non-Governmental Organization, DPHO = District Public
Health Organization. ? refers to the area number given in Table 1. ® will be used during later analyses.

Table 4. Summary of Table 3, containing total number of households (N) and percentages (%).

N
259
198
171
150
42
820

Note

Phase
% Phase
32% |
24% 1l
21% I
18% IV
5% V
100%

Organization

N %

396 48%
294 36%
130 16%

820 100%

Org. N

NGO 247

Munici- | 65

pality

DPHO 508
820

%
30%
8%
62%

100%

Urbanization

Urban.
rural
peri-
urban
urban

Income District
N % Income N % District
118 14% low 208 25% KTM
312 38% mixed 285 35% Lalitpur
390 48% middle 173 21% Thimi
154 19% BKT
820 100% 820 100%

: BKT = Bhaktapur, KTM = Kathmandu, NGO = Non-Governmental Organization.

In the following, some selected demographic information is given (Table 5). In the text below,
significant differences between areas are highlighted.

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of demographic indicators, calculated across all areas.

Demographic indicator

Age

in years

Gender of the interviewed person (% women)
Education in years
No. of rooms in which the family lives (without bathroom

and

small kitchen)

No. of persons per family
% of families with children below or equal to 5 years of age
Socioeconomic status: calculated rooms/person

Note: SD = Standard deviation. M = mean, SD = standard deviation, Min

N2
819
818
815

808

819
819
807

M
36
63%
6.2

3.5

5.6
33%
0.69

SD
14

5.5
2.0
2.4

0.52

= minimum, Max

Min Max
12 85
0 20
0 15
1 20
0 8

p(ANOVA)
0.003
0.000
0.000

0.000

0.013
0.200
0.063

= maximum,

p(ANOVA) = significance level (p) of an analysis of variance with post-hoc Bonferroni tests (ANOVA), which was
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calculated to obtain significance levels between the 21 areas. % = there is always some missing information,
therefore N usually is somewhat below the total amount of 820 households.

Sundhara (Patan) has the highest mean age of the interviewed person (M=43; SD=12) and differs
significantly (p=.048) from Gacche, which has the lowest mean age of the interviewed person (M=31;
SD=10).

Pathivara has the highest amount of women interviewed (M=81%) and differs significantly from
Bishnumati area (p=.043), where the lowest percentage of women was found (42%).

Interviewees in Pathivara and Sundhara had the lowest education level — they went to school only
3.6 years on average (SD=4.4). The highest level was found in Kopundole with 10.5 years (SD=5.6).
Kopundule differs significantly from all areas with education levels below 6 years, which are
Pathivara, Sundhara, Balkumari, Sipadol, Icchangu, Sankahamul, Tigani, Pacho/Chapacho, Bode and
Dadikot (all p<.05). In addition, Gacche and Dallu Awas, the next most educated areas after
Kopundole (M=8.6; SD=5.9), differ significantly from Pathivara and Sundhara (all p<.05).

Pathivara has the lowest amount of rooms per family (M=2.36; SD=0.92) and differs significantly form
those areas with higher numbers of rooms per family which are Sankhadevi/Bisandul, llanani, Gahiti,
Sirutar and Sundhara (all M>3.63; all p<.05).

According to the calculated socioeconomic status "rooms per person", Pathivara has the lowest
socioeconomic status (M=0.50; SD=0.18) and differs significantly from the two areas with the highest
socioeconomic status according to this measure, Gahiti and Sitapaila (M>0.94; p<.05).

Overall, Pathivara is a bit outstanding with the highest number of women interviewed, one of the
lowest education levels of the interviewed person, lowest number of rooms per family, and also the
lowest socioeconomic status according to how many people have to live in one room. Apart from
Pathivara, there is no systematic relation between education and district, urbanization or income
level, and the communities are considered to be of comparable demographic characteristics.

The standard promotion strategy of ENPHO and its partners is to first give a TOT (Training of Trainers)
to local promoters. The chosen promoters are active people, mostly of the target community, and
experienced in WATSAN activities. After that, the promoters arranged group trainings in their
communities and introduced people usually to all 4 HWTS options (boiling, filtration, chlorination and
SODIS). Only one case is known, where no group training was conducted prior to the household visits
(Sitapaila). In some cases, in addition to the group training, households were also trained directly,
street dramas were performed, and schools were visited. As a follow up and monitoring strategy,
households were visited one by one during the months after the group training.

The following descriptions and data are mainly from the interviews with the previous promoters. One
promoter per area was interviewed, except in Icchangu, where we did not manage to meet one.
Consequently, all numbers given in the following are based on 20 promoter interviews. The questions,
of which means (M) and standard deviations (SD) are presented, required a rating on a 5 point scale
ranging from 0 (negative answer) to 4 (very positive answer).
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The TOT usually lasted around 1 to 3 days and was conducted by ENPHO. Only in case of the FCHVs
(promoters of the DPHOs), the TOT was done locally during their monthly meeting. The TOT was liked
a lot by all interviewed promoters (M=4, SD=0), they found it very interesting (M=4, SD=0) and
learned enough about SODIS to be a good promoter (M=3.4, SD=0.8).

Overall, the TOT as currently realized by ENPHO is very much appreciated and can be recommended
for future projects.

Group trainings were held with different target groups. Sometimes simply all households of the
respective area were targeted, sometimes members of existing groups like women, saving or
mothers groups were trained. Group size and duration of the training varied considerably across
areas; on average the training lasted 1.5 hours (SD=0.8) and around 25 people (SD=15) attended one
session. On average, 8 trainings (SD=7.5) per area were conducted by a mean of 3.8 promoters
(SD=3.9) targeting in total between 20 and 600 households (M=180, SD=161) per area covering on
average 44% (SD=33%) of the total households in each area. In around 30% of the areas, the HWTS
topic was combined with other topics, for example, waste management or current topics of the
women group. Additionally, in nearly all areas materials like pamphlets or brochures about HWTS
options and in 2/3 of the areas also a mean of 2 bottles (SD=3) were distributed to the attending
household members. Nevertheless, bottle scarcity was by 2/3 of all promoters judged to be a strong
or very strong problem.

Summarizing, group trainings were conducted as a first mean of information transmission to the
households, which is surely more time-efficient than addressing each household individually and can
be further recommended. The combination with other topics seems to be an advantage, because it
reflects the integration of the HWTS topic into ongoing programs. However, we found that high
numbers of trainings and of trained households resulted in lower percentages of households now still
using SODIS. It seems that promoters were less able to address people individually and convince
them to use SODIS. Very noteworthy is the finding that providing bottles for free to the households
resulted in lower percentages of users and higher percentages of relapse (many households stopped
SODIS). This may be explained with the lacking necessity of households to integrate bottle supply
into SODIS use from the beginning. Once the given bottles were damaged, people stopped preparing
SODIS water.

After the group trainings, in all cases households were visited personally by the promoters to assure
follow-up. This type of monitoring is often already part of the promoters' work; they simply integrate
the new topic. Frequency and duration of the monitoring varied across areas. On average,
households were visited 1.4 times per week (SD=1.4). Probably the frequency was only so high during
the beginning of the project, but not during the entire project duration of on average 7.3 months
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(SD=7.7). Each promoter was on average responsible for 74 households (SD=63). In 4 areas, SODIS is
sometimes still a topic during household visits of the promoters.

In 70% of the cases, the promoters received some incentives or payment for at least a part of their
work. The remaining 30% did not receive any incentives or payment. However, considering a
workload of sometimes up to 80% (M=44, SD=18), those incentives were not perceived as adequate
(M=1.2, SD=1.3; rating from O=not adequate to 4=very adequate).

Summarizing, monitoring is certainly a good tool to support people’s development of a new
behavior. The longer the monitoring period, the higher was the sustained SODIS use. However, the
frequency seems to be too high — the lower frequencies of monitoring finally achieved higher
percentages of SODIS user and less relapse.

Lacking or inadequate incentives for the promoters are not only disagreeable for the promoters but
also seem to result in lower motivation of the promoters. This in turn shows a direct correlation to
lower SODIS use and more relapse. It is therefore recommended to increase the promoters'
motivation by providing adequate incentives, depending on their workload. This does not necessarily
imply monetary payments, also work certificates or some kind of public recognition would surely be
appreciated.

The interviewed promoters judged the applied strategy as generally being very good (M=3.5, SD=1.9)
and mostly the targeted people understood the application of SODIS easily (M=3.75, SD=0.9).
However, sometimes it was not so easy to convince people of SODIS (M=1.9, SD=1.5) and people also
did not always like the promotion project (M=2.6, SD=2.0). The promoters reported that with the
proof of water tests, convincing people became easier. Sometimes the promotion strategy was not
liked very much, because the monitoring was perceived as repetitious.

The promoters estimated on average that after the promotion phase quite a lot of people started
SODIS use (M=61% of the trained people, SD=28), whereas current SODIS use (at the time of the
interview) was estimated to be only around 22% (SD=21). Both estimations seem to be quite
accurate according to the data we collected from the households. According to their own statements,
70% had started SODIS at some point after the promotion phase and currently 21% used SODIS at
least irregularly.

60% of the promoters stated they liked the project work very much, the other 40% at least liked it a
little, but 1 FCHV actually disliked it very much because she felt she would have had better things to
do at home (M=2.7, SD=2.2). Quite strongly positively related to liking or not liking the project was
how well the promoters felt supported by their organization (M=1.8, SD=1.9; r=.55, p=.017) and if the
project in general was perceived as successful (M=2.4, SD=1.7; r=.78, p<.001). Organizational support
in terms of knowledge and consultancy backup (M=1.8, SD=1.9) and overall project success (M=2.4,
SD=1.7) were rated rather moderately.

Summarizing, the promotion strategy (training + monitoring) seems to be accepted and liked by both,
the households and the promoters, and should be continued. If possible, one water test for each
area should be provided to easier convince people. Additionally, we see some improvement
potential for motivating the promoters with a better organizational support. Also, realistic
expectations should be communicated regarding which user rate can be achieved and that it is quite
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normal that user rates drop after a while. Unrealistic expectations may have lead to the moderate
rating of the overall project success.

Given in the order of how frequently they were mentioned, main problems and reasons for non-use
of SODIS were behavior related (people said they were busy or too lazy), people did not have interest
or no belief in the SODIS method, lack of bottles, other HWTS options were preferred, no sunny
space for the bottles, water is judged to be clean, and season.

Suggestions for improvement included the need for more communication from ENPHO after project
end like refresher trainings for the promoters, the need for longer monitoring periods as well as
bottle supply, and higher economic incentives for motivating the promoters.

Each type of implementing organization used a different type of promoters. Local NGOs mostly used
lowly paid volunteers or their own paid staff and targeted all households of a certain community. The
municipalities very often worked with women or mothers groups, and often chose one woman of
each group to be the promoter of her respective group. But also city volunteers (CV; young, unpaid
students before university) and volunteer health promoters (THP) came to use by municipalities. The
promoter-network of the District Public Health Offices (DPHO) consists of Female Community Health
Volunteers (FCHV), which promoted SODIS/HWTS in addition to their ongoing topics.

50% of the promoters were of young age and mostly male, 50% middle aged and older and mostly
female. Mainly the younger male promoters reported difficulties of being accepted by the (mostly
older) women which they had to train on HWTS. All but one of the promoters lived in the community
where they realized the promotion activities and 70% used SODIS themselves. Knowledge on how to
prepare SODIS was good on average (M=3.3, SD=0.8), only shaking the bottles was sometimes still
mentioned to be necessary although it was abandoned already some years ago. Knowledge on why
SODIS disinfects the water was less well developed (M=2.5, SD=1.5). Confidence of the promoters
that SODIS reliably kills all the microbes was very high (M=3.7, SD=0.8) and the importance of water
among the health topic was also rated very high (M=3.8, SD=0.4).

It seems that older female promoters are more accepted, because they correspond to the target
group. This should be taken into account when selecting promoters, and maybe a young one should
work in a team with an older one. Furthermore, during the TOT some more attention should be paid
to the promoters' understanding of why SODIS is an effective household water treatment method.
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£ Water consumption pattern

In this section, an overview is given about which types of water people consume, which
combinations of different consumed water types exist, and what are the proportions of the different
consumed water types. In a second part, the water consumption pattern is related to the
demographic indicators, as well as situational variables like promotion phase, income and
urbanization level, implementing organization and district.

4.1 Description of water consumption

Out of 820 households, 46% stated to have consumed untreated water during the last 2 weeks, 43%
have consumed filtered water, 21% SODIS water, 12% boiled water for water treatment (this
percentage excludes boiling for hot beverages), 7% consumed bought water, 4% chlorinated (parts of)
their water, and 2% applied some treatment combination (mostly boiling plus filter).

These percentages, because they add up to more than 100%, imply that a considerable amount of
households consume not only one water type (see Figure 1). A detailed list of all combinations is
given in Table 6.

Figure 1. Water consumption pattern. Proportions of households (N=820) only consuming one water type and
proportions of households consuming two or more water types are given.
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Table 6. Water consumption pattern. Number of households (N) and percentages (%) of total N are given.

Consumed water types last 2 Proportions of different water types (100% = amount of total
weeks (% yes) N % daily water consumption)

Untreated 247 31% 94% untreated water; 6% coffee or tea

Filter 172 22% 90% filtered water; 10% coffee or tea

SODIS & Filter 63 8% 27% SODIS water; 64% filtered water; 9% coffee or tea
SODIS 48 6% 94% SODIS water; 6% coffee or tea

Boiled 39 5% 100% boiled water, including coffee or tea

SODIS & Untreated 38 5% 34% SODIS water; 59% untreated water; 7% coffee or tea
Filter & Untreated 32 4% 46% filtered water; 48% untreated water; 6% coffee or tea
Filter & Boiled 24 3% 51% boiled water, including coffee or tea; 49% filtered water
Boiled & Untreated 11 1% N too low for calculation

SODIS & Boiled 10 1%

SODIS & Filter & Untreated 10 1%

Filter & Bought & Untreated 8 1%

Chlorine & Filter 8 1%

SODIS & Filter & Bought 8 1%

Other 8 1%

Bought 7 1%

Chlorine 7 1%

SODIS & Chlorine 7 1%

Bought & Untreated 6 1%

Filter & Bought 5 1%

SODIS & Bought 5 1%

Other combinations, each N<5 32 4%
795 100%

Note: N = number of households. N does not sum up to the total of 820 households due to missing information
of 25 households.

Out of the 46% consuming untreated water, two thirds (31% of the population) consume entirely
untreated water (apart from the small part of water that is boiled for hot beverages), and one third
(15%) consumes untreated water combined with another type of water (SODIS 5%, filter 4%, others
each <=1%). In contrast, only half of the ones who use a filter (22%) consume only filtered water, the
other half (21%) consumes another water type apart from filtered water (SODIS 8%, untreated 4%,
boiled 3%, others each <=1%). Among the SODIS users, only one fourth exclusively consumes SODIS
water, three fourth combine it with another water type (filter 8%, untreated 5%, others each <=1%).
For boiling, the picture is similar — only 5% out of 12% (approx. 40%) consume exclusively boiled
water, the rest mixes (filter 3%, others each <=1%). The same applies for buying water and
chlorinating water, but here overall percentages of people consuming these water types are low
already.

Summarizing, 31% drink only untreated water (N=247), 15% drink untreated water in addition to
treated water (N=118), 35% use only one water treatment option (or a combination) for all their
water (N=281), and 19% use 2 or more different water treatment options (or a combination) for all
their water (N=149). Consequently, we can define 35+19%=54% as complete safe water consumers
(SWC) and 31+15%=46% as unsafe water consumers (UWC).

Interestingly, if treated water is consumed, more than 50% consume a combination of water types
instead of only one. One quite popular combination seems to be the one of filtered and SODIS water.
People may use SODIS at times of appropriate weather conditions and otherwise — or if they run out
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of SODIS water — consume filtered water. In contrast, if people consume untreated water, it seems
less common to combine it with one of the treatment options. Only one third of the untreated water
consumers consume it in combination with a treated water type.

As an additional information, correlations between the amounts of the different consumed water
types show that all are related negatively to each other (Table 7). This is logical, since consuming
more of one water type means consuming less of another. Most importantly, the amount of
untreated water is negatively related to each of the treated water amounts. That means, no matter
which water treatment method gets applied, in the end less untreated water is consumed. The
strongest relation was found for filtered water (r=-.60), followed by boiled water (r=-.32) and SODIS
water (r=-.29). The full correlation matrix can be found in Table 7.

Table 7. Correlation matrix of the proportions of all consumed water types (N=790).

Water type Mean SD Untreated SODIS Filtered Boiled Chlorinated
Untreated 36.8 43.8 -

SODIS 11.2 26.1 -0.291%**

Filtered 30.6 39.6 -0.599%*** -0.219%***

Boiled 15.7 25.4 -0.324*** -0.128***  -0.161***

Chlorinated 2.0 11.9 -0.126%** -0.045 -0.091* -0.045

Bought 2.2 11.9 -0.139%** -0.032 -0.111%** -0.008 -0.024

Note: Means and SD are given as the proportion (%) of the total water consumption. SD = Standard deviation.
Significant correlation coefficients are marked (*** = p<.001, ** = p<.01, * p<.05).

The table also shows the average proportions of consumed water types. In the entire investigated
sample, 37% of the consumed water is untreated, 31% is filtered, 16% is boiled, 11% is treated with
SODIS, and each 2% are chlorinated or bought water. It seems that filtering is the most popular water
treatment option, followed by boiling (however, boiled water proportion also includes the amounts
of water that are boiled for hot beverages). SODIS seems then to be the next preference for water
treatment, whereas chlorinating and buying water are not very common.

Often, safe water consumption (SWC) is suspected to be related to demographic indicators. Here, the
relation to the age of the interviewed person, his/her education level, number of rooms per family,
number of total people living in one family, if the family has children below 5 years of age, and the
socioeconomic status (rooms/person) were investigated.

Table 8 shows that only for education there is a notable difference between UWC and SWC — SWC
have a higher education level that UWC (p<.001). Accordingly, also in the logistic regression including
all demographic indicators, only education turns out to be a significant predictor of SWC (OR=1.06
per year of education, p<.001). So, a higher education level increases the chance of being a SWC.
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Table 8. Odds ratios for safe water consumers (SWC; N=430) compared to untreated water consumers (UWC;
N=371) regarding various demographic indicators.

Lower Upper

Variable UWC SWC OR C.l. C.l. P
Age in years 36 36 1.01 1.00 1.02  0.059
Education in years 540 6.88 1.06 1.03 1.09 0.000

Number of rooms in which the family lives (without

bathroom and small kitchen) 346 3.61 109 0.9 1.23 0.190

Number of persons per family 569 557 093 0.85 1.01 0.093
% of families with children below or equal to 5 years of age 32% 35% 1.20 0.88 1.63 0.257
Socioeconomic status: calculated rooms/person 0.68 0.71 0.76 0.48 1.22 0.255

Note: UWC = Unsafe water consumers, SWC = Safe water consumers, OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05
level are marked bold), C.I. = Confidence interval of OR, p = Significance level. All OR were calculated with one
multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample knowing SODIS (N=801 due to listwise deletion of
missing values); a constant was included in the models. Explained variance of the dependent variable is 3.5%
(Nagelkerke).

Only the education level increases the chance of being a SWC, the other demographic indicators —
age, number of rooms per family, number of total people living in one family, if the family has
children below 5 years of age, and the socioeconomic status (rooms/person) — do not have an impact
of SWC.

If splitting up water consumption across the different investigated areas, we find the following
pattern (Figure 2). The 21 areas are clustered into 13 categories (Code) according to the criteria
promotion phase, implementing organization, urbanization and income level (see above, Table 3).

Figure 2 shows a wide range of percentages of SWC — from only 16% in the Phase 1 areas of urban
middle class Thimi with promotion by the NGO Nawa Chatrodaya up to 100% in the Phase 2 areas of
urban middle class Lalitpur, also with NGO promotion (WEPCQO). In general, the districts of Thimi and
Bhaktapur range rather at the top end of the figure, signifying lower percentages of SWC (almost all
<50%). The districts of Lalitpur and Kathmandu show in general higher percentages of SWC (all >50%),
and consequently lower percentages of UWC (see comparisons 7-10 below). One exception is the
rural area of Lalitpur, which also shows quite low SWC percentages. The 5 promotion phases are not
found to appear in a particular order, suggesting that there seems to be no systematic influence of
later promotion phases on higher proportions of SWC, as one would have expected (see comparison
4 below). Although governmental promotion (municipality and DPHO) seems to always have resulted
in quite high SWC percentages (except Thimi Municipality), there is a strong confound with the
degree of urbanization — which is also related to the district — and with this the income level. Urban
areas were only investigated in the districts of Kathmandu, Lalitpur and Thimi being of low or middle
income, whereas rural areas were only investigated in the districts of Bhaktapur and Lalitpur being all
of mixed income level. In addition, municipalities only work in urban, DPHOs only in rural and
periurban areas. Consequently, these two governmental organizations cannot be compared directly.
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Figure 2. Distribution of safe water consumers (one and two or more options; SWC) and unsafe water
consumers (only untreated and untreated + treated water; UWC) across area clusters.

% of those who know SODIS (N=820)
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

7% 04 P1-Thimi-middle-urban-NawaCh

Code

3% 03 P1-BKT-mixed-rural-ECCA
6% 06 P2-Lal-mixed-rural-PrayatnaN
5% 02 P1-Thimi-middle-urban-Lumanti
7% 12 P4-Thimi-middle-urban-TMC/CV
15% 10 P3-KTM-mixed-periurban-DPHO/FCHV
31% 11 P4-BKT-mixed-rural-DPHO/FCHV
12% 13 P5-Lal-middle-urban-LSMC/THP
32% 09 P3-Lal-middle-urban-LSMC/WG
41% 01 P1-KTM-low-urban-Lumanti
18% 6 08 P2-KTM-low-urban-KMC/WorldV
44% 07 P2-KTM-middle-urban-KMC/WorldV
32% 05 P2-Lal-middle-urban-WEPCO

18% Total

monly untreated m untreated +treated m onlytreated: oneoption monly treated: two or more options

Note: BKT = Bhaktapur, CV = City Volunteer, DPHO = District Public Health Office (Ministry of Health), ECCA =
Environmental Camps for Conservation Awareness (NGO), FCHV = Female Community Health Volunteer
(Ministry of Health), KMC = Kathmandu Metropolitan City (Municipality), KTM = Kathmandu, LSMC = Lalitpur
Sub-Metropolitan City (Municipality), Lal = Lalitpur, NawaCh = Nawa Chatrodaya (NGO), NGO = Non-
Governmental Organization, PrayatnaN = Prayatna Nepal (NGO), TMC = Thimi Metropolitan City (Municipality),
THP = Tole Health Promoter, WEPCO = Women Environment Preservation Committee (NGO), WG = Women
Group.

The area cluster with the lowest percentage of SWC is at the top (Code 04), the area cluster with the highest
percentage of SWC can be found at the bottom of the figure (Code 05).

Example of the interpretation of "Code": "01 P1-KTM-low-urban-Lumanti": 01 = Code, P1 = SODIS/HWTS
promotion phase, low = income status, urban = level of urbanization, Lumanti = organization which
implemented the SODIS/HWTS promotion. For all details, see above Table 2 and Table 3.

Some of the single effects may be better shown when comparing two areas directly with each other
regarding one single variable while all the other criteria are the same. The following comparisons can
be made:

1. Comparison of 2 NGOs: Comparing Codes 04 and 02, two different NGOs, Nawa Chatrodaya and
Lumanti, which worked under similar conditions (urban Thimi, middle income, Phase 1) can be
compared with each other. Nawa Chatrodaya achieved lower SWC percentages (16%) than
Lumanti (34%; p<.05) during one year of SODIS promotion.
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Comparison NGO — municipality: Now comparing the better one of the NGOs (NGO Lumanti;
Code 02) with the Thimi Municipality (TMC; Code 12), both achieved the same percentages of
SWC (34%), although TMC promoted SODIS/HWTS 3 years later than Lumanti. So in Thimi, the
municipality can be viewed as equally or even less effective than the NGO Lumanti.

Comparison NGO — municipality: Two more comparisons NGO vs. municipality can be found.
First, when looking at Codes 05 and 07. Both, WEPCO and Kathmandu Municipality (KMC),
worked in urban middle income areas during Phase 2 (in Lalitpur and Kathmandu district;
however, urban Kathmandu and Lalitpur are viewed as quite similar). WEPCO achieved 100%
SWC, KMC 88% (p<.05). Although the difference is significant, both percentages of SWC are very
high. Second, when looking at Codes 01 and 08. Again these are areas located in the Kathmandu
district, but this time with low income. Promotion took place during phases 1 (NGO Lumanti) and
2 (KMC). SWC percentages are 81% (NGO) and 85% (KMC), respectively (p=n.s.).

Comparing different promotion phases: Trying to disentangle effects of each of the different
promotion phases, we face the almost impossible. This is due to the fact that earlier promotion
was realized all by NGOs and later all by municipalities and DPHOs. However, two comparisons
can be made. One, under the assumption that urban Lalitpur and Kathmandu are very similar,
comparing Codes 07 and 13. In both areas, the municipality realized promotion activities in
middle income urban areas, one was during Phase 2 (Kathmandu), the other during Phase 5
(Lalitpur). In Phase 2, 88% SWC and in Phase 5 69% SWC were achieved (p<.1). So, the
percentage in Phase 5 was even lower than the one of Phase 2 (although only tendentially
significant), which may be the different year of promotion or a district effect (also, Lalitpur and
Kathmandu of course have different municipalities). The second comparison, Codes 09 and 13, is
between phases 3 and 5. Here Lalitpur municipality (LSMC) promoted SODIS/HWTS in urban
middle income areas. SWC percentages are 76% and 69%, respectively (p=n.s.). So, again no
phase effect could be found.

Comparison NGO — DPHO: Looking at Codes 03 and 11, a comparison between an NGO (ECCA)
and a District Public Health Organization (DPHO) can be found. Both worked in rural Bhaktapur
mixed income areas. However, ECCAs promotion took place in Phase 1 and the DPHO promotion
in Phase 4. ECCA achieved 21% SWC, whereas the DPHO convinced 63% (p<.001). This may be a
matter of the higher effectiveness of the DPHO or a matter of time (ECCA promotion was 4 years
earlier). However, as shown above, the time effect is very unlikely to be so large (if it even exists),
so this one comparison suggests a higher effectiveness of DPHOs in rural areas compared to an
NGO.

Comparison low — middle income: Also, some information of the influence of low vs. middle
income groups can be found; however, only in urban areas. A comparison of Codes 01 and 05
shows 81% and 100% SWC, respectively (p<.01). In both areas the promotion was carried out by
an NGO (Lumanti and WEPCO, respectively) and during phases 1 and 2, respectively. Although
the difference is significant, low and middle income people show high percentages of SWC.
Another comparison of Codes 07 and 08 points into the same direction. 85% SWC for the low
income area and 88% SWC for the middle income area were found (p=n.s.). Here promotion took
place in Phase 2 by KMC.

Finally, the district and rural/urban effect must not be overlooked.

7.

Comparison urban Thimi — urban Kathmandu: When looking at exactly the same promoting
NGO (Lumanti) in a comparison of Codes 01 and 02, the difference between Thimi and
Kathmandu is huge. In Thimi, Lumanti achieved 34% SWC and in Kathmandu 81% (p<.001).

Comparison urban Thimi — urban Lalitpur: First, a comparison between Thimi and Lalitpur can be
made looking at Codes 02, 04 (both Thimi) and 05 (Lalitpur). Promotion had taken place in urban
middle income areas during phases 1 (Thimi) and 2 (Lalitpur), promoting organizations were
NGOs (Nawa Chatrodaya, Lumanti (both Thimi), and WEPCO (Lalitpur)). Already, we found a
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difference between Nawa Chatrodaya and Lumanti (see comparison 1), but the difference to
Lalitpur is enormous. SWC percentages are 16%, 34% and 100% (p<.001 between Thimi (Lumanti)
and Lalitpur). Similar differences are found when comparing Codes 12 and 13. Promotion in
these urban middle income areas was during phases 4 (Thimi) and 5 (Lalitpur) by the
municipalities. In Thimi, 35% are SWC, in Lalitpur 69% (p<.001).

9. Comparison urban Kathmandu - urban Lalitpur: Also, Kathmandu and Lalitpur can be compared
directly, looking at Codes 07 and 09. Promotion took place during phases 2 (Kathmandu) and 4
(Lalitpur) by the municipalities in urban middle income areas. In Kathmandu, 88% SWC and in
Lalitpur 76% SWC are found (p=n.s.). So, urban Kathmandu and urban Lalitpur indeed seem to be
very similar with regards to SWC as it was assumed earlier (comparison 3 and 4).

10. Comparison rural Bhaktapur — rural Lalitpur: Furthermore, rural areas in two different districts
can be compared, looking at Codes 03 and 06. In Bhaktapur and Lalitpur, an NGO promoted
SODIS/HWTS in mixed income rural areas during phases 1 and 2, respectively. In Bhaktapur, 21%
and in Lalitpur 32% SWC are found (p=n.s.). So, Bhaktapur and Lalitpur rural areas seem to be as
similar as Kathmandu and Lalitpur urban areas.

Since the districts are closely connected to the characteristics rural or urban, one could also leave
away the district effect and only look at urban vs. rural effects (but excluding Thimi, and under the
assumption that income does not play a role).

11. Comparison rural — urban areas: Rural areas in Bhaktapur compared with urban areas in
Kathmandu (Codes 03 and 01), both NGO promotion during phase 1, reveal much lower SWC
percentages for the rural areas (21%) compared to the urban ones (82%; p<.001). The same can
be found when comparing Codes 06 and 05 (NGO promotion, phase 2, both Lalitpur district). The
rural area has much lower SWC percentages (32%) than the urban one (SWC=100%, p<.001). So
SODIS/HWTS promotion in rural areas seems to be a lot less effective than in urban areas.
However, the one rural area in Bhaktapur which had DPHO promotion (Code 11; SWC=63%) gets
fairly close to SWC percentages of urban areas in Lalitpur and Kathmandu (SWC between 69%
and 100%). So here the DPHO seems to have made the difference, as it was already pointed out
in comparison 5.

Summarizing, in achieving high percentages of SWC, NGOs and municipalities in urban areas are
equally effective, independently of the district, whereas DPHO promotion seems to be much more
effective (two times higher SWC percentage) than NGO promotion in rural areas. The reason is
probably the stronger network of the DPHO compared to an NGO, which is more advantageous in
spacious areas. However, the degree of success can also vary considerably between different NGOs.

Interestingly, the promotion phase seems to have no influence on percentages of SWC. Neither does
the income level, because no difference can be found between low and middle income groups in
urban areas.

Regarding the different investigated districts, the urban areas of Lalitpur and Kathmandu are very
similar, as these two cities are directly next to each other and often appear as one city. However, the
urban areas of Thimi are very distinct to the urban areas of Kathmandu and Lalitpur, as Thimi is a
much smaller town. SWC percentages in Thimi reach only a third to a half of the ones of Kathmandu
and Lalitpur. One reason seems to be the water treatment plant, which was built a few years ago
near Thimi, and which makes people believe their water is clean for consumption. This may or may
not be true, depending on the quality of the supply system (pipes).

The rural areas of Bhaktapur and Lalitpur are also very similar regarding safe water consumption. In
general, the investigated urban areas see around two times higher percentages of SWC than rural
areas. One explanation may be the often mentioned perception of the water quality as being good in
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the investigated rural areas compared to a more critical perception of water quality in the
investigated urban areas. Also, in some rural areas the accessibility of resources to obtain safe water
(e.g. bottles, filter, chlorine) may be a problem.

In this section, more details are singled out on the regularity of SODIS use and the proportion of
SODIS treated water in the different areas. SODIS water consumption is related first to demographic
indicators and then to the situational variables promotion phase, income and urbanization level,
implementing organization and district.

Moreover, promotion campaign influences on SODIS use and SWC are examined, as well as reasons
given by the people why SODIS use was started and often stopped again.

21% (N=173) stated to have consumed SODIS water during the last 2 weeks. Out of these 173
households, 65% stated to be regular SODIS users (almost daily SODIS water consumption), treating
on average 67% of their water with SODIS. The remaining 35% who had stated to have consumed
SODIS water during the last 2 weeks are irregular users who treat on average only 32% of their water
with SODIS and consume it only during 3.8 days per week. In addition, 46 households stated to use
SODIS irregularly according to season. Of the total sample knowing SODIS, we found 14% regular
SODIS user and 13% irregular SODIS user. Only 19% of regular SODIS users consume untreated water
compared to 35% of the irregular SODIS users. Table 9 shows a summary.

Table 9. Definition of SODIS user status.

SODIS user status regular irregular type 1  irregular type 2
SODIS last 2 weeks yes yes no
Proportion of SODIS treated water (currently) 67% 32% 0%

Days per week SODIS water (currently) [M(SD)] 6.6 (1.2) 3.8(1.9) 0
Untreated water last 2 weeks (% yes) 19% 34% 36%
Combination with other HWTS option(s) 42% % 75% 87% °
Number of households (N) 112 61 46

% of those who know SODIS (N=820) 14% 7% 6%

Note: M = calculated average (mean), SD = standard deviation.

4 Out of these 42% (N=47): 76% filter, 16% boil, 16% buy, and 9% chlorinate their water in addition to SODIS.
®' Out of these 72% (N=46): 72% filter, 9% boil, 15% buy, and 13% chlorinate their water in addition to SODIS.
9 Out of these 87% (N=40): 72% filter, 23% boil, 21% buy, and 10% chlorinate their water.
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14% of the sample use SODIS regularly, 7% irregularly, i.e. not every day and 6% irregularly, i.e. only
during the summer season. Irregular SODIS users are almost twice as likely to consume untreated
water compared to regular SODIS users, and they are also around twice as likely as regular users to
combine SODIS with another water treatment option.

As for safe water consumption, also for SODIS use the relation to different demographic indicators is
explored. Namely, the age of the interviewed person, his/her education level, number of rooms per
family, number of total people living in one family, if the family has children below 5 years of age,
and the socioeconomic status (rooms/person) were investigated.

Table 10 clearly shows that none of the demographic indicators shows a relation to SODIS use.

Table 10. Odds ratios for SODIS non-user (N=588) and user (N=215) regarding various demographic indicators.

SODIS SODIS Lower Upper
Variable non-user user OR C.L C.l. p
Age in years 36 37 1.01 0.99 1.02 0.242
Education in years 6.05 6.59 1.02 0.99 1.06 0.153

Number of rooms in which the family lives (without

bathroom and small kitchen) 3.49 3.67 1.09 0.95 1.25 0.238

Number of persons per family 5.67 5.48 0.93 0.84 1.03 0.163
‘:ang families with children below or equal to 5 years of 33% 33%  1.07 076 151  0.697
Socioeconomic status: calculated rooms/person 0.68 0.73 0.87 0.52 1.46 0.598

Note: OR = Odds ratio, C.I. = Confidence interval of OR, p = Significance level. All OR were calculated with one
multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample knowing SODIS (N=803 due to listwise deletion of
missing values); a constant was included in the models. Explained variance of the dependent variable is 1.1%
(Nagelkerke).

Figure 3 gives more details on the distribution of regular and irregular SODIS users, relapsers (those
who stopped SODIS use), and those who never tried out SODIS across the different areas. The 21
areas are clustered into 13 categories according to the criteria promotion phase, implementing
organization, urbanization and income level (see above, Table 3).

Figure 3 shows a wide range of percentages of SODIS users — from only 10% in the Phase 1 areas of
urban middle class Thimi with promotion by the NGO Lumanti to 50% in other Phase 1 areas of urban
middle class Kathmandu, also with Lumanti promotion. In general — as it was already observed for
percentages of SWC — the districts of Thimi and Bhaktapur range at the top end of the figure,
signifying lower percentages of SODIS users (almost all <25%). The districts of Lalitpur and
Kathmandu show in general higher percentages of SODIS users (all >25%), and consequently lower
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percentages of SODIS non-users). One exception is the rural area of Lalitpur, which also shows quite
low SODIS user percentages. As for SWC, the 5 promotion phases are not found to appear in a
particular order, indicating that there seems to be no systematic influence of later promotion phases
on higher proportions of SODIS users. Although governmental promotion seems to always have
resulted in higher SODIS user percentages (except Thimi Municipality), again conclusions cannot be
drawn as simply, because there is a strong confound with the degree of urbanization — which is also
related to the district — and with this the income level. Rather, single comparisons are realized to
disentangle the different influences of phase, income, implementing organization, district, and
degree of urbanization.

Figure 3. Distribution of SODIS users (irregular and regular users) and non-users (relapsers and never tried)
across area clusters.
% of those who know SODIS (N=820)

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

Code
10% 52% 38% 02 P1-Thimi-middle-urban-Lumanti
4% 49% 41% 06 P2-Lal-mixed-rural-PrayatnaN
[ 10% 223 64% 24% 03 P1-BKT-mixed-rural-ECCA
4% 54% 26% 04 P1-Thimi-middle-urban-NawaCh
8% 47% 33% 12 P4-Thimi-middle-urban-TMC/CV
17% 43% 33% 13 P5-Lal-middle-urban-LSMC/THP
15% 11% 20% 54% 10 P3-KTM-mixed-periurban-DPHO/FCHV
14% 41% 30% 05 P2-Lal-middle-urban-WEPCO
20% 40% 27% 09 P3-Lal-middle-urban-LSMC/WG
19% 14% 39% 28% 08 P2-KTM-low-urban-KMC/WorldV
24% 40% 16% 07 P2-KTM-middle-urban-KMC/WorldV
28% 14% 38% 11 P4-BKT-mixed-rural-DPHO/FCHV
22% 45% 5% 01 P1-KTM-low-urban-Lumanti
13% 43% 30% Total
never tried (N=249) stopped (N=350) irregularly (N=108) m regularly (N=113)

Note: BKT = Bhaktapur, CV = City Volunteer, DPHO = District Public Health Office (Ministry of Health), ECCA =
Environmental Camps for Conservation Awareness (NGO), FCHV = Female Community Health Volunteer
(Ministry of Health), KMC = Kathmandu Metropolitan City (Municipality), KTM = Kathmandu, LSMC = Lalitpur
Sub-Metropolitan City (Municipality), Lal = Lalitpur, NawaCh = Nawa Chatrodaya (NGO), NGO = Non-
Governmental Organization, PrayatnaN = Prayatna Nepal (NGO), TMC = Thimi Metropolitan City (Municipality),
THP = Tole Health Promoter, WEPCO = Women Environment Preservation Committee (NGO), WG = Women
Group.

The area cluster with the lowest percentage of SODIS users is at the top (Code 02), the area cluster with the
highest percentage of SODIS users can be found at the bottom of the figure (Code 01).

Example of the interpretation of "Code": "01 P1-KTM-low-urban-Lumanti": 01 = Code, P1 = SODIS/HWTS
promotion phase, low = income status, urban = level of urbanization, Lumanti = organization which
implemented the SODIS/HWTS promotion. For all details, see above Table 2 and Table 3.
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As for the analysis SWC vs. UWC, also the single effects of certain variables on SODIS use may be
better shown when comparing two areas directly with each other regarding one variable while all the
other criteria are the same. The same comparisons as for SWC can be made:

1.

Comparison of 2 NGOs: Comparing Codes 04 and 02, two different NGOs, Nawa Chatrodaya and
Lumanti, which worked under same conditions (urban Thimi, middle income, Phase 1) can be
compared with each other. Nawa Chatrodaya and Lumanti achieved similar SODIS-user
percentages (19% and 10%, respectively, p=n.s.). However, Nawa Chatrodaya made 15% to be
regular SODIS user, whereas 0% in the Lumanti area stated to be regular user (p<.01).

Comparison NGO — municipality: Now comparing the better one of the NGOs (Code 04) with
Code 12 (NGO Nawa Chatrodaya vs. Thimi Municipality (TMC)), both achieved the same
percentages of SODIS-users (19% and 20%, respectively, p=n.s.), although TMC promoted
SODIS/HWTS 3 years later than Lumanti. So in Thimi, the municipality can be viewed as equally or
even less effective than the NGO Nawa Chatrodaya.

Comparison NGO — municipality: Two more comparisons NGO vs. municipality can be found.
First, when looking at Codes 05 and 07. Both, WEPCO and Kathmandu Municipality (KMC),
worked in Kathmandu and Lalitpur urban middle income areas during Phase 2. WEPCO achieved
30% SODIS-user, KMC 44% (p=n.s.). However, the difference is not significant due to small
sample sizes. Second, when looking at Codes 01 and 08. Both areas are located in the Kathmandu
district, but this time with low income. Promotion took place during phases 1 (NGO Lumanti) and
2 (KMC). SODIS-user percentages are 50% (NGO) and 33% (KMC), respectively (p<.1). So, the
tendency of the result is balanced — in the middle income area the municipality was better, in the
low income area the NGO achieved better results.

Comparing different promotion phases: Trying to disentangle effects of each of the different
promotion phases, we face the almost impossible. This is due to the fact that earlier promotion
was realized all by NGOs and later all by municipalities and DPHOs. However, two comparisons
can be made. One, under the assumption that urban Lalitpur and Kathmandu are very similar
districts, comparing Codes 07 and 13. In both areas, the municipality realized promotion
activities in middle income urban areas, one was during Phase 2 (Kathmandu), the other during
Phase 5 (Lalitpur). In Phase 2, 44% SODIS-user and in Phase 5, 24% SODIS-user were achieved
(p<.1). So, the percentage in Phase 5 was even lower than the one of Phase 2 (although only
tendentially significant), which may be the different year of promotion or a district effect (also,
Lalitpur and Kathmandu of course have different municipalities). The second comparison, Codes
09 and 13, is between phases 3 and 5. Here Lalitpur municipality (LSMC) promoted SODIS/HWTS
in urban middle income areas. SODIS-user percentages are 33% and 24%, respectively (p=n.s.). So,
again no phase effect could be found.

Comparison NGO — DPHO: Looking at Codes 03 and 11, a comparison between an NGO (ECCA)
and a District Public Health Organization (DPHO) can be found. Both worked in rural Bhaktapur
mixed income areas. However, ECCAs promotion took place in Phase 1 and the DPHO promotion
in Phase 4. ECCA achieved 12% SODIS-user, whereas the DPHO convinced 48% (p<.001). This may
be a matter of the higher effectiveness of the DPHO or a matter of time (ECCA promotion was 4
years earlier). However, as shown above, the time effect is very unlikely to be so large (if it even
exists), so this one comparison suggests a higher effectiveness of DPHOs in rural areas compared
to an NGO.

Comparison low — middle income: Also, some information of the influence of low vs. middle
income groups can be found; however, only in urban areas. A comparison of Codes 01 (low
income) and 05 (middle income) shows 50% and 30% SODIS-user, respectively (p<.05). In both
areas, the promotion was carried out by an NGO (Lumanti and WEPCO, respectively) and during
phases 1 and 2, respectively. Although both percentages are above average, low income people
seem to be more receptive to the SODIS method. However, this trend cannot be confirmed
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when looking at Codes 07 and 08. 33% SODIS-user for the low income area and 44% for the
middle income area were found (p=n.s.). Here promotion took place in Phase 2 by KMC.

Finally, the district and rural/urban effect must not be overlooked.

7.

10.

Comparison urban Thimi — urban Kathmandu: When looking at exactly the same promoting
NGO (Lumanti) in a comparison of Codes 01 and 02, the difference between Thimi and
Kathmandu is huge. In Thimi, Lumanti achieved 10% SWC and in Kathmandu 50% (p<.001). So,
there is evidence that SODIS is perceived better in Kathmandu urban areas than in Thimi urban
areas.

Comparison urban Thimi — urban Lalitpur: First, a comparison between Thimi and Lalitpur can be
made looking at Codes 02, 04 (both Thimi) and 05 (Lalitpur). Promotion had taken place in urban
middle income areas during phases 1 (Thimi) and 2 (Lalitpur), promoting organizations were
NGOs (Nawa Chatrodaya, Lumanti (both Thimi) and WEPCO (Lalitpur). There is a difference
between Nawa Chatrodaya and Lumanti with regards to regular SODIS use (see comparison 1),
but no further difference to Lalitpur can be found. SODIS-user percentages are 10%, 19% and
30% (p=n.s. between Thimi (Nawa Chatrodaya) and Lalitpur, but p<.05 between Thimi (Lumanti)
and Lalitpur). However, no differences are found when comparing Thimi with Lalitpur (Codes 12
and 13). Promotion in these urban middle income areas was during phases 4 (Thimi) and 5
(Lalitpur) by the municipalities. In Thimi, 20% are SODIS-user, in Lalitpur 24% (p=n.s.).

Comparison urban Kathmandu — urban Lalitpur: Also, Kathmandu and Lalitpur can be compared
directly, looking at Codes 07 and 09. Promotion took place during phases 2 (Kathmandu) and 4
(Lalitpur) by the municipality in urban middle income areas. In Kathmandu, 44% SODIS-user and
in Lalitpur 34% SODIS-user are found (p=n.s.). So, it seems that in Lalitpur SODIS got less
accepted than in Kathmandu middle income areas. Into the same direction already have pointed
the results of comparison 4, where tendentially a later promotion in Lalitpur achieved less SODIS-
user than an earlier promotion in Kathmandu.

Comparison rural Bhaktapur - rural Lalitpur: Furthermore, rural areas in two different districts
can be compared, looking at Codes 03 and 06. In Bhaktapur and Lalitpur, two NGOs promoted
SODIS/HWTS in mixed income rural areas during phases 1 and 2, respectively. In Bhaktapur, 12%
and in Lalitpur 9% SODIS-user are found (p=n.s.). So, Bhaktapur and Lalitpur rural areas seem to
be very similar areas with regards to SODIS use.

Since the districts are closely connected to the characteristics rural or urban, one could also leave
away the district effect and only look at urban vs. rural effects (under the assumption that income
does not play a role).

11.

12.

Comparison rural — urban areas: Rural areas in Bhaktapur (Code 03) compared with urban areas
in Kathmandu (Code 01) and Thimi (Codes 02 and 04), all NGO promotion during phase 1, reveal
much lower SODIS-user percentages for the rural areas (12%) compared to the Kathmandu urban
ones (50%; p<.001). However, comparing the rural area with the urban areas of Thimi (10% and
19% SODIS-user), no such differences can be found (both p=n.s.).

Comparison rural — urban areas: Another comparison of a rural area with an urban one in
Lalitpur, in contrast, supports the difference hypothesis between rural and urban areas (Codes 06
and 05; NGO promotion, phase 2). The rural area has much lower SODIS-user percentages (9%)
than the urban one (30%, p<.01). So, SODIS promotion in rural areas seems to be less effective
than in urban areas of Lalitpur. However, again questioning the aforementioned assumption is a
look at the one rural area in Bhaktapur which had DPHO promotion (Code 11; SODIS-user=48%).
This area has one of the highest SODIS-user percentages of all areas. So maybe here the DPHO
seems to have made the difference, as it was already pointed out in comparison 5, or rural areas
aren't that difficult to convince of SODIS use.
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As it was already found for safe water consumption, also with regards to higher percentages of the
population using SODIS, municipalities and NGOs working in urban areas are equally effective. In
rural areas, the DPHO proofed to achieve higher percentages of SODIS users than NGOs. However,
also for SODIS use, the success can already vary considerably between different NGOs.

Also similar to SWC, the promotion phase does not seem to influence the amount of SODIS users.
Neither does the income level.

Regarding the different investigated districts, in contrast to SWC for SODIS use Kathmandu and
Lalitpur seem to be a little different with Kathmandu areas having 10-20% more SODIS-user. Rather,
Lalitpur and Thimi urban areas can be regarded as being similar. The rural areas of Bhaktapur and
Lalitpur are also very similar regarding SODIS-user percentages as it was already found for
percentages of SWC. There are indicators that SODIS use is about three times higher in urban areas
compared to rural areas. One explanation may be the often mentioned perception of the water
qguality as being good in the investigated rural areas as well as Thimi compared to a more critical
perception of water quality in the investigated urban areas. Also, in some rural areas the accessibility
of bottles may be a problem. However, DPHO promotion in rural areas proofed to be equally
effective like any promotion in urban areas. So the relation of the degree of urbanization with SODIS
use is not yet fully understood.

As described before (3.3), main promotion activities consisted of group trainings and follow-up
household visits. However, it cannot be assumed that all households in an intervention community
actually received the training and the follow-up. Therefore, an "intervention check" asked for where
people had actually heard about SODIS.

38% of the interviewees stated they got information about SODIS during a group training, 31% heard
of it from TV or radio, 19% got information from other people (family or friends), and 10% received
household visits from promoters. Each less than 10% saw public or newspaper ads, heard something
about SODIS in a school, or gave a non-specifiable information source. On average, 1.17 SODIS
information sources were mentioned by one person. Figure 4 shows a summary.

Since the promotion campaigns did not only aim at increasing SODIS use but safe water consumption
in general, influences on SODIS use and SWC are calculated.

Comparing overall current SODIS non-user and user regarding their information sources (while
controlling for the total number of information sources), no positive influence of any of the
information sources on current SODIS use could be found. Odds ratios for SODIS use were only
increased by the sheer number of information source (OR=1.73 per information source, p=.009;
Table 11).
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Figure 4. Different SODIS information sources mentioned by those people knowing SODIS (N=820).
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Table 11. Odds ratios for SODIS-user (N=221) compared to SODIS non-user (N=599) regarding different SODIS
information sources while controlling for total number of information sources.

Variable SODIS non-user SODIS user OR Lower C.l. UpperC.l. p

No. of information sources 1.14 1.26 1.73 1.15 2.62 0.009
Other people 17% 24% 1.44 0.89 2.33 0.143
Training 37% 38% 1.07 0.69 1.67 0.749
Promoter 10% 9% 0.87 0.47 1.61 0.655
TV/Radio 31% 32% 0.84 0.52 1.35 0.470

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample
knowing SODIS (N=820); a constant was included in the model. Explained variance of the dependent variable is
2.8% (Nagelkerke).

However, we could find a significant influence of some information sources on the fact if people
initially tried out the SODIS method. In addition to the positive influence of the number of
information sources (OR=2.09, p=.001), training (OR=1.59, p=.047) and promoters (OR=1.95,
marginally significant p=.053) also increased the chances that people started using SODIS, whereas
TV or radio decreased the chances that people would at least try out the SODIS method (OR=0.44,
p=.001; Table 12).

Furthermore, increased odds ratios for being a regular compared to an irregular SODIS user were
found for training (OR=2.55, p=.016) and promoters (OR=3.62, p=.027; Table 13).

Unexpectedly, overall safe water consumption was not significantly influenced by any of the
SODIS/HWTS related information sources (Table 14).
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Table 12. Odds ratios for those who those who tried out SODIS (includes relapser and current user; N=571)
compared to those who never tried out SODIS (N=249) regarding different SODIS information sources while
controlling for total number of information sources.

Variable Never tried SODIS Tried out SODIS OR Lower C.l. Upper C.I. p

No. of information sources 1.12 1.20 2.09 1.34 3.27 0.001
Other people 22% 17% 0.70 0.43 1.14 0.149
Training 25% 42% 1.59 1.01 2.50 0.047
Promoter 6% 12% 1.95 0.99 3.85 0.053
TV/Radio 41% 27% 0.44 0.28 0.71 0.001

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample
knowing SODIS (N=820); a constant was included in the model. Explained variance of the dependent variable is

8.8% (Nagelkerke).

Table 13. Odds ratios for regular SODIS-user (N=113) compared to irregular SODIS-user (N=108) regarding
different SODIS information sources while controlling for total number of information sources.

Irregular Regular
Variable SODIS user SODIS user OR LowerC.l. UpperC.l. p
No. of information sources 1.32 1.20 0.51 0.25 1.02 0.056
Other people 32% 17% 0.87 0.38 1.99 0.746
Training 31% 45% 2.55 1.19 5.45 0.016
Promoter 6% 12% 3.62 1.16 11.27 0.027
TV/Radio 33% 30% 1.78 0.78 4.07 0.171

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.I. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample using
SODIS (N=221); a constant was included in the model. Explained variance of the dependent variable is 9.6%

(Nagelkerke).

Table 14. Odds ratios for SWC (N=442) compared to UWC (N=376) regarding different SODIS information
sources while controlling for total number of information sources.

Variable uwc SWC OR Lower C.I. Upper C.I. p

No. of information sources 1.14 1.20 1.27 0.87 1.87 0.218
Other people 20% 18% 0.77 0.49 1.21 0.255
Training 38% 37% 0.89 0.60 1.33 0.576
Promoter 11% 9% 0.69 0.40 1.18 0.173
TV/Radio 26% 34% 1.22 0.79 1.87 0.369

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample
knowing SODIS (N=820); a constant was included in the model. Explained variance of the dependent variable is

1.5% (Nagelkerke).

Summarizing, the more different information sources a person had heard from about SODIS the
higher is the chance of being a current user. In addition, promoters and trainings contributed to a)
that people at least tried out the SODIS method, and b) in case they continued SODIS use that they
became regular users. Interestingly, if people heard of SODIS via radio and TV, chances that they
tried out the method were lowered. It seems that radio and TV as information sources are not
enough to initiate a new behavior compared to the more interpersonal information sources training
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and promoters. Unexpectedly, perception of any of the information sources did not explain why
some people consume only safe water whereas others don't.

During the promotion period (mainly during the group trainings), sometimes promotion materials
were distributed to participating households. However, only 26% of the households reported to have
received such material. 15% received a poster, 5% a flyer or pamphlet, 4% a PET-bottle, and 3% a
calendar. Due to the low frequency of distributed promotion materials, no effects on SODIS use or
untreated water consumption could be found.

People were asked openly why they started using SODIS and which kind of problems they
experienced that made them stop using SODIS.

The main reasons why people started using SODIS (N=571) was the promotion activities (60%). Only
few mentioned other reasons such as health concerns (11%), because the method featured certain
advantages (6%), because of other people (5%), or the media (4%). 13% did not mention any reason
at all. Interestingly, the reason why people started to use SODIS makes a difference when comparing
relapsers (those who stopped) with continued users (Table 15).

Table 15. Odds ratios for SODIS users (N=221) compared to SODIS relapsers (N=350) regarding different
reasons for initially starting SODIS use.

Variable Relapsers Continued users OR Lower C.I. Upper C.I. p

Promotion 60% 58% 1.41 0.86 2.29 0.170
Health concerns 10% 14% 2.02 1.06 3.87 0.033
Method 4% 10% 3.34 1.50 7.42 0.003
Other people 5% 4% 0.96 0.38 2.43 0.930
Media 3% 4% 1.51 0.56 4.06 0.411

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample that
has at some point started using SODIS (N=571); a constant was included in the model. Explained variance of the
dependent variable is 2.9% (Nagelkerke).

Those who started using SODIS for health concerns or the method itself showed a higher probability
to still be a SODIS user at the time of investigation, even if controlled for the time of promotion
activities (promotion phase). Health concern as a reason to start SODIS use increased chances for
continued SODIS use by 2.02 and method as a start reason even by 3.34.
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Health concern or the method itself as reasons to start SODIS are two reasons reflecting a conscious
decision. It seems that if people start a behavior based on their decision rather than external
influences like promotion activities, other people or the media, they are eventually more likely to
stay with the behavior.

Main problems why people stopped using SODIS (N=350) were rather behavior related than due to
missing resources. 18% mentioned a lack of time (which mostly reflects an unsuccessful
reorganization of daily routines after starting SODIS use), 13% mentioned habit related problems
such as forgetting and not having a habit, 12% found it boring or tedious to prepare the bottles
(often, shaking the bottles was still part of the instruction which makes the SODIS preparation indeed
a bit lengthy), 6% found it too difficult (which may have been the result of an insufficient explanation
of the method), 6% did not like the taste (note that the taste is not altered by the SODIS method,
mostly the bottles are responsible for the (bad) taste or smell), and 3% doubted the effectiveness of
the method. Resource related problems were missing bottles (10%), missing space, sun or water (8%),
a clean source (which may not be clean though; 5%), an unfavorable season (3%) or another method
was started instead (3%). 7% did not give a reason why they stopped using SODIS. Figure 5 shows a
summary.

Figure 5. Reasons why people stopped using SODIS mentioned by the relapsers (N=350).
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Mentioned reason for stopping SODIS

In total, behavior related reasons for stopped SODIS use accounted for 59% of all mentioned reasons,
whereas resource related problems were only mentioned by 29% of all those who stopped using




1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 35

SODIS. This can be interpreted positively, because the behavior related reasons can more directly be
influenced by behavior change interventions.

Models explaining human behavior stress several motivations or groups of factors influencing the
performance of a behavior. Main motivational factors commonly proposed are related to risk
awareness and already existing health related behaviors, attitude, social influences, resource
availability, intention and habits. First, these factors are illustrated more in detail, followed by an
analysis of which factors are more or less influential for the consumption of a certain water type.

Risk awareness and hygiene habits describe the awareness and understanding of a problematic
situation (i.e. that untreated water may cause diarrhea), and a certain need for a new behavior must
be developed (Rogers, 1995, p. 164). Then, at some point, the individual has to realize that there
exists a solution to the problem (i.e. the SODIS method or any other HWTS). One indicator of how
much awareness towards hygiene and health already exists is existing hygiene habits.

An attitude is the result of a general internal evaluation of pros and cons of the new behavior (i.e.
using SODIS). These pros and cons cannot only be "rational" facts, but also the "emotional"
evaluation plays an important role (Heri & Mosler, 2008; Tamas, 2009, p. 75). For example, rational
facts can be arguments like: SODIS is easy; SODIS does not cost a lot of money etc. The emotional
side of attitude is more linked to feelings like: | like the idea of using SODIS, or SODIS water tastes
good.

Social influence always takes place — humans rarely decide solely on their own. We all have ideas
about which behaviors are approved or disapproved by our social environment and which behaviors
are performed by a majority of the people. Usually, we are more likely to perform a behavior that is
approved and performed by many others (i.e. SODIS is an accepted method by my friends and
neighbors, and at least some are also using it).

Risk awareness, attitude and social factors together form the intention to perform a certain behavior.
The intention is a kind of decision to at least try out the behavior in the near future. After an
intention is formed, usually the necessary preparatory steps are undertaken, i.e. where can | obtain
SODIS bottles, when is a good time to prepare them etc. Intention, in turn, is one strong predictor of
behavior.

Of course, not only awareness, attitudes and social influences are influencing our intentions and
driving our behaviors. We also need to have a confidence that we are able to perform the behavior,
which includes the necessary knowledge (i.e. the steps how to use SODIS are known) as well as the
necessary resources must be available (i.e. bottles and sunny spaces for SODIS). These factors are
said to influence both, intention and behavior.
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After the behavior has been started (i.e. the person started using SODIS), it is important to maintain
behavior performance and not to stop again. Moreover, it is important to regularly use SODIS or any
kind of water treatment to benefit from positive health impacts. Here habit related factors are
playing an important role, such as regularity of behavior performance, automaticity, not forgetting

the behavior, and duration of behavior performance.

7.2 Motivations related to SODIS intention and use

7.2.1 Explaining the intention to use SODIS

First, the following Figure 6 shows the motivations related to the intention to use SODIS. We
compare people who never tried SODIS, relapsers (those who stopped), irregular and regular users.
In addition to presenting the mean values, with a linear regression it was aimed to explain the

intention to use SODIS (Table 16).

Figure 6. Mean values of motivational factors related to SODIS intention by different groups of SODIS non-users

and users.
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Table 16. Standardized betas of a linear regression of various factors on the intention to use SODIS (N=676),
their means, standard deviations and scale coding.

Regression on

intention Scale end point coding
Variable stand. p Mean SD Range Low end High end
no water is 100% of water is
Intention - - 1.09 126 O0to4 intendedtobe intended to be
treated with SODIS treated with SODIS
Hygiene status scale  -0.05  0.153 151 153 -4to4 O lordirtierthan - alotcleanerthan
average average
Hygiene behavior very strong hygiene

-0.04 0.235 3.07 0.56 0to4 no hygiene behavior

scale behavior
Diarrhea awareness -0.06 0.095 353 055 Otoa M diarrhea very high diarrhea
scale awareness awareness
K led f . .
nowrecee ® 004 0293 221 072 Oto4 Opoints 4 points
causes diarrhea
Knowledge of SODIS 0.12 0.001 350 135 O0to9 O0points 9 points
Bottle availability 003 0348 341 099 O0Otoa PCottlesarenever  bottlesarealways
available available
Rational attitude 004 0313 345 068 Otod very |<?w rational very h.lgh rational
scale benefit benefit
Emotional attitude 0.21 0.000 336 068 Otod \{ery low emotional \{ery high emotional
scale liking liking
Social reputation 000 0942 277 149 -atos VeTYnesativesocial very positive social
reputation reputation
Social norm 026 0000 121 094 0to4 nobody usesSODIS :éeDrly;”e uses
. a lot less people use a lot more people
ng;ge of social 0.24 0000 -0.83 264 -4tod SODISsinceits use SODIS since its
introduction introduction

Note: Stand. B = standardized beta weight of the linear regression (minimum -1, maximum +1; significant 3 at
p<.05 level are marked bold), p = significance level, SD = standard deviation. All stand. 3 were calculated with
one linear multivariate regression using the entire sample knowing SODIS; a constant was included in the
model; explained variance of intention was 28%. N was reduced due to listwise deletion of missing values.

The risk awareness and hygiene habit indicators — hygiene status, hygiene behavior, awareness, and
knowledge related to diarrhea — do not show differences between the different SODIS non-user and
user groups. There is also no relation to the strength of intention to use SODIS.

The knowledge level of how to use SODIS and why it works is clearly highest for regular users and
shows a weak relation to intention (3=.12, p=.001). Bottles are rated to be easily available by all
groups; no relation to intention was found.

Rational as well as emotional attitude are both very positive, but for the emotional attitude small but
clear differences were found between the different groups of SODIS non-user and user: never tried <
stopped < irregularly < regularly. Also, the emotional attitude scale, consisting of the belief about the
taste, the effect on health, and the liking of SODIS water, shows a medium sized influence on
intention (B=.21, p<.001).

The social reputation of SODIS within the community also showed the same clear differences
between the different groups of SODIS non-user and user as the emotional attitude; however, social
reputation does not significantly influence SODIS intention in the regression analysis. Very much in
contrast to the formerly presented indicators, social norm and the perceived change of the social
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norm since the end of the promotion phase are rated rather low. Clear differences exist between
SODIS non-user (never tried + stopped) and user (irregular + regular) — non-user rate the social norm
a lot lower and perceived a negative change (less people using SODIS) whereas SODIS user rate the
social norm to be on a medium level and the change to be positive (more people using SODIS). Both
indicators show the strongest influence on intention among all factors (social norm: f=.26, p<.001;
change of social norm: =.24, p<.001).

All regression weights, correlations of the motivational factors with intention, overall means,
standard deviations and coding of the variables can be found in Table 16.

With a more positive intention, in turn, SODIS use becomes more likely (OR=3.44, p<.001). Higher
knowledge and bottle availability do not increase the probability of someone using SODIS. In addition
to intention, we found communication about SODIS to be important (OR=1.38, p=.002; Table 17).

Table 17. Odds ratios for SODIS non-user (N=500) and user (N=212) regarding different motivations for starting
SODIS use.

Variable SODIS non-user SODIS user OR Lower C.I. Upper C.I. p

Knowledge SODIS 3.37 3.67 0.86 0.73 1.03 0.103
Bottle availability 341 3.41 0.98 0.80 1.20 0.809
Intention SODIS 0.57 2.33 3.44 2.79 4.25 0.000
Communication SODIS 0.65 1.74 1.38 1.12 1.69 0.002

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample
knowing SODIS (N=712); a constant was included in the model; explained variance was 50% (Nagelkerke). N
was reduced due to listwise deletion of missing values. For details on factor endpoints, see above Table 16 and
below Table 18.

Once people started using SODIS, we find irregular and regular current SODIS user. Since irregular
SODIS users more often consume untreated water (see above, Table 9), it is the aim to have a
sustainable, regular SODIS use. Means of factors possibly influencing regular SODIS use are presented
in Figure 7.

For all factors, regular SODIS user have the more positive values regarding SODIS behavior. They
know more about SODIS, have a more positive intention, think that bottles are easier available,
communicate more about SODIS, perceive SODIS more as being an automatic behavior, forget less to
prepare SODIS, have SODIS integrated into their daily routine, more often prepare SODIS at the same
time of the day, perceive as having used SODIS since a longer time, and also do have used SODIS
longer than irregular users. In a multiple logistic regression, regular SODIS use is supported by higher
SODIS knowledge (OR=1.46, p=.029), a higher intention (OR=1.46, p=.05) automaticity of behavior
performance (OR=1.57, p=.036), that SODIS belongs to people's daily routine (OR=1.52, p=.007), and
that it is always prepared at the same time (OR=1.32, p=.035). Interestingly, the real time duration of
SODIS use does not have a significant impact on regular usage, only the perception that SODIS has
been used since a long time already (OR=1.87, p=.001; all numbers Table 18).
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Figure 7. Mean values of factors related to SODIS use by different groups of SODIS users (irregular + regular
SODIS user).
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Note: For details on factor endpoints, see Table 18.

Summarizing, social influence and people's emotional attitude are very important for developing an
intention. People have to know they are not the only ones in their community using SODIS, they have
to like SODIS and they have to be convinced that it is something good. The taste of the water must be
perceived as good and a positive health impact must be anticipated. Additionally, sufficient
knowledge about SODIS is necessary to develop a positive intention.

Intention, in turn, is a powerful influential factor for behavior — the more positive the intention, the
more likely a person is to use SODIS. Additionally, the more people communicate about SODIS, the
more likely they are to also use it. Once people started using SODIS, it is important that the behavior
becomes an automatic daily routine. Ideally, the bottles are prepared every day at the same time, so
people quickly perceive SODIS as a long-term established automatic behavior.

So, basically social influence and social exchange have to be increased, for example, make people
aware of how many other people are already using SODIS in their community, and stimulate
communication among them. Secondly, initiate activities that create positive emotions (i.e. group
games, some fun), give people the chance of tasting SODIS water, convince them of the water's
positive health impact and give them enough knowledge of how and why SODIS works. This will
support them in their decision to use SODIS and that they actually start trying it out. Once they
started, they actively have to be supported in establishing a regular daily routine to prepare the
bottles. People should be requested to fix a certain time when they prepare the bottles each day.
Habit development could involve regular household visits as well as discussion rounds about
experiences and difficulties during the daily application.




1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 40

Table 18. Odds ratios for irregular SODIS user (N=87) and regular SODIS user (N=100) regarding motivations
and habit factors for using SODIS regularly.

Regression on behavior Mean Scale end point coding
Irreg. Reg.
Variable OR LowerC.l. UpperCl. p user user Range Low end High end
Eg%‘:‘ge‘ige 146  1.04 206 0.029 322 416 0to9 O points 9 points
Bottle bottles are bottles are
- 1.26 0.82 1.92 0.295 183 2.84 O0Oto4 . always
availability never available .
available
no water is 100% of water
Intention SODIS 1.46 1.0 213 0050 3.18 359 O0to4 Inrendedtobe isintendedto
treated with be treated
SODIS with SODIS
Communication never talk talk about
1.31 . 1.84 117 1. 2.02 4
SODIS 3 0.93 8 0 33 0 Oto about SODIS SODIS very
often
- not at all .
Automaticity 1.57 1.03 2.40 0.036 3.18 354 O0to4 . very automatic
automatic
Forgetting 070  0.45 107 0096 139 063 O0to4 neverforget gi‘:‘t very
Daily routine 152 1.12 205 0007 197 324 0toa "Ot2dally - verymucha
routine daily routine
Regularity time 132  1.02 171 0035 154 265 Otoa Wavsa ~ alwaysthe
different time same time
Long time 187 127 276 0001 222 334 Oto4 notatall for a very long
perception time
Duration since since 0.08
use started 0.88 0.72 1.08 0.217 294 347 O0tol6 years ’ since 16 years
(yrs.)

Note: OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked bold), C.l. = Confidence interval of OR, p =
Significance level. All OR were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample using
SODIS (N=187); a constant was included in the model; explained variance was 56% (Nagelkerke). N was reduced
due to listwise deletion of missing values.

Analog to SODIS intention and use, influencing factors for boiling, filtering and untreated water
intention and use were investigated. For chlorination and bought water, the number of cases is too
low for further statistical analyses. SODIS related factors are once again included into the following
tables to facilitate a direct comparison.
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7.3.1 Explaining the intentions to do SODIS, boil, filter and consume untreated water

First, we show the mean levels of all the factors related to boiling, filtered and untreated water
intention and consumption (Figure 8). In a second step, these factors are related to boiling, filtering
and untreated water intentions (Tables 19, 20, and 21).

Figure 8. Mean values of factors related to intentions of different water types (untreated, boiled, filtered and
SODIS water).
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Note: For untreated, boiled and SODIS water, data of the entire sample were available (N was only lowered due
to listwise deletion of missing values when calculating the regressions). However, for the factors related to
filtered water, mostly filter users were asked, resulting in a general lower N for factors related to filtered water
consumption. For details on factor endpoints, see Table 16, Table 19, Table 20, and Table 21. For behavior the
endpoints are: 0 = no untreated, boiled, filtered or SODIS water is consumed; 4 = 100% of untreated, boiled,
filtered or SODIS water is consumed. For untreated water, resource availability and rational attitude (time and
money costs) were not possible to be assessed; for filtered water consumption the social reputation is missing.

The risk awareness factors — already presented in the above Figure 6 — contribute a little in explaining
boiling, filtering and untreated water intentions in contrast to SODIS water intention, where no
relation at all was found. The intention to boil water is actually negatively influenced by diarrhea
awareness, meaning that the lower the diarrhea awareness the higher the intention to boil (3=-0.10,
p=.003). However, this relationship is very weak. On the intention to filter water, hygiene behavior
shows a weak positive relationship, meaning that the more hygiene behavior was shown the higher
the intention to filter water ($=0.13, p=.004). The same scale shows a negative relation to the
intention to consume untreated water (f=-0.07, p=.002), meaning that the more hygiene behavior
was shown the lower the intention to consume untreated water. However, also these two relations
are very weak.
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Availability of SODIS bottles and filters is judged equally positive; availability of firewood or gas for
boiling is somewhat lower. However, influence on intention does never reach significance.

Rational attitude, reflecting time and money costs of the water treatment option, is very positive for
SODIS and filtering water (low time and money costs) and somewhat lower for boiled water (higher
time and money costs). However, like resource availability, rational attitude is never significantly
impacting the intention to consume the respective water type.

More important for intention development is the emotional aspect of attitude. Rated positively for
all three water treatment options and even slightly positive for untreated water, each emotional
attitude influences the corresponding intention. Interestingly, this influence is strongest for
untreated water intention (=.43, p<.001) compared to the intentions to consume filtered (=0.30,
p<.001), boiled ($=0.31, p<.001), and SODIS water (f=0.21, p<.001).

Social reputation, being moderately positive for boiling as well as SODIS water (not assessed for
filtering water) and moderately negative for untreated water consumption, never influences the
intention. In contrast, it is quite important for a positive intention to perceive many other people also
consuming a certain water type (social norm). Social norm shows a similar influence on all intentions
like the emotional attitude. The influence is strongest on untreated water intention (3=.44, p<.001);
for the treated water intentions the influence is more moderate ranging from .26 to .33 (all p<.001).
The level of social norm reflects real user percentages quite well.

Comparing the mean levels of intention, the intention to filter water clearly peaks out. The mean
value of around 3 indicates that these people intend to filter about 75% of all the water they
consume. The other intentions range around 1, which equals to the intention to consume 25% of all
water consumed of the respective water type. Comparing the level of intention to the level of real
consumption, it shows that all intentions related to treated water are slightly above the real
consumption, indicating that people intend to filter, boil, and treat with SODIS more water than they
do at the moment. On the other hand, the untreated water intention is slightly below the current
consumption level, so people intend to decrease the proportion of consumed untreated water. The
level for filtered water intention and also behavior is higher, because here the basis was not the
entire sample, but only a subsample who answered the filter related questions, which were mainly
filter users.

All details on the regressions on the intentions to boil, filter, or consume untreated water can be
found in Tables 19, 20, and 21; the details related to SODIS water intention were already presented
more above in Table 16.

Summarizing, for all intentions the emotional attitude is important as well as the social norm. Both
influences are stronger for untreated water intention compared to the intentions related to treated
water consumption. This results in a better explained variance of untreated water intention. For the
treated water intentions, it seems additional factors not assessed with the presented data have to be
considered to achieve a better understanding of driving factors of these intentions.

Table 19. Standardized betas of a linear regression of various factors on the intention to boil water (N=759),
their means, standard deviations and scale coding.

Regression on

intention Scale end point coding
Variable stand. § p Mean SD Range Lowend High end
. no water is intended  100% of water is
Intention i i 106 119 Oto4d to be boiled intended to be boiled
Hygiene status a lot dirtier than a lot cleaner than

0.02 0.608 1.46 153 -4to4
scale average average




1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 43

Table 19. continued.

Regression on

intention Scale end point coding

Variable stand. p Mean SD Range Low end High end
Hygi . ) t hygi

ygler?e -0.06 0.082 3.08 056 O0to4 nohygiene behavior very s.rong yglene
behavior scale behavior
Diarrhea 040 0003 356 055 O0Otod no diarrhea very high diarrhea
awareness scale awareness awareness
K led f . .

nowie .ge © 0.02 0512 219 0.73 Oto4 O points 4 points
causes diarrhea
Flrewoc?d a.n.d 0.07 0103 206 130 0to4 firewood <.)r gas are firewood o.r gas are
gas availability never available always available
Rational very low rational very high rational
attitude scale 003 0381 204 123 Oto4 benefit benefit
Em.otlonal 0.31 0000 297 079 Otod \{ery low emotional \{e'ry high emotional
attitude scale liking liking
Social . 0.04 0226 220 175 -atoa VeV negatlve social very po:qtlve social
reputation reputation reputation
Social norm 0.30 0.000 1.11 0.81 O0to4 nobody boilswater everyone boils water

Note: Stand. B = standardized beta weight of the linear regression (minimum -1, maximum +1; significant 3 at
p<.05 level are marked bold), p = significance level, r = Pearson correlation coefficient (significant r at p<.05
level are marked bold), SD = standard deviation. All stand. B were calculated with one linear multivariate
regression using the entire sample knowing SODIS; a constant was included in the model; explained variance of
intention was 24%. N was reduced due to listwise deletion of missing values.

Table 20. Standardized betas of a linear regression of various factors on the intention to filter water (N=406),
their means, standard deviations and scale coding.

Regression on

intention Scale end point coding
Variable stand. § p Mean SD Range Low end High end
no water is intended  100% of water is
Intenti - - 278 127 Oto4
ntention 8 Oto to be filtered intended to be filtered
Hygiene status 0.08 0054 157 155 -dtod a lot dirtier than a lot cleaner than
scale average average
Hygi t hygi
yglene 013 0004 311 057 O0to4 nohygienebehavior ‘oY trongnygiene
behavior scale behavior
Diarrhea 0.00 0971 350 058 Otod no diarrhea very high diarrhea
Awareness Scale awareness awareness
Knowledge 0.01 0783 220 074 Oto4 O points 4 points
Causes Diarrhea
Filter availability 0.08 0072 346 096 Oto4 Iterarenever filter are always
available available
Rational very low rational very high rational
attitude scale 0.05 0.268 339 092 Oto4 benefit benefit
Em.otlonal 0.30 0000 354 057 Otod \{ery low emotional \{e'ry high emotional
attitude scale liking liking
Social norm 0.34 0.000 2.28 0.97 O0to4 nobody filters water everyone filters water

Note: Stand. = standardized beta weight of the linear regression (minimum -1, maximum +1; significant 3 at
p<.05 level are marked bold), p = significance level, r = Pearson correlation coefficient (significant r at p<.05
level are marked bold), SD = standard deviation. All stand. B were calculated with one linear multivariate
regression using the subsample which had answered the filter-questions — these were mainly people who used
a filter at the time of interview; a constant was included in the model; explained variance of intention was 37%.
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N was reduced due to listwise deletion of missing values and because mainly filter users were asked for their
motivations on filter use.

Table 21. Standardized betas of a linear regression of various factors on the intention to consume untreated
water (N=779), their means, standard deviations and scale coding.

Regression on

intention Scale end point coding
Variable stand. p Mean SD Range Low end High end
no water is intended  100% of water is
Intention - - 1.14 143 O0Oto4 tobeconsumed intended to be
untreated consumed untreated
Hygiene status 003 0225 145 153 -4to4 2 lot dirtier than a lot cleaner than
scale average average
Hygiene 007 0002 308 056 O0to4 nohygienebehavior S Stronghygiene
behavior scale behavior
Diarrhea 002 0346 355 055 Otod no diarrhea very high diarrhea
Awareness Scale awareness awareness
Knowledge 001 0718 220 073 Oto4 O points 4 points
Causes Diarrhea
Emotional very low emotional very high emotional
. 0.43 0.000 1.11  1.26 Otod4 . .
attitude scale liking liking
Social . 0.01 0805 -156 230 -Atod very negatlve social very po§|t|ve social
reputation reputation reputation
Social norm 044 0000 155 130 Otoq "obodydrinks everyone drinks
untreated water untreated water

Note: Stand. B = standardized beta weight of the linear regression (minimum -1, maximum +1; significant 3 at
p<.05 level are marked bold), p = significance level, r = Pearson correlation coefficient (significant r at p<.05
level are marked bold), SD = standard deviation. All stand. B were calculated with one linear multivariate
regression using entire sample knowing SODIS; a constant was included in the model; explained variance of
intention was 65%. N was reduced due to listwise deletion of missing values.

Looking at water consumption behaviors, the behavior boiling water for water treatment is
influenced by the respective intention (OR=2.06, p<.001) and the perceived habit to do so (OR=1.67,
p<.001). Habit was not assessed as detailed as for the SODIS behavior, however, the perception of
how habitual a behavior is performed is known to be a good estimate of all the more detailed
aspects of habit. In addition, the availability of firewood or gas to use for boiling has a slight negative
influence on boiling (OR=0.8, p=.031), which cannot be explained.

Consuming filtered water is — as expected — also positively influenced by the intention to filter water
(OR=1.72, p<.001) as well as the perceived habit (OR=1.51, p=.002), and also for consuming
untreated water or not we find the same pattern (intention: OR=1.70, p<.001; perceived habit:
OR=1.41, p<.001). All values are summarized in Table 22.

Summarizing, we can see a very consistent pattern across all water types, no matter if the water is
treated or not. Social influence, communication (only SODIS), the emotional attitude (liking, taste
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and health beliefs), intention, and habit are important driving factors of behavior and therefore have
to be targeted by specifically designed interventions and promotion campaigns (see Figure 9).

Table 22. Odds ratios for comparing people who do not boil water for water treatment (N=680) with those who
do (N=93), for comparing people who do not use filter (subsample; N=103) with those who do (N=322), and for
comparing people who do not consume untreated water (N=434) with those who do (N=371) regarding
resource availability, intention and perceived habit.

Boiled water (N=773) Filtered water (N=425) Untreated water (N=805)

Variable OR (C.1.) OR (C.1.) OR (C.1.)
Resource availability 0.80* (0.65, 0.98) 0.97 (0.74, 1.27) -
Intention 2.06%** (1.61, 2.64) 1.72*** (1.28, 2.33) 1.70*** (1.41, 2.05)
Perceived habit 1.67*** (1.36, 2.05) 1.51*** (1.17, 1.95) 1.41*%* (1.21, 1.64)

Note: p = Significance level, OR = Odds ratio (significant OR at p<.05 level are marked with *, at p<.001 level
with ***) C.I. = Confidence interval of OR, N = number of cases which entered the calculation. All OR of one
water type were calculated with one multivariate logistic regression using the entire sample knowing SODIS or
a subsample in case of filtered water; a constant was included in each model; explained variance was 41% for
boiled water, 34% for filtered water and 33% for untreated water. N was reduced due to listwise deletion of
missing values. Endpoints for resource availability and intention see Table 16, Table 19, Table 20, and Table 21;
for perceived habit: 0 = consuming boiled, filtered or untreated water is not perceived as habitual, 4 =
consuming boiled, filtered or untreated water is perceived as very habitual.

Figure 9. Overall model of influences on water consumption behavior.
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The following institutions which had been formerly involved into the implementation of the
SODIS/HWTS promotion activities were interviewed:

local NGOs

o Lumanti (local)

o ECCA (local)

o WEPCO (local)
Jana Kalyan Sangh (local)

Municipalities

Kathmandu Municipality (KMC), Community Mobilization Unit (CMU)
Thimi Municipality (LMC), Community Development Section (CDS)
Kirtipur Municipality

o Lalitpur Municipality (LSMC), Community Development Section (CDS)
Lalitpur Municipality (LSMC), Public Health Section (PHS)

o O O

Sub-Units of Ministry of Health

o District Public Health Organization (DPHO) Kathmandu
o District Public Health Organization (DPHO) Bhaktapur
District Public Health Organization (DPHO) Lalitpur

In addition, the following institutions also being involved in HWTS promotion were interviewed:
Department of Water Supply and Sewerage (DWSS)
Sub-units of Ministry of Education

o Curriculum Development Center
National Center for Educational Development

national and international agencies

o UN Habitat (international)
o  UNICEF (international)
ENPHO (national)

The following Table 23 gives an overview of all institutions — most of which had been interviewed
directly — that were or are involved in the promotion of HWTS. It was tried not only to capture those
institutions being directly in contact with ENPHO, but also others. In the table, different coding is
used to indicate engagement in Eawag/Sandec supported projects (all were implemented with the
help of ENPHO), engagement in collaboration with ENPHO but a different funding, and self-driven
engagement.
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Table 23. All institutions involved in SODIS/HWTS promotion during the last 5 years, currently and

prospectively.

2004/ 2005 2006/ 2007/ current future

Institution 05 /06
Local NGOs

Lumanti X X
Nawa Chatrodaya X

Ecca X
Swarnim; Indreni X

Wepco X
Prayatna Nepal X
Jana Kalya Sangh X

Governmental institutions

Municipality
Kathmandu

Municipality Lalitpur
Municipality Kirtipur

Municipality Thimi

Municipalities
Hetauda, Bhutwal,
Nepalgunj

District Public Health
Office Kathmandu
District Public Health
Office Lalitpur
District Public Health
Office Bhaktapur
Education Training
Center Dhulikel
National Center f.
Educational
Development (NCED)
Curriculum Develop-
ment Center (CDC)
Water Supply &
Sanitation Division
Office (WSSDO)
Dept. of Water
Supply & Sewerage
(DWSS)

National Water
Steering Committee

International agencies
UNICEF
UN Habitat

Commercial partners
Coca Cola India &
Nepal

07

Time

08

XX

2009

XX

XX

2010

XX

XX

Comments

chlorinator since some months
no interview possible, probably not
existent anymore

no interview possible, probably not
existent anymore
at the moment not active at all

pamphlets during other programs,
giving some information; chlorination
program

interest in more contact
maybe SODIS within a solid waste
management program

Childhood lliness Program

no interview, because responsible
persons had moved NCED and CDC

SODIS added to trainer's training

revision of curriculum lower
secondary level -> SODIS included

integrated in the awareness program
to Village Development Committee
(vDC)

many actors involved, discussion of
national strategy

Using of local infrastructures
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Table 23. continued.

Time

2004/ 2005 2006/ 2007/ current future
Institution 05 /06 07 08 2009 2010 Comments
Piyush production & -y xx  xx xx XX  Chlorination product
marketing
SODIS b.ottle XX XX Test of new bottles
production
Solvatten XX XX Test of device

Note: x = without ENPHO involvement, XX = with ENPHO involvement, X = with Eawag/Sandec and Enpho
involvement, XX = current project with Unicef & DWSS, . = current project with UN Habitat, Coca Cola and
several municipalities.

Out of seven NGOs which were involved in SODIS/HWTS projects with Eawag/ENPHO during 2004-
2006, four we were able to interview. Out of these four, three stated to still have HWTS as an active
topic on their agenda. Two follow the approach to promote SODIS/HWTS during their regular
activities whenever possible. Surely, not with the same intensity as during the project time, but
neither did the message get lost completely. However, none of these two organizations has its core
focus on HWTS. The third organization is just getting back into the HWTS topic, but with a focus on
only chlorination.

All three rated the previous projects as successful during project time, however, the time frame was
too short, as were the allocated financial resources, and follow up from ENPHO was missing. Two
stated to wish more contact and information on HWTS.

The fourth interviewed NGO remains inactive since some time. Also the remaining three NGOs which
were not interviewed are said to be inactive at the moment or non-existent anymore.

Overall, at least in two of the NGOs further dissemination of SODIS got installed on the long term,
although allocated time resources are limited. However, interest was explained in continuing and if
there was a project, also intensifying their efforts.

Governmental institutions in comparison to NGOs have the advantage of a greater spatial coverage.
Whereas an NGO usually works in some selected communities, governmental institutions may cover
entire districts. Moreover, governmental institutions are sure to be sustainable as an institution itself,
whereas NGOs may disappear or be inactive if no projects are under way. On the other hand,
governmental institutions usually have larger structural bodies, which can cause more bureaucracy
and may sometimes be hindering.




1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 49

Seven municipalities have been involved in SODIS/HWTS projects with Eawag/ENPHO after 2005 until
now. The target population of municipalities lives in urban areas. Interviews were carried out with
the four municipalities that had been involved in past projects. Three additional municipalities only
started being involved very recently (2008) and were therefore not interviewed.

The units that were involved in HWTS promotion are the Community Mobilizations Unit, the
Community Development Unit, or the Public Health Section of the municipality. In case of the larger
municipalities, also the target population was quite large (5.000-10.000 households). However, staff
counts in the mentioned units were rather low (around 2 to 6), but the number of coordinated
promoters quite high (20 to more than 100). Two of the municipalities employed so called city
volunteers as their promoters (young students working a limited time for little money), two worked
with women groups, and two with health workers. As the NGOs, also the municipalities rated the
project as successful during project time, but time and often money were not perceived as sufficient.

Out of the four interviewed municipalities, one has always had a focus on water disinfection during
the rainy season; however, it has been mostly about giving out free chlorine to squatter areas. Now
they also give information on other HWTS in case interest is shown. Two other municipalities are
planning to have projects in the near future where SODIS will be a part of the solid waste
management program. The fourth municipality is still actively involved in HWTS promotion within an
ongoing project, as well as the three municipalities which got only involved during the most recent
project. ENPHO will keep its focus on working with municipalities in urban areas, since UNICEF has a
strong focus on rural areas.

Summarizing, municipalities can move quite a large population. However, if no external projects are
initiated through providing of resources, sustainability is limited. As for the NGOs, SODIS/HWTS can
only be a part of another program with limited time spent on its promotion.

During project phases 2006-2008, ENPHO worked together with three District Public Health
Organizations (DPHO), which are sub-units of the Ministry of Health on district level. All three of
them were interviewed.

The basis of a DPHO are so called Female Community Health Volunteers (FCHV). They are volunteers,
mostly women, responsible for a certain number of families in their community and have the task to
inform and visit families about current health issues. This system makes it very effective to spread
new messages to entire populations, because FCHV exist in each village and every family is assigned
to be the responsibility of one FCHV. So, also during the SODIS/HWTS projects, the promoters were
FCHV. However, one drawback of FCHV is their bottle neck function, because all health messages are
expected to be transferred to the target population by them. Additionally, they only receive small
incentives, as their work is voluntarily. Nevertheless, the number of families they are in charge of
may be quite high and they are expected to visit them monthly. In consequence, SODIS/HWTS
promotion took place during the time of the project, because some incentives were provided, but
after project end the topic is likely to be dropped. Two of the DPHOs stated that SODIS/HWTS is still
part of the refresher meetings (3x per year), one is maybe going to revive SODIS/HWTS promotion
within the frame of a childhood illness program, which will be (partly) implemented by ENPHO.
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Summarizing, at the organizational level of the DPHOs sustainability is given, however, if there are no
funds, it may as well not get much attention by the FCHV, as it was reported by the interviewed
FCHVs themselves.

The DWSS, mainly responsible for hardware installations all around water provision and treatment,
also runs promotion of household water treatment as an own initiative as part of their awareness
program in areas where no safe water can be provided yet and also as part of their disaster
preparedness training. In the latter program, more focus is laid on chlorination, because it is easier to
be supplied during flooding. Within the awareness program, all four HWTS options are promoted
(boiling, filter, chlorination, and SODIS) using local channels like Village Development Committees
(VDC), mothers groups, FCHV (see above), local NGOs, and schools. ENPHO as well as other NGOs are
involved as technical support. Larger funding agencies use the sub-units of the DWSS as replicators
on the district level. Together with the WHO, a water safety plan was set up. Within the National
Drinking Water Steering Committee, water quality standards are set and quality goals are defined.
Together with Unicef, ENPHO and others, standardized education materials were developed that
may be used by everyone working in the HWTS sector. Most importantly, these education materials
carry the label of the government.

The DWSS is very active within the topic of HWTS/SODIS promotion and a high degree of
sustainability was achieved with this stakeholder. One drawback — but this may apply to all
governmental institutions — is the low level of cooperation for example with the Ministry of Health
regarding the work of the FCHVs or with the Ministry of Education regarding activities on school
level.

During the project phase 2006/07, ENPHO worked together with one Education Training Center (ETC)
on a regional level. ETCs are responsible for training the teachers. This one ETC covered 11 districts
with 300 governmental schools per district. During the project, SODIS was disseminated to teachers
within the teachers training program. In consequence, in some schools HWTS/SODIS activities were
launched, but not in all schools. However, as a consequence of this project, SODIS got included in the
water treatment curriculum of the teachers, which exists since a long time but so far had only
included boiling, chlorination and filtration.

After the project, it happened that two people who had been working in that particular ETC were
shifted to 1) the Curriculum Development Center (CDC), and 2) the National Center for Educational
Development.

The CDC is responsible for the contents of all school curricula, textbooks, and quality control in
schools. The interviewee in its function as a science expert already achieved that SODIS got included
briefly in the primary level schoolbook and is very likely to be soon included more in detail in the
lower secondary curriculum. Although these guidelines officially only apply to governmental schools,
also private schools consult the CDC for approval of their schoolbooks.

The National Center for Educational Development is directly above and in charge of all the country's
ETCs. They formulate education policies, they are responsible for the development of all human
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resources under the Ministry of Education and within that, define teachers trainings. There SODIS
was already included. In a next step, SODIS should be included in the HWTS curriculum of the trainers
training (those who train the teachers). It is expected that the information is cascaded down from
trainers to teachers to the children to their parents. However, it was mentioned by the interviewee
that for the inclusion of HWTS/SODIS in future teachers training, some emphasis and effort of ENPHO
as a technical partner would be very welcome.

Interestingly, out of the cooperation with one regional ETC an impact on a higher level was achieved.
So, it is viewed very positively that SODIS/HWTS are included in the children's curricula as well as the
teachers' training. However, it should be noted that orientation on school level about HWTS may not
be enough to initiate behavior change at household level. Moreover, reinforcement seems to be
necessary at the central as well as at the regional level. At the district level, a collaboration with one
District Education Office has already started.

The two international organizations most strongly involved in HWTS are Unicef and UN Habitat.
ENPHO is a technical partner of both.

Unicef is more focused on rural areas and currently has evaluated a campaign of HWTS and hand-
washing promotion in several countries. In Nepal, Unicef promoted together with the DWSS and
ENPHO all four water treatment options in more than 200 schools in four rural districts. Based on
these results, up-scaling activities are expected to take place in the near future.

UN Habitat has a commitment to include a HWTS component in every project they have. However,
impact is sometimes barely visible and one perceived problem is that awareness may be easy, but
not behavior change. Also, drop out behavior is far too little understood and people seem to be lazy.
As for SODIS, bottles are often a problem, the image of a poor-men’s no-cost technology is not
exactly appealing, and the plasticizer issue keeps coming back every once in a while. In general, local
partners should have a strong network at grassroots level and SODIS/HWTS should be integrated into
other programs to sustain it even after project end.

At the moment, a big collaboration project with UN Habitat, Coca Cola, and several municipalities in
urban areas is being realized, where ENPHO is involved as a technical partner. UN Habitat
recommends for ENPHO — as they do not have a strong network at grassroots level — to focus on
their technical expertise as well as on follow-up activities at stakeholder level.

Overall, two international agencies are very active in HWTS promotion. The fact that SODIS is part of
the promoted HWTS options is at least partly due to the long-time engagement of ENPHO in the
promotion of SODIS in Nepal. Also, due to ENPHOs long standing expertise in the HWTS topic, they
frequently get consulted within the HWTS promotion projects as technical partners (providing
trainings and expertise).

Finally, an interview was conducted with ENPHO about the organization and their activities related to
HWTS.
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ENPHO exists since 1990 and works in the water and sanitation sector. They always follow a 3-step-
approach: research — pilot projects — up-scaling. HWTS promotion is currently in the third, the up-
scaling process.

According to their work focus, two program units exist: water quality and sanitation. In addition, a
lab and a resource center (like a library) are run. Within the water quality unit, there are several foci:
technical partnership in HWTS promotion projects, product development (SODIS bottle, chlorination
product, Solvatten), social marketing with local entrepreneurs, and exploring other means of
SODIS/HWTS promotion (private sector, schools, radio/TV). Within HWTS promotion, ENPHO has
employed or still employs partnerships with all the aforementioned institutions. For a better
distinction between former and current collaboration, also see Table 23.

Within the sanitation unit, ENPHO works in the areas of sanitation installations in schools and
communities, outdoor and indoor air pollution, water pasteurization with improved cook stoves,
wetland construction for wastewater treatment, solid waste, and previously Ecosan toilets.

Summarizing, during the first project phases, ENPHO collaborated with local NGOs. Out of these
seven, two still expressed a certain amount of commitment to HWTS/SODIS promotion within their
ongoing activities.

Later, collaboration focus was shifted to governmental institutions, such as municipalities, the health
and education sector. Municipalities continue to be important partners, because current promotion
activities focus on urban areas. DPHOs (health sector) are not partners anymore at the moment,
because they work in rural areas which are now targeted by Unicef. It was observed that if a
municipality or DPHO does not receive follow-up funding and impulses after a project phase has
ended, sustainability is limited. One direct collaboration with the education sector by luck turned out
to have long-term impact on the national curriculum development activities. Education to the future
generation is viewed to be a good entry point to long-term effects; however, it has to be considered
that awareness alone does not make behavior change.

Independently, the DWSS, Unicef and UN Habitat have launched large scale activities in the HWTS
sector with ENPHO also being involved as a technical partner.

Overall, at the moment, HWTS and SODIS are considered to be well integrated into the important
institutions working in the HWTS sector. Particularly, the integration of SODIS in all HWTS promotion
campaigns is to a large part due to the efforts of ENPHO during the last years, providing evidence
that SODIS works (lab studies) and pilot field experiences with the promotion of SODIS.

Further efforts should be made to more efficiently use the large grassroots structures provided by
the municipalities and the health sector. Here more effort seems to be needed to make decision
makers aware of their own responsibility, reaching beyond temporary, externally financed projects.
Within these efforts, possible collaborations and synergies between different governmental
institutions should be pointed out and made use of.
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To analyze the sustainability of projects that had been carried out by ENPHO with funding from
Eawag, information was gathered at various levels: households, promoters, and institutions. At the
household level, quantitative questionnaires got applied, collecting information on current water
consumption behavior and habits. At promoters' and institutional level, information about previous
project implementation was gathered in a more qualitative way. In addition, current activities and
commitments with regard to HWTS promotion were investigated. The following part presents
summaries and conclusions of the results.

Half of the investigated sample consumes entirely safe water, treated by either filter, SODIS,
chlorination, or boiling. A small part also bought water for their consumption. However, half of the
sample still consumes untreated water — one third relies exclusively on untreated water, the others
consume one part treated water but one part is still consumed untreated. Out of the treatment
options, filtering is the most popular method used by one third of the overall sample. The second
most popular option is treatment with the SODIS method, as used by 21% of the people. Boiling
(12%), buying water (7%) and chlorination (4%) are the other options used.

Safe water consumption — measured as the percentage of people of the sample only consuming safe
water — was positively influenced by a higher education level, but not by any of the other
demographic indicators like age, if there are children below 5 years of age in the family or
socioeconomic status.

As mentioned above, 21% of the sample used SODIS. Out of these, half were regular (14%) and half
irregular (13%) SODIS users. Irregular SODIS users could be further split up into half currently using
SODIS but not daily (7%) and half only using it during the right season, but not at the moment (6%).
Most notably, irregular SODIS users are almost twice as likely to consume untreated water compared
to regular SODIS users. So, regular SODIS use supports being a safe water consumer. If SODIS is used
only irregularly, people are also around twice as likely as regular users to combine SODIS with
another water treatment option.

SODIS use — measured as the percentage of people consuming SODIS water — was not influenced by
any of the assessed demographic indicators. In contrast to overall safe water consumption, higher
education does not facilitate SODIS use. It seems that education sensitizes people that they should
treat their water but which method they finally chose is not related to education.
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Relating safe water consumption as well as SODIS use to the different investigated areas —
characterized by promotion phase, implementing organization, urbanization, and income level — the
following was found:

In all urban areas, NGOs and municipalities are equally effective in promoting safe water
consumption (SWC) and SODIS water. Across all three districts with urban areas (Lalitpur, Kathmandu,
and Thimi), the level of SWC is about two thirds (63%) of the sample and 30% are using SODIS.

In rural areas, the sub-unit DPHO of the Ministry of Health is more effective than NGOs in promoting
SWC and SODIS. SWC percentages are about two times higher with DPHO promotion (63%) than with
NGO promotion (26%). For SODIS use, the difference is even more pronounced —the DPHO achieved
four times as many (48%) SODIS users compared to the NGO (11%). However, the DPHO was the
implementing partner in one area only, so this positive experience is not based on a large sample and
should be repeated before further conclusions can be drawn.

In the urban areas of Lalitpur and Kathmandu are very similar, quite high percentages of SWC were
found (76%). Since Lalitpur and Kathmandu are similarly urban and right next to each other, this
result was not surprising. However, regarding SODIS use, Kathmandu shows a tendency to higher
percentages of SODIS users (41%) compared to Lalitpur (31%). It seems that in Lalitpur other water
treatment options are preferred compared to Kathmandu, since percentages of SWC are equally high.

In contrast, the urban area of Thimi is different to the urban areas of Lalitpur and Kathmandu
regarding SWC (29%). Near Thimi, a water treatment plant got installed only recently, so people
believe their water is clean. However, this may or may not be true, since the quality of the pipe
system is usually quite bad. With regards to SODIS use, Thimi urban areas seem to be equal to
Lalitpur urban areas.

The rural areas of Bhaktapur and Lalitpur are also quite similar; however SWC was only half as high as
in the urban areas of Lalitpur and Kathmandu (36% compared to 76%). Similarly, SODIS use is also
somewhat lower than in Kathmandu and Lalitpur (21% compared to 41% and 31%, respectively).

In general — apart from Thimi — urban areas have twice as many SWC than the rural areas. This would
also apply for SODIS use, except for the SODIS promotion via the DPHO, which seems to have been
equally effective like the promotion in urban areas. So for SODIS use, the relation to the degree of
urbanization cannot be fully disentangled with the current data.

The promotion phase (year of promotion activities) as well as the income level do not seem to have
an influence on SWC or on SODIS use.

Main information sources from where people had heard about SODIS were group training (38%),
TV/radio (31%), other people (19%), promoters during household visits (10%) and other sources (all
below 10%). On average, people named one information source where they had heard about SODIS.

Disturbing is the fact that not even half of the sample mentioned the group training as an
information source and only 10% mentioned household visits, although in all areas several trainings
were conducted as well as household visits performed. For the household visits, one explanation may
be that the group training as an event got remembered much more easily than the household visits.
Nevertheless, the numbers seem quite low.
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The various information sources showed some influences on SODIS use. The chances of being a
current SODIS user (regular or irregular) were only increased by the sheer number of information
sources, but not by any particular information source. However, chances that someone initially tried
out SODIS (independently if they stopped again) were increased by having participated in a group
training or having had a household visit by a promoter. Even stronger, the same information sources
(training and household visits) also proofed to be supportive for people becoming a regular SODIS
user in comparison to only being an irregular SODIS user. It seems that the trainings and household
visits are good to initiate the use of SODIS, but not to sustain it, especially when only used irregularly.
Preventing people to stop SODIS use once they have started should be the focus of future promotion
campaigns.

TV and radio actually decreased the chance of people trying out SODIS — certainly this type of
information is not sufficient to initiate a new behavior.

Unexpectedly, perception of any of the information sources did not explain why some people
consume only safe water whereas others don't.

In addition to information, people were given materials to take home. However, only 26% of the
households reported to have received such material (poster, flyer, calendar, or bottle). No relation of
having received some kind of material to SWC or SODIS use were found, which may be attributed to
the low number of materials given out in the first place. Also, it is unlikely that people have kept
these materials until the time of investigation.

If people mentioned that they had started using SODIS because of the promotion campaign (60%),
this did not make a difference between relapsers (those who stopped again) and continuous SODIS
users. However, if people started SODIS because they were concerned about their health (and were
convinced SODIS would contribute to their health; 11%) or because the method convinced them as
such (6%), they were more likely to stay with SODIS use. It seems that if people start a behavior
based on their decision rather than external influences like promotion activities, other people or the
media, they are eventually more likely to stay with the behavior.

People that had stopped using SODIS after a while expressed problems with SODIS being largely
related to the daily execution of the SODIS behavior. People feel a lack of time (18%) and habit (13%),
they feel bored (12%), find it difficult (6%), or don't like the taste/smell (6%). Less often, resource
related problems were named, such as missing bottles (10%), missing space to expose the bottles,
missing sun or water (8%), or preference of another method (3%). This can be interpreted positively,
because the behavior related reasons can more directly be influenced by behavior change
interventions. For example, a better planning of when to prepare the SODIS bottles can reduce the
perception that time is lacking, or habit can be supported with small reminders placed in people's
households.

Models explaining human behavior stress several motivations or groups of factors influencing the
performance of a behavior. Main motivational factors commonly investigated are related to risk
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awareness and already existing health related behaviors, attitude, social influences, availability of
necessary resources, intention, and aspects of habit.

Current hygiene behavior and risk awareness are found to be quite positive in the investigated
sample: the observed hygiene status of the families is above average, hygiene behavior (brushing
teeth (1x day), hand washing and using soap for hand washing) is well developed, and the perception
of severity of diarrhea is high. Two causes of diarrhea in children could be named on average.
However, hygiene behavior shows no or little influence, risk awareness none at all on any of the
water treatment intentions.

Similarly, the factors related to carry out a specific water treatment behavior got quite positive
ratings. Resources are perceived to be mostly available (bottles, gas, filter), rational attitude
(perceived monetary and time costs) and emotional attitude (liking of the water type, perceived
taste, and health benefit) are medium to high, social reputation is around medium, and the
perceived social norm reflects real user percentages quite well. For untreated water, the emotional
attitude is much lower than for the treated water types, and the social reputation is negative, which
means that people consider untreated water, especially within their social context, as worse than
treated water. The stated future intentions for the treatment options are above current behavioral
levels, for untreated water the intention is lower than the current behavioral level. This nicely
indicates that overall more treated and less untreated water is intended to be consumed in the
future.

However, intentions to boil, filter, do SODIS, and consume untreated water are mainly only
influenced by two factors: the emotional attitude and the social norm. Emotional attitude is
expressed as liking, perceptions of the taste and health benefit of the respective water type. Social
norm is the perception or estimation of the interviewed person of how many other people in ones
own community consume a certain water type. So, in contrast to what one would expect, the
rational attitude aspect, expressed as the judgment of time and money costs related to the water
disinfection method (untreated water does not involve extra money and time costs), and the
perceived availability of resources do not play a role in developing a positive intention.

In addition to the two factors mentioned (emotional attitude and social norm), for developing a
positive SODIS intention the perceived change of social norm since the last SODIS promotion
activities, i.e. the perception if there are more or less people using SODIS at the time of investigation
compared to the time of project end, played a significant role. A weak influence on intention was
also found for knowledge of SODIS.

All water consumption behaviors are strongly influenced by the respective intention and habit. The
more positive the intention and the perception of habit, the more likely is a family to consume a
certain water type. For SODIS use, communication about SODIS was also investigated and proofed to
influence SODIS use positively.

For the SODIS behavior, habit was looked at in more detail. It was found that for differentiating
irregular and regular SODIS user, the aspects of automaticity of the behavior execution (i.e. preparing
the bottles), perceiving the preparation of SODIS as a daily routine and already in place since a long
time, as well as preparing the bottles daily at the same time are important factors to make SODIS use
a regular behavior. It is suspected that these factors would also play a role for any water treatment
option to be used on a regular basis.
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Overall, the achievement that half of the sample is entirely consuming safe water can be viewed as a
big success. Also, 27% SODIS users in project areas up to 5 years after the end of the project
intervention is viewed as quite successful. In the end, the goal was and is to make people consume
safe water, no matter which water treatment they use. Filter and SODIS have proven to be a
sustainable solution for a significant part of the population.

The biggest part of the success was achieved in the urban areas of the big cities Kathmandu and
Lalitpur — some areas are almost free of the consumption of untreated water. In rural areas, people
still tend to believe their water is clean and does not need to be treated. Also in the case of new
water treatment installations, people tend to believe in the complete effectiveness of these
installations with regard to water disinfection. In both cases — rural areas and new water treatment
installations — the water may indeed be safe to drink directly from the source; however, in rural areas
agricultural contamination and in general the devastating state of water pipes in Nepal do not allow
for the same assumption for the water that finally reaches people's homes. Here, more promotional
work is needed to make the consumption of untreated water an undesirable and uncommon option,
and to provide alternative solutions such as filters or SODIS.

Promoters and household visits have proven to be successful promotional strategies, making people
to try out SODIS. Once people are using SODIS, promoters and household visits are supportive in
achieving regular SODIS use. However, the problem of many people starting water treatment but
then stopping it again still has to be tackled to achieve higher sustainability. For example, the
motivations that were found to be influential for an intention towards a certain water treatment
option and the related habits have to be addressed more explicitly within promotion campaigns.
Creating positive emotions, stimulating social influence and social exchange is needed. Activities
should be initiated where people experience fun (i.e. group games), they have to be given the chance
of tasting treated water, and they have to be convinced of the positive health impact of treated
water. In addition, people should be made aware of how many other people are already using water
treatment options in their (or similar) communities; stimulating communication among people would
be a good measure. This will support them in their decision to use one or more water treatment
options, and that they actually start trying it out. Once they started, they actively have to be
supported in establishing a regular daily routine to prepare the water. People should be requested to
think of and actively stick to a daily routine when they prepare the water each day. Habit
development could involve regular household visits less frequently but for a longer time than it was
done previously, as well as conducting discussion rounds about experiences and difficulties during
the daily preparation of drinking water. Another simple method to support habit development is
memory aids that are placed inside the houses.

The standard promotion strategy applied was to first give a training to the promoters (TOT). After
that, the promoters carried out group trainings to around 25 people and introduced them usually to
all 4 HWTS options (boiling, filtration, chlorination, and SODIS). In some cases, households also
received individual training, street dramas were performed, and schools were visited. The group
trainings are viewed as more time-efficient than individual trainings and can be recommended for
future campaigns. It seems to be an advantage to present SODIS/HWTS in combination with another
topic like waste management, for example. Very noteworthy is the finding that providing bottles
(mostly for free) directly to the households after the trainings resulted in lower percentages of users
and higher percentages of relapse (many households stopped SODIS). This may be explained with the
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lacking necessity of households to integrate bottle supply into SODIS use from the beginning. Once
the given bottles were damaged, they stopped.

As a follow up and monitoring strategy, households were visited one by one during the months after
the group training. Certainly, monitoring is a good tool to support people’s development of a new
behavior. The longer the monitoring period, the higher was the sustained SODIS use. However, the
frequency seems to be too high — the lower frequencies of monitoring finally achieved higher
percentages of SODIS user and less relapse.

The promotion strategy (training + monitoring) seems to be accepted and liked by both, the
households and the promoters, and should be continued. If possible, one water test for each area
should be provided to easier convince people. Additionally, it seems that older female promoters are
more accepted, because they correspond to the target group. This should be taken into account
when selecting promoters, and maybe a young one should work in a team with an older one.

Lacking or inadequate incentives are not only disagreeable for the promoters but also seem to result
in lower motivation of the promoters to promote HWTS/SODIS. This in turn shows a direct
correlation to lower SODIS use and more relapse. It is therefore recommended to increase the
promoters' motivation by providing adequate incentives, depending on their workload. This does not
necessarily imply monetary payments, also work certificates or some kind of public recognition
would surely be appreciated. Additionally, we see some improvement potential for motivating the
promoters with a better organizational support.

Several partners were involved in implementing SODIS/HWTS projects in Nepal: local NGOs,
municipalities, District Public Health Organizations (DPHO) and an Education Training Center (ETC).
Out of these projects, different levels of commitment and activities related to HWTS promotion arose.

Out of seven local NGOs having promoted SODIS/HWTS during 2004-2006, two continue to promote
SODIS whenever possible within their ongoing activities, although allocated resources are very
limited. Three NGOs are unfortunately not active anymore; two did not report any type of activity
related two HWTS.

Quite similarly, also within municipalities only limited resources can be allocated to HWTS promotion
and only within ongoing activities if no external funding is available. However, if activated,
municipalities are able to reach quite large populations and work as effective as NGOs. Nevertheless,
when working with young city volunteers as promoters, some improvements have to be made in
establishing them in the communities and incentivizing them.

Not surprisingly, also by the formerly involved District Public Health Organizations (DPHOs) the same
problem was reported: interest in more projects with HWTS focus exists, but funds need to be
allocated to remunerate the promoters, the Female Community Health Volunteers (FCHV). Since the
work of the FCHVs is voluntarily, they demand incentives for their work.

One independent, active stakeholder within the topic of HWTS/SODIS promotion is the Department
of Water, Sewerage and Sanitation (DWSS), which runs own HWTS promotion activities within its
awareness program. Sub-units of the DWSS are also partnering with international organizations as
the implementing unit within large scale projects.

Another important governmental stakeholder, the education sector, was also won over to HWTS and
SODIS promotion. Currently, the four HWTS options (boiling, chlorination, filtration, and SODIS) are
included in the primary level curriculum; the more detailed inclusion in the lower secondary
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curriculum is under way. In addition, the HWTS topic was also included in the teachers training and
will probably still be part in the future teachers training.

Apart from the governmental institutions, two big international agencies (Unicef and UN Habitat) are
currently active in HWTS promotion in Nepal. Their projects involve governmental institutions as
implementing partners, and in one case also private partners are involved. Due to ENPHOs long
standing expertise in the HWTS topic, they frequently get consulted within HWTS promotion projects
as technical partners (providing trainings and expertise).

In addition to HWTS promotion, ENPHO also follows other activities related to water and sanitation
and therefore has quite a diverse working focus. This is viewed to be very positive since it broadens
ENPHOs partner network, it opens possibilities to combine different topics and make use of synergies
(i.e. every sanitation project has a HWTS component).

Many organizations are involved in HWTS promotion or at least it is within their scope of interest.
The fact that SODIS is now always part of the promoted HWTS options is at least partly due to the
long-time engagement of ENPHO in the promotion of SODIS in Nepal. So the effort of having had
several pilot project phases has paid off and made the SODIS method accepted as an equal method
among the other HWTS options.

Governmental institutions have proven the same or higher effectiveness as the involved NGOs in
promoting HWTS, which can be taken as a very positive sign towards further collaborating with
municipalities and DPHOs since they have a much larger network at grassroots levels. Here an
important potential lies to achieve better sustainability at household level: certainly, a longer time
frame of follow-up would increase sustainability at household level, as it was often mentioned by the
promoters and institutions; however, resources are usually limited to the duration of a certain
project. An important feature of governmental institutions is their permanent presence, whereas
NGOs may come and go. Consequently, ways must be found to commit governmental institutions to
permanently have HWTS on their agenda, and not only during limited, externally funded projects. If
this can be achieved, one would possibly be able to secure infrequent follow-ups in previous project
communities without much effort and additional resources. ENPHOs role should be to follow up on
these governmental institutions and, with their expertise, develop efficient monitoring plans.
Moreover, the potential to collaborate, share efforts and use synergies among the municipalities,
health, water and educational sector must be elaborated and actively used.



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 60

Sustainabildy Shudy MHapal — Guestonneire Households 1

uiv=yq Introduction

TS TET AT AT T TSR S T, (TSR TS R | BT S ST ae
n*a*trﬁrﬁm—waﬁmﬁﬂﬂhﬁrwmmmrwwﬁ
el | AT ST AT TRk SHETEE R U FUrGT Hiees g AT | 8 | e SR
T I0-Y i TR T |

Please infroduce yoursel!

Hallo mynamels e 200 @M working For ENEHO fexpism ENPHO, Frou ks, e ane
conduching & ressarch study on housshold walsr consumplion IF vou den® ming T wecld e o infernview your abold
you waher consunoticn wrefarences. ol fake abouf 2045 minctes. Do vou have the time for e inferview? We
ara aiso irfendaning other housaholds i o community 28 wall 25 cfher commiritias in ths vallay, Ths resulfs

Wil piz [reaied 2nonyous!y 3nc we ans Siming gt imoroving F1s sTs G 0 o cormmuniy.

Geheral information regarding the interview  strttme ...
Wy, REE A Eavm momber

GO, ST AU T Date of treintarvian

4§03 Al Mg SR T fdame and numbar of the infantawer |

o ALY A AR A T T Vllage S LISIET S DSRILIE e

FTIEET ARt s Data of the interviewed person

991, @9 T AT % R ¢ Name T Lo L L LT T, T L e R T U Y
999 TATE FT FT FETETT P ADE o oo oo et e e
893 TTEST ATIT F FT ! Language

Y. FE 'O "R ‘0 =

Gander T3 famale 3 msle
99%. TS % TR TR ¢
Y e ? 3 i 1 i
L AT R ® ) FTETE FH B HiEm
Jof: " LF none P L housewie Lt agrcuiitns
* 7 informa emplovrant 5 T formal employment ¥ T indenandsnt work
T studies ® 7 retired e = R
995, Tarer o T A e Ay T TRl Ay Ta WAl Edcation [years in sohoal AN uriversiy) .

goil TAEF Data of the household

R FETR SIHNAEAT W WAl WIREES 2 (AR Musmber of pevsans (TOTAL) L
93% ¥ = ey 8 AW TI'I_tFr F=EF W A G [ 7 MNumber of cfidren = aor= o S yeas of soe

93 % TEE 1Y T TR seAIE ol @A WA, ¢ Mumber of childien hetwesn & and i vears .



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 61

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds 2
Y% TAEET WTETRG T FOeE] SEERE TET R B P Hihest education of Kids

9%, VTS TEG] SR FEET ... [FTTE] BIET T AEEEH HTE

128 Aumber of rocns owhictt She ey es iwithoul Latiioone and sosll SEEREi. oo

W T wAaHaar  Health status and awareness

13"

121

3%

132

REE

q3¥.

934,

REL

138

How many of the family members had diarrhes diving the fast d daps? Ll

How oftenr do you brush your teethh perday? .. .. .. ...
qITSd ST T Ui ENeT wmreEEw e faeer e et |
T B -2 ~Qa =0 “a ”__ TR,

ST SRS B hie3 5

Lo your feef responsible for your own and yoor fanmly's health?
L 1 L ¥y v LY AT

e T ) o
FETRETL 2ales & il

o = g P

o ak alf

quTE T AR A FREEed WA ', #i9 T For it ofis #ta 2 e gges e

IZIJ 1u E_I J-I qu
0% - A5 5% — Tt RTAT R~ ATHT WTAT TS%- HY SIET R 100% - =4

How oftern do yau and your family wash your hands befare egting and after the toilet?
1] _|f I J - _‘. ko _f 4 -lr
F - (Fhaesl novey el T LT FRE - alimn (RN = FARINIR A

awig ¢ 4fEel Fey aeeared (GaH sl vew didde B0 goEe 7

1] .J T u 7 _I A -._I L u
0% = 1A 26%= lheihlAl  50%= A1 ATAT 7HM- 0 S 4y 100%= &)

How offen do you and vour family use soag (or an egquivaiant] when you wash your fandsy

TEF TEf | T L]
0% falreslt nevor SN SRy SR MECha A% alen TEn  falmsd] Ay

TS TR SRTETIETAT WA AR RS W1 B AT 107 BT BE e

- - -3 -3 -3 -1 C oo
UehaH ¢ wdlig] - o o - - &4 vl Flgd

How dangerous is diaimhea for young children?

ey aagaoes O T Fg T3 T3 hodwgers

TS AT wrETTETaTe w5 e v orw arde fr ardRe v

ﬁ:m <* +7 =0 <0 0 "1 5“11_"?-;:.
FEEmE EELE (ES W o



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds

127 Do you think diarrhea reduces work productivity?

wmt O To T T3 T3 antatal
G AR AN b =

435 TYTSR! TEETEHET WIfGETT WG ATl TR HIEET TS, i a7
wE T "o *ao "o "o ] ‘O 50 O ey

128 Do ol think untreated veater is good or had for your health?

fivenchsd T O X T Y g ‘g g g T sy
ENEEER  EHEE  EE ey £ & A ERENG ST gond

93%. OTEET FEETET WA s Wit fudar e g ' #9 7v fh dan
ﬁﬁ' .IJ 'Iu .-u :\u 4|_| m

e

si o EE P S Iy
= (o] iy 13 R Sk

125 Do you think that water treatment reduces your medical expenses?

anala g Yip ® iy
5 & ad

VA )

VWO, TSR AT AT AEEE AT SRR ANH G5 ®ES & & g7

P FEIT AT, TARET VTR GUST Tawar fae ewaE, av o @ 5 A i ga

e )
140 What do you RNk are the caurses for diarmhea in young children? (muifinls answarns)
Intevirmar Please cheok the fallowing checklist faor wieat tha inferviewed persnn has mentionsd
Flzase. do ~of kalo.
a 'O EEA T cartaminated water
B 'O al¥d WIEN contaminatod food
Y arrge e Ardl emperaiune (heat / oold)
d g utﬁ‘-r FTE AT ety Suirelarnding &
e 0 HH gter S

¥, T WA VjETaTs 9 v el e, st weer s 7%

WA STgRToers T U a T d cd 0w gigwrre g 8

14t How important do you think is water treatment compared to other health tapics?

g ot lgss et e T O 3 g T3 = =] o= F S0 frare ot S

A sl deoes aATE ruir Pl s

ATl SR AR GRS T TR

Interviewer: Plegse rate the hygiene status of the household,
%Y.  IOCKIATe] ST AT S ® 1 TS TR et

s ke B 1~ A T R R T T I ) () L
TR AT TeREd W

145 Appearance of Hhe interviewed person. # 4 oo chsenvalle

Fhaidiorfranaweage - J 3 g3 g '3 T 7O ki elane g g

Al e

62



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds

965, WITATPIETE ACATE -0 e TR T

diHies e wgwed SO "o ' "o 'w fua Tu HIk ey He

142 Cleanliness of the kitchen: %0 net obsarvabie
alpraitarthasawage T3 TQ3 T3 g 3T T3 adw e than aengr

v

9%, EET BRTiEr TTHwTS (LR ; AT HET e Wie 7 HEed T AdiEA

A g TERE Cd TO '3 O O O o AT T
Wil ¢ Slbli GebiE H

147 Cleanfiness of the immediaie surroundings of the house (o.q. backyard. garden): f Lf nof cheenaiis

g darawaye 4 0 g 4 T3 O 7O T kst ihan avirags
aliae

B 9iETd J0d TRET A9 Jq98T Current water consumption of the family
4. TATEERT YA WA HE W w BT ¢ Uy a Sne E S e

'] sl 0 T AR 0 zyahe 4 e
* 1 #TRT 9T F SRrETEAT U ST T S - OO
151 ¥rhere does mra st of your drinking waber corme from forgin T (anly 1-2 Gresses,
" unprtactad well 50 peotacken well T hovshols 3 1
5 rainwaler § T river of lake T3 pougit waler 1 R S
Yi+4  TOATEETE T RRPARET AT AIE (ST AT P )
"1 M@ AT ' FETTE U Hrsw e I i ‘0 e
5 A Eafgug e 7O aEEEeE Mhees £ wEd feeee
152 Which water type do your fike the most? (only 1 cross)
Y O untrestsd T baolsd R i # 11 bought watar O Fhush
§ 1 Watar Guand P01 CS ftar T Biorsand fitar £ L candls fitar
I T T
TS WA ® afiEEe Qe e € & Mt e
=+ g inredl @i falla e wlGalka s wd Wyl edar Bl g sy
Which type of water does your family consurme and how regulary?
= Interviewer: Cross all water Iypes the family is consuming more or less regularhy.
TS T A AR N R ... T R Fr AT T Fae 7
. as WEEKS - oY rain o e :
AT g afer i the fast 2 weeks?  H v days per vweek?
Did you o your faimily dink... _a B
981, & FEETE A e 'OF 0 SEw
« wator directfrom Hhs souvce funtrcatod) o s i
5% e ATHE T AR FEL AT ams 'O Fr 0 sEe

e hoed waksr (ke coffes. tea sfz ) o ws Yot




1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 64

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds 5

953 e Tl T (ST, FeT A 'aF ‘0 EET

o Dotk (water. soff drinks) T s 3w
LS o g L ‘o "0 s
+  fifarsd waler fir W Bt
YEK. e dATTOT E el 9Tl 'od Yo dise
+ ochionnglisd waler s, WE Y3
Y55 e ANSH T 'uEr fu AT
s SOOIS water o "l
GEE o HEI ‘uE U EET
B OHEL oo e ooy oot s ase e T3 Y3dm

mezﬁﬁwﬁﬁhﬁnﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁmmﬁﬁa

@ werrgraian L anawe Fernr el sy ordt Ream g iy s wad ) Rdlsaal ol wy feaw el
T

3 TRES (BT E Y EE W T e O FUAw ATETIET WA GheT AT

How MUch does Your family consume of the different water types?
= |nEmnewa Ask the parsen o estimate 1 cups per day — ake the axample ar yesterdany
oR
=3 You can also ask the person to estimals »arcentagss of total walsr consumplion of 1 day or 1wae<

qIATE FehT w9/ T CIGEE)
Water type CLps par day percentages

« TEEE T T
= wster dirsct from fne aowree funtresfed)

THTER! T (e, Faa =T

ey wgler (fike cofes, log eiu))

59

R4 e
o TRl uTH T, e anfy
» bowrhl fwalfer, sof dirnis)

s feEe T
T = fitered waler

5 e
T e ohiorinated watar
e . ° Hiigy ure
1m 2
» S0O0ME walsr
HES . w

L L 1 F L 106Gy,
TOTAL issararareaees CIAS T4

> F TSR G WA T I
Y. TTATS T o T T o o o e e e

= In case the family consumes TREATED water:
168 Wy oo your freat WOLIr Walar? s e e e e

P 5 Gawe &1 T GV EETT G AT
155 TS AT RET R R T

= In case the family consumes UNTREATED vrater:
155 i O 0 O Lot W O T o e e e et e et e e i e s



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds

V8% W TATES! AT ACANEGA AAE W AT TEE ¢ O T O

P -3 -3 2 -1 0 s :
HY T < - 4 o O pleed [fghen,
(fg'x’grf:ﬁx%' ﬁﬁjf;&u x":‘-':f:‘.-' = =

170 Do your chifdren diink umtreated water? * O dan't have childran
ey afen SO = I T T QR

V43 TIATRATS WG HW1 G T W FE oI G
gy 40 a0 Ta u e #
e R o jrafan 14 e

152 How difficult is it 1o obiain treated water in every siteation?

e = e = =7 Tar G —
vy o o o o R AT
A SRR R e [ CF Al

AT T FET waeen Unitreated water attitudes
Yuf. TAYTSETE SRR ST REe w9 9 e g

65

T U i a ] i LN | *u TRl

et

171 Do you ke or disiike difnking antreated water?

- -3 -z, -1 ] 1 z
ChEice o vy o Lf o of o of of
mech  SWEES SE8 S5 & & ] et

V9%, ToTEs AT sl i e few w T R g

£ =q -d Er =1 a 1 2 2 4

s e J O A u u u u i U
fig RESEm SRS &% 8 e B 50 TS SIIT
A

172 Do youl think untrasted water tzsioes good or bad?

flastas vy O g g g TEl Yl
fl  EEE o &

i

L
g
o8

T
0
L

Py =y 1 o T
I B Ly L I M

455 TTEERT FrSTOAT STEINE AT W 9T Oy fE arie
ey T d 2L 5 T | U u > 1

172 Do your think umrogtod water is good or bad for your hesith?
FiEwybsy T d T T Y N L g
frmy el FREGE Sy & g il EE O EOE g
4oy, TuTEe Feree i T aerd oy sser aiafew & @ v
- = - B B [u] T T T g
qzﬁ-ff - - . a | A m| a .
T Hl T ARk mEE I = 1= a2 S S D

181 How do offer peopfe think of you if you drink unireated wator?

Mepimme ey SO o o o fua Ty o
bafzhoime  SERSE SRS E@@ @ 55 D

Mg vy
I

Ty frep
S

A fastes
ey !

THTEHT
T A

sy goad
o et

fey Bk vy
O S0l e



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds

Y% TOTEE! FSTOHT TATER WHRIAAT S AR AeRiET T e
a u u *u *a
0% = TRl T 25% = Fr 3% = Fa%= T e e 100% = & i,
182 Flease esfimate, how many peopla in your village drink untreated warer?
Yo ) =] L '
(% = fAimas s N A = Ao A=Al SRR = gt Ay TIN5 = faimast alf
953 STGAl AT TOTge Sl seEiad ot fran sEeT i @ 2
T - = 1 + & L .
U u ‘u “u J s T CTEE s
0% M%h il [ I00R%
122 How much untregted water you irdend 1o drink i the near fidure (next month)?
"o v = e YO of oy bl st
[ 258 S k] NNE s
Yot B WUTEe e qr e ey gt 7
Trge ' 'd O ‘O *O T #T
124 {5 drinkiryg cntreated water & habit for you?
mistaia T tep Ty FOb o avo sty
fanit 2 £ SR SRR al
9oy, AT fermrear sl o v T S S o
ot ‘0 *u a0 a0 0 a0 o *a tu TR T
BESE  S5E 23 & = 1] SIS g )
12z How good or bad do you! thitk is consumitg wuitroated waler ?
psvoybed o o Fo o o g g
FATer] AT AT aaen Boiled water aftitudes
9% TUTEATS FHES AW aE 7 98w 9ie 7
T 4 T 'u  "u u u Rig U meEm
EEES RER AR I = & I
181 Ooyoul like or disiike drinking boiled water?
dislke bvay T O g o "o Yo ‘g o = T3 ke ey
M N e ezl g = e SRR SRERAT mneh
9% TUTSST FEWITHT SIS I T e g T g 2
== 5= O 0 i “a [} S 3 O = baE
127 Do you think boifed water tastes good or bad?
Flastasvay O T g o Yg o o 1z T3 Raste
had  BERRE  SeRE &S i (=3 R D ENT SRS ey good

66



1st Report of the SODIS Sustainability Study — Nepal 67

Sustainatildy Study Hapal — Guestionneie Househelds 5

923 TYTRET rHIHT FHGT TS WA AW 9 [ qra ¢

PPTIIR + T S| Ty T T z ] i + SRR

PE e S L s L L L e B 1 e MebE WM oo mEe
122 Do yoir think boifed water is good or bad for your heafth?
s . . o 4 - T
Fiwnchad L 2 i L Tl £ed 1 ok i s sy o
Ao health  SEES SEHG EHiE & £ & e QPG for oy Rasith

4RV TUTEE (EETLAT 9T ST B¢ weE T fafene s i anen
e T e =[] =T =1 T U T T e
.;1|443',,1-'

e I I LR i =

129 Do o think preparing boiled water costs a fot of fime and effort?

e akiof T3 g T3 T3 et A
e & e BEEREE HiE & = pifatar al

9% TYTEET FEEEAT 9T TH FEESRT Bl g g ¢
et wEie 0 o3 SO 0 'O gl wee

1% Do you think combustibies for boiling cost a lof of monoy?

ffiey 2 VY i e Y * i L iy dive
B = =i~ = i £ axpedsie il

9% % TMHI FHeT TR diae a7

'3

e T T4 *a “u L ) aE TS
EEEE S i E i i

157 Are combistibles easily availablo?

My G e T LS Hig =
déaiatie  HeRES  Sdn @

W G

o TO mayae alays
= B avaitails

4o AOTEN TETAEGr arT frder aord i s wiefer & w oy
nded A SN | -1 1

Aardl el i o

];I

|E| E

=~ B = I

i)
g

a0t How do olfrer peopie think of your if you drink boflod water?
ey ey T O O 20 i .;‘ P ' 20 Lt
5 i r_;'?' T

boiabond g SESRER RS R 5 &

YO oyt vy
G O oRRONT oo st mo
RLEE mmmmﬁﬂ@ﬁmwm?

‘4 "y d g )
5= a9 T 25% = EHI 5% = wr Teh s wEE frdmT 100fh = FEE Prw

¢ Flease estimaie, how many people i your vilage drink boiled water?

a o I o z ] 3._._r 4 I
% = f2mas s Nedo SR = o S0 - thalielt SRR - quite many FoN% = falmost alf
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IG3  ATGEl HETTE TATE ST SATEE T AFT AT TG B 7

n b | 7 3 4
[ J d J A T =39 TR &9
(1% 5% 5% i o ¥ '

2 How much boiled water you intond to drink in the noar future froxt month) 7

]

Ty T =i i, tiy v BN T O il
(17 P frticd] ik T E LN IO

WY W AR SHH I [T =WT el
q_l_rnl_?'ﬁ Jﬂ 1I_| E-u .'> "--l-l_:l EI'F-'“I'I'T'-"T

= I';;'l ﬁ"\;:- |,:;| {

04 f5 drinking boiled water a habit for you?
mustaia  tof o T

hat = i e

I}

oy AurERT femreAT FETAGT O frae T 6 i e

mREE T 'l fu o Ta P 4 Fa Fd ‘U mEefomar
EEEE Bl i i = @ R s R

e How good or bad do yvou think is consuaming boiled water?
idveyded T O T Yoo T g a a g T3 sy

ERERERE S i i e e RS ARRELAE oo

difew =11 711 SODIS knowledge

1Y WATEA S AT G WU B /ETHET S et fafeery amer B
® 3 AT EA 3 9y 7 340 W AFEE

T A B -lr_frl?u‘:-T‘?‘i.TTf"-&le_?[:‘,

21 Have ol ever feand of “SeDfs” mepalltwrd } /0o VOu KRow about puiting water In the suns
i e =2 go to Table * S0DIS and ofhar water freatment use INstory™ on next page
'3 Vs = continue Delow

1R FAAT TS GHEEET AT S FFT T AEES ¢ (% B T FE WA e 2
P FETTEREG ApaT SEAT TEEET TS GUR TErEA [ Aaeg, T G i 5
ST FET TR
2z Coaufd you please explain SODIE ta me fwhat it i3 and how i warka)?

= |nteviewear Please check the fallowing checklist for winat the inferviewed person has mentionad
Flease, do ot helo.

FANGT FAN TT 77 7 krowedge 01 how 1o prepare S0U S water

a ol TETTIEE HTEE Hashc botlies
b 11 s ST e iy Sun exposure of e water
¢ ' FEAETT AT TEL TG that the botfles have to be sisansd
d 'O doders ERplUE HIHH] HEST 9EE fhaf the hoftles fave to e expased horizontaliy
- VO % EmE FET AT ST LA % P 8 howrs of sun exposure (o T )
' e AN Y fEAee e d5Ys sUn exposune whan it s cloudy
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m ‘_1'7# e e e il cdladge on the disirfection process:
g 'O O AR I YT ST HIE Wister disinfienlion o Water freatment or it kills miciobes
h ' TR B TR ALY rediation (fhat UV radistion kils bastena)
_ VO A s e r\ﬂ'J-:f.IJ_LF_"ﬂ H::i.rl\_l ramparatig (hat incressed famparann ks bacfans)
¥R FeRediea  HIA] GUCRITE! AAS HAT TR
smdgs 4 4 ‘U ‘o U Eede it
712 Interviewer: Please rate the level of knowledge an a scale
i krowderte 0 O ) &= N T very e koo
=) s =l R e e N
vy ket Wiew giafranT fremme 7Y W e @ v
= g5 U 4 Y
06 = ar=n 203 = &l AT A %0 = AR AT To%= 57 A 0% = g Fawama =
211 Do youl balfeve SODNE raffably kifls aff the microbes in the water?
L ] T Tz L]
2% Ehnosy AhE vy St bl A e many Tis  fafmosy Al
SR Fe:
TATEST WHEE AT R, WEN T W AT GE(GAT ? AUES UET WTECT A T T W AT AT
Tafar faq 7

Information sources:

Where and when dfid vou hear about SODIS for the first time? From where /whom did vou recefve
information about SODIS since then? How much did you fike the information and how convincing

3

=

3

was if for you?
fuket & TUEATE e eI ELE: 1
|
Dl }i"l‘:ll‘_l' ke the . linser sooree) 7
(AT A | A N - ? -
Date Source fplease dasciibe a5 ® TAEATS WG TAT T, (= e Ty
MMYY) | accivate a5 possible) * Did the ... jinsert source) comyince you to use SODIS?
@ b o
AT ANETEY TEAT ANE =R
st intreduction fo SOMIS: B W R e L L RIS

Litins

TrETE T " 6 U
Start SO0IS:

3 e '3 ves
welb i "0 ' *O 'O

OrigEe 3T "0 W '3 w

mratad 3 '3 g g '3

s, T

SO ot tO0%

HIFE
Errco s drs S A e N N

LEUELC ] I C IR '3 W

T ey 00%
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l'-". a p
v FEWETT ‘0 'J ‘0 "0 "0 3w 0i%

TrEEs T80T W 1w

[y & T Hifgw v s 3 et few s
THT STAHE F "EI ‘ZI z'ZI *H A i A

21z Would you like to know imora asbout SODIST

oo lmow Tt o Fa Yo
B! = = Eer 4

PO, L"C."_I-'.’.".'.!.l.'h"n'

THET AUt
TASH TOEART ALE AAEE TIH TE Fw ATAM, SR (FE T9, FeeE, i aTE TS 9 3

AT FHEERE &0 A9 W7 7 |@iay walE 9y JREe wlder SusnT angr
Prormotion materials:

Did yout recelve any promation materials ahout SODIS Iike fyers, pamphlets, calendars ete. 7 Which
and when? How much did you like the material and did it help your to remembaer doing SODIS?

» HETEATE . AT AT
ﬁ;ﬂ:,'ﬂ- T‘HTFHTI- « Did yolr Hﬁ'E tﬁ'& < finsarl materiali #
(AR a9) | Material (please descripe ® T O SIHTEIT .. SRR ““’“ I e

Date (MIWYY) |as accurate as possible)  ® Did the ... tinsert mate ely help you o remarrber wsing
_d b SEONS? o

HTEAL )
g P '3 o o YO awed 100%
Lakirag. )

1= mias T T T SOt yes 10

T

T

w3 '3 g YO O geim el 100%

aatal YO ' g Y 'O pes To0w

=T

e a1 ' o o fd T 0%
3

TERT

gk ' '3 0 O YO e i 100%

=TT

cedongtr "0 '3 *P0O0 OO0 YO ae v 100%
32

TRFA

g Cg '3 g 'O 0O e lus c00%

=TT

b mAeE T ' U U U g e 100%
43v

TR
marirm "3 ' "o O YO www e c00%

Hifgwat e Teder ¥ adtha A e o0 difed 7 9= 997 YR HNTE a1 SHaerdes Swmd)
BRI SUEw T dlied au e Al (i a9 e 2 v 41 felass afed ol sl 03 s
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SO0IS and other water treatment use history from about 5 years ago untif today:

Have pou tised SODIS oF another water treatinemt? Are vour stifl Lsing 7 Please tefl lis all the dales
when yau startod and stoppad nsing SODE or water troatmeont and please name the reasons for

starting and stopging.
& T o |@Eer faid (| S TR g s T
wheyad)  (whemas |k s, wdee ity & wreor T Hfge g wo 7
Date start Date stop Whar was the reason pou started  Why oid pou stop? Pfease iry to
(MEYY) = |(WIMYY) _b | (e.0. promotion event efc.)?_c remember tfra exact causel o
EEE
3wy
TEE
e
ELE
R
1wis
Twe

ditew gealt IaaRw SODIS water attitudes

WA oS difeg gt A9 fi 94w 7

e 4 i i) u O o = =T * T
AR i o IE = = e - QR
251 Do your like or disiife drinking SO0IS water?
disfie vy T 3 ] o g g g o = AT
L2 A B R e L S [eecy e ¢ o NI ERENG RPRRRNY amal
WA ayrgeng difed g sl o T wda 7
[oep ;;-1|4E1-| =5 -0 =~ T | a ] ‘O o | O [Ten s
Ll I [t i) col] i LTl

22 Do you think SODIS water tastes good or bad?
Frasmswyy O = I = L g o R §0

fand ESGRG PR 526 5 47 g ENE O SRENE PSR oy goan!

347 warEET FaEmar SifEd oFE ST g9 O T e !

AT ] 0 e | o o O ‘0 =1 O THTEOT
T T i ] i 1 = ) fedlizh ariim o hERE s 9

752 Do ol think SODIS water is good or bad for your heafth’?
bisvonybed T O T g 7O af & a e T3 i sy gooy

dorome laalfh | BREE SseE B i i ¥ G SR EREREE S o el

Wy  EuTEE fomeer dfew o i guT T e s s W

7 = .\ E;‘_ u\.q, jz ;u.j. .z{j -1 P [} E T T3 i
Ay SREE EdE 8 ) = e
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754 Do you think preparing SODIS water costs a fof of time and efford?

M akiaf O T =Oo T3 T antimed
S & affud et e et ey = At 2t s

Wy TaTsET e |few gee e 81 T e

1:12'1- 6]1'-]1 --1. :l .-5 7 -2 :I =T o T :I ::‘ﬁ' ﬁ?:IT
T e T T i e = IR e

252 Do yoddl think SODIS bottles cost & lof of money?
Mhavare vy O U o I - T

axpensive  ENEREMER  FEMDR HE ey

ey g et
SXETE af al

WS TUTERT TEEreAT Eifed TR A9 e ME G 7

P s d L ] U U DEEEL
l{:;l.:;l:.:i:tl 5‘@;-@ :::l_; |:. =y

756 Do pod think preparing SODIS water s oifficulit?

o T T Fimmardifiom
2 atal

vy T
ot EiEEE

e F Ffew e i TR Y
meER °d ‘D 2 0 "D wiwd Tew

IR i W & )

257 Are 30DIS botifes easify availablfe?

ffalr ano maver ") el ' T 9 op hay ara aiiays
aafiable  DRENAAE (A EHED & cx Mintahio

vy ofgd oorEET FhEa WEw A wFL

274 How many S0DIE-bottlez do you possess at the moment?

R TOTHEOS WY WA T WNEd ErOw AEvaE W W s b
7 How many more SODIS-hotltles do youneed? .o

159, TOTE FATT SEHe] WHT =0 Fw Bl
e Where do you dispose your ofd botdles? L

183 TOTEA WO DRSS AT EE P OWATT TRET T FHE ) s e e e e
FTT WVIIONe Gl YO T BOMES TS B8 PIWIT oo oeoe ottt e et et e

Ve THTES WATT W IO oA B fAeaar T aE e L 1 & Ll

e How much dofdid you pay for 2 used boitfar ... . Rupses pew boitle: ... Rupees

V5%, TATEA AT Serer (Gl QAT W i W WA T oATE T A . eadr S
How much are your wiifing to pay for a new specfal SODMS FET bottfe? ... ... Flosss

A

35y Tartd Hiftew o irda aord oy s afsfem F =0

T R LY " u U =3 U dee
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»E1 How do otiver people think of you if you drink SODIS water?

73

14

ey mincvey O O o Ffg Tt Yo o o g
hafahoof me HeSdns e ey e = i DR SRR

13 warge faeE qurdsr weETAr S aegier Fitew TE 2

T3 ey thinkway
EERAL g abon i

2] 0 T o Ey [ ] 0
%= 40 [ 2 2E% = oliry 500 = s TESG= w3 fikdan
26:  Flease estimaile, how many peogle it your village drink SO0IS water?

d o o 2 i F o
S5 - sl gy SEE - som el SR o many

1

il j
100%= 434 [z,

T
TS ~ fehnosd af

55 quTEE R difss garTedT agie fE wels v

E - q d — Z 1 T 1 k] b —
Hind - - - u d d U -
VU REES BEE @R @ E BE  BLE

4 5
J e

2y Has the number of SODIS bsor increasod or decroased since the first introduction of SODIS?

deceasada O O O e T3 = e <O L=

for e EEG gde g & g v S
155 oTIal AT TUTEE &iq Gied 9T e SEEe TeeeT 3

o [ 1 J 2 | 3 J 1 | - . ’ v f -

0% 25% 50% 75% oo

2z How muoch SODS waler youw intend fo drink fn the near fuiure {rrext monif) 7

T T o, T Ty e vl
i A ] ] i LINEEMSNRAL

Y o TIES WEW T (Ag AT #r o

C I S T R Y I AT 7
e W me whn e

84 f5 drinking SODIS water a habit for you?

matataia YO o L] T O avevstong
hbil ) [ EREY CRGARY LRSS Jwhi

454 TIOTEERT FerameAT Wite| 9T Fraw Ty B fE w2

e 4 O Ta o T T 0 1
o BEGE weR W o = B G ERaEeh

zef  How good or bad do vou think is consuming SODIS water?

msvyhas T O o ey "o T Py T

T ierassada i

I
[CER A

R
S oo

BEE AUmEET e H@ifes On T TR e A s fE 8 r f 0 e 3

Rl 3 tD 22 T00 fA A A A0 t0
5 TEEH EBEE @ @ nochange & @3 20O @3 =

222 Do you think you have more or less diarrhes when you use SODIS? Lo aLnsNence

gioemore b Yo o o Top Yo Tig Y

FRenme  GiE R & e chae £ L
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s wifEEw wreREe & & g 7 U (T wifew wa T WUw 2 What are advantages of SODIS (why
do/ did you use it)?

5% WfEHE AWET AT AT S G G AAE [T T T, WIS ST TR T T S Hea
# 7 Whatare dizsadvantages or probiems of SODIS (why are you Rot using it/ why ofid you stop)?

#Aitew s SODIS use

19 BT TuTs AT WERT pa 7
R G 7 T T L L T o T e o S G i
'a e ‘0 mF o el *0 FEET ‘0 TmateT
271 At the moment, you are uging SODE?
< Inteviewsr Please check for consistency of the answars with Table “Water consumpton (page 3 and
lakle "800 use history” [pace 7))
of ho L thes ol have sioposed P yes Bl reguialy YU ves, requilany

> alyoat alegred Al waln udw we el @ A allfgeedis e aeileagins wegmle sl G
2% In caze the family does not use SODIS (ne ar has stopped), please go to CHLORINATION etc, next page

3 FiF It Sawe Felte s sivgiew aiEE T 9 aoet 9O anaEe
=+ In caze the family uses SODIS {Irregularly ar regularly), please continue b-elm'-.:/

e TR wier R Ofew wO R aTe wumr ... ST

272 SincowRen are your using SODIS? e Manih £ vrear, plesss ssate manty and year]

V5 TS U ST UeE Sae TR ¢ . UeE RROTET/ATEAT

272 How offen do voii prepare the bottles? ... bimes pef week ot iplease uidedine week or month)

Y W S AEY ORI §rE gl aursens HiEw aRRde ai Sy s

= ) T T Z k| d = EY
i L T T i
= ot it e o i B

dra f5 SQDIS something you do sutomatically or do you need something to remfnd you 7
aiatal F Lt Py 4 iy 5y e VN RN

todiiig = i P e e e e

LHYT TR ST T ST & WERTT TR | nHe AlTA, A R T el S
7 WWhat reminds you of dalng SODMET for exampie: ke hoffes, offer peamle | s

74
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s,

27
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Ao

2ac

154

& GE" T e B

i -4 -3 o -1 n -
Wodl w4 u u .| U oaig B
ZEEE Es [fatas =0 e

How diffieult is it to remember doing S0DIS?
iy O e I T T R o vl

Gt EEEE SEE Sl =y =aral

% Qg T arE frererat afreaT g 7

éﬁ' L] :I T D i EI 3 :I d D E

Loes doing SODIS belong te your daily routine?
aatal O o g 'J O ek

= i IR R

AMEFT FATEAT TTES Fifew # qfe A R A v | ¢

l-%-‘? "’l'l.-:‘?'-_ll:qn _QF n'-l 1'—_' ?u_ 1-' _4I-_I ﬁ “Exf ﬁ?‘*
g B DT SEDD

Lo your think vou have been doirrg SODIS for a long ime?
L A B I T3 dorawryiong

& TATEA WITEE®! ATl Wi g TATAT UEES, ¢

'i]% : Tm uj 1D JD !:I J||:I -\:I:P.IIT?“
’ & i i ahgial  Ehodie

Lo youl prepare the S0DIS bottles alwayrs af the same place?

e R B s T3 ateys e sam
aiforant ane = i EEE LR B placa
& TUEY Witeww! Sod G Tad THGHT TE, |
.-.,-.- _ ; . I.'l:I 1D .?D !:I 4D -'\j:}?-

’ e i D Rl g

Do youl propare the S00I% bottles always af the same time?
ARy Y vt 2t Ty oy s e same

e e o e I e e s o - 3

At s T wf e A

L. 1] 1 z 2 4 = v
T | S u u H| U = s

Aow offen do you! think about preparing SODIS?
e Y LY Y Yo o alion

Ay
o

[ ey R e

& TS |ifEE T e G

ot g W ":| " Fet ey
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a1 How offerr do you forget doing SOOIS?

vy ofen  F ot T T
' e, t:‘f'-\'r"':: |;: |_;E-' &-;, i—
icY TUTEAE Hiew T #% FHaEerTs 9T [ g ¢
R o Ut 4 d L5 O orar e 5
HAEE  Bad EE =
el Do other habits hinder you in doing SO0IS?
Kl e i it it g | ey araw
i - S
FAATT AT RRec? O ST e
CHLORINATED or FILTERED or BOUGHT water attifudes
%%, aerEratea ¢ Aty e ] B w9 s Pl wgT e
! A * 1 e 1 fee 9
0 Which type of water trestment method do you usc apart from boiling or SODIST
T 2 chiciing 1 fer i3 Bupitg walar
= Incase the person Lses mainly chlorine, ask all cLestions for chiorinated water. = fill the gsps with 1"
< T fheeT G307 TR Y OO0 FeET GYHET (et HEgwl Gnerd = G 35 { TERT o8 A
= |ncEse the person Lses mainly a fiker, 3=k all questions for fitered waser = 71l the gaps with 2"
2 T RS T TE OTT B A 59 JrndT FIART Enwl TR WEE T B 2 & S
= Incase the person mainly bavs drinking water, ask @ | guestions for bougtt wate- =+ fill he gaps with "2
WY TIEAE v, T S P S AT TR 9 B AR 2
T 0 =0 o | a ‘o 3 o T
e O e U S = ' 0 = i EREh dEedgh GhERIRGE
1 Do you like or disfike difnking ............ faileinaled ¢ Cileed §boughl) Water?
dsikedwyy O T g g g ' g g A I A
much  Befdns B S i = A gt EREALY  ERCSGATE mif
R AT oo, (EA i SR ITA TS e A fE AR
r ey 4 T G| ‘o 'O u u L | | foF AT
L R @ i = = =
2 Doyow think ... {ehlanneded /filkered ¢ bought) water tastes good or bad?
Fosts vy T O T Cfg g g L o g T3 imates
Bad HeRdeE el e i 7 i G RN SO vorpgeend
e TR fEEWAT i e e Ot e see Ord T arda
wreear A = ] 0 ‘a ‘o ‘0 & ] 0O wmr=awr m
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Flvwachad O o Ffg Tt Yo o o g T3 i argnd
Fowens ligalh Eetieg  HeEe ey e = i S EREADE GURIRAATY for iy landh
%Y TEET FERAT L i S o e W 9T ST TR Y e A, 7

a3 EES 5 O LS e

= Do pou think buving ........... (tlanine £a Tl Sbooghl wale ) costs @ fot of money?

vy 0 T T T Y3 raaw
Axfensie  Boidede  Eeed Al e & pkpansha afad

=7 T3 YO0 T 70 "0 iwd s

ol ASiiaeainiy ‘shloring £ 2 filler © bougnt water) egsiy available?

T o R B 3 afays
& 2 guitaiie

iy
e

0% = G TR 230 = 17 B0% = H1HT TR AWEE  100% w23 [y
o
32 Plegee csfimale, how many poopie in your vilage drink ............ icileinetes ! fliercd / bavaght) waler?

T Y g LB 7
H% sl oy A% o Sl A el s o many To%:  falnowy 2y

363 ATHRT HRATERT G9TRS Wia . ... ... e ] e S AT i A TR 5 6

g o g g 0 g O —
(% sk A% 7hbh 0055

I How much ... ichlornated ffitterad ! beught) water oo intend to drink in the near future (next monif] ¢

= = T T Yo L obmy o st
[ S A0 el FINED Cosiamioama

A0 W WOTEE ... (AT S Feme o BEEen R 9T R AT 8 7

a

aerdme 0 U o Gt amr &

a0 05 olribelee ool (ehledinalen llarad ¢ Roughl) Water & hahit for you?

miataia T3 X TIF T3 T3 aveystomg
fabir = & e e

ey, TraTEEr FEETOET . (T (T o ST TR 9T e T 67 B e
@Hﬁ =1 D =3 j -J“j._\ =1 j 2] D IE EF:I_ K] j ] j e o

= LA
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78

s How good or bad do you think is consumiag ........... [ehlenimeal e ¢ Bllered £ boush ) Wated?
Flvwachad O T2 Fg g Y3 o f3 g T3 Ry
Hiddad  EHeed EE i 2 i RS GAENE S oo
9 Communication
T T FeediEe (aaaHT ST SefEie, T T afmren staw §5 T
With your famfly, friends and nelghbors, how often do you telk about ...
el T A T W TG
frleliely L g et
b b i U SR
qn o TATEST T IATEHT A 6y n B 19 ',
¥ . heailf issues ar diseases?
sy Trl_"rflﬁ fasomr 2 e 2 1 1
- wEher issues?
- TSR Tamra a 1 z 3 4
; a O O O a
W sopis?
wr adrdard Qlgse) ailar s a4 qq el B vda
= 4 “ 0 “0 ‘o o a ‘0 | | LED)
EEE RO En =l =2 z (el ki
314 Do youl ke or dfsifke talking about SODIS?
st vy T L ) = e i g P v B vy
much SRR e oy o = i A ateh

4 Taerr AfeArAT TR Wi AfTERT HiEEH qEAT 99 T g A9
W d 8 0 B 3 s

315 How offen did yoir hear people falking aboot S0DIS last month?
| = I T | YO vrpaon

g 1 L] LT AL Sy
oy e e e R

Wn ALY AEATT TS F e WTEEE anEr sy T AT T A a ¢

“-Ek: qﬁl’ -'._:.‘ . "':J |'|:| ED T— d.j- WWT@
i

= = gl NEhEED RETEIE

3 HOW offen do you infend 1o talk in the near futire abodt SORIS (hext moidh) 7

p e | = o 3 o Wiy ot
L] o S D S

3% FTERAanT: T9TE AfEAE AT & T A !
Fee s EEs 4 '@ ‘0 3

= =3 e I

317 How offen do yvou normalfy think about fafking about S0ODIS?
I g g g T4 epalon
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uiatEar/ rEes  Comments & recommendations

79

3% TETEET ETHTATE T3 SET St/ AHTeT 31, Du pou have any comwments forus?

difen Tl FaeeET - Ay T Ofew @ T=A )
S0DIS use observations (in case the household uses SODIS)

590 W wigeel gieRE e e PO e g

3zt low many botfies were in e Pousehala?. ? 2 tot cheervabis

3 e dred ST [T T e e

372 Rowmany botlles areceposed folha sun? * f ot chservabis
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General information regarding the interview

P150  Date of the INtErVIEW: ... e
P157  Name of the INtErVIEWEN: ...........oooiiiiii e
P152  ViIllage I DISEICE: .......oooiiie et e e e e e e e e e e e e
P153  Type of community (rural, urban, agriculture etC.): ...,
P154  Years of promotion (Dhase): ..o
L T R O] (o T- 14 1721 { Lo o PRSPPI

Data of the promoter

L T B - 1 1 TSRS
L A - Vo 1= RSP
L YA - 1 T [V F- T - SO P PR PPPPPPRRR
p138  Gender: '0 female ’Q male

pP139  Is the promoter a local person? °Q no 'O yes

Project details

P103  What was the duration of the project (months)? ...,
P101  What was your workload during this time (percent)? ..............ccooiiii
P102  How many promoters were involved in your community? (number) ...........cccccoiiiiennnenn.

P104  How many households did all promoters train together in your community? (number) ....

P105  How many households live in your community? (number) ..........ccccooiiiiiini e,

Training of the promoters

P158  Did you receive a training to be a promoter? °0 no o yes

-->in case of "NO", continue next section

P106  How long was that training? (days) ..........cooiiiiiiiii e

P107 Do you think the training was interesting?

notinterestingat Q0 O ‘0 °Q *0  veryinteresting
all ® © @O OO 0O

pP108  Did you learn enough about SODIS in the training?

notenoughatal  °Q O ‘0 °Q *0  clearly enough
® © @O OO OCOOO
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P109  Did you enjoy participating in the training?

notatall  ’Q o i °Q *0  enjoyeditvery
&) © ©0 OO0 ©OO@O® much

Training / promotion activities to the households

P159  Which type of training did you give to the households?.....................cccooii e,

o group training 20 individual training (household visits)

P110  Who was the target group of the training? o everybody in the community

’0 a selected GrOUP — WNOP? PTT0_UEE ..eeeeiiiiiie ettt ettt

P111  How long lasted one training? (NOUIS) .........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e
p112  How many households participated on average in one training? (number) ..............c.........
P113  How many trainings were held in your community? (number) ...........oooooiiiiiiiiiiiiee.
P1140  About what did you talk during the training? ...,
P114  Interviewer: Was the topic of water treatment / health combined with another topic?

°Q no '0 vyes

Materials given to the households

P115  Were there any materials given out to the people during the project?
°Qno 'O yes P115 det  WHRICR? ..o

Monitoring activities after initial training of the households

P160  Which type of monitoring did you give to the households?

0 group meetings 2Q individual monitoring (household visits)

P116  How many households were you responsible for? (number) ...........ccoooiiniiiice,
P117  How often did the monitoring take place? (frequency per week) ........cccccciiiiiiiiiiicnnen.
p118  Is the monitoring still ongoing (in the sense that during other activities sometimes

promoters also talk about household water treatment / SODIS)? °Q no o yes

Payment of the promoter

p119  Did you receive a payment for your work? °0 no 0 yes

pP120  Did you feel the incentives (includes money) you received were adequate?

notatall  °Q o ‘0 °Q *0Q  verymuch
e © ©O OO0 ©COOO adequate
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General project evaluation
P121  Was the promotion strategy good or bad?
verybad 0 “0 “0 "o °Q Hin] ‘0 °Q ‘0
BB BB ®6 ® neither good nor © ©6 ©CL ©oLO
bad
P122  Was it easy to convince people of SODIS?
notatal  °Q o ‘0 °Q *0  veryeasy
&) © ©© OO0 OO
P122_detWhat made it easy / difficult to convince people? ...
P123  Was the project work liked or disliked by the people?
dislkeditvery 0 “0 “0 "o °Q Hi] ‘0 °Q ‘0
much OB BB® ®6 ® neither disliked nor © ©0 OO OOOO® much
liked
P124  Did people understand the SODIS method?
notatal  °0Q O ‘0 °Q *0  veryeasily
&) © ©© OO0 OO
P125  How many households were using SODIS during / after the project? (% of trained) ..........
P126  How many households still use SODIS at the moment? (% of trained) ...........cccoceeriien,
p127  Did you like or dislike the project work?
dislkeditvery 0 “0 ‘0o "o °Q H] ‘0 °Q ‘0
much OBABB BB® G ® neither disliked nor © ©0 OO OOOO® much
liked
p128  Did you feel well supported by your local NGO?
notatal  °Q i ‘0 °Q *0  verymuch
&) © ©© OO0 OO
P129  Overall, do you think the project was successful?
notatal  °Q H=) ‘0 °Q *0  very successful
e © ©O OO0 OO
Bottle supply
P130  Did a bottle supply scheme exist during the project? °Q no a vyes
P1317  How many bottles were given to the households? (number) ...........cccccvviiii e,
P132  Was it a problem for people to have enough bottles to do SODIS?

°Qa ‘a
BAR® ABB®

‘0
)

’a QO
® ®

not at all very much

very good

liked it very

liked it very
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SODIS & promoter

P140  Did you use SODIS yourself during project time? °0 no 0 yes

Could you please explain SODIS to me (what it is and how it works)?

P141a  Interviewer: Please rate the level of knowledge on HOW TO DO SODIS on a scale

noknowledge  °0 i ‘0 °Q *0  very profound
e © ©O OO0 ©OOOO knowledge

P141b  Interviewer: Please rate the level of knowledge on WHY SODIS WORKS on a scale

noknowledge  °0 j=) ‘0 °Q *0  very profound
® © ©O OO0 OCOOO knowledge

P142 Do you believe SODIS reliably kills all the microbes in the water?
‘D a ‘0 °0 ‘0
0% = (casi) ningunos 25% = algunas 50% = la mitad 75% = muchos 100% = (casi) todos

P144  How important is water treatment compared to other health topics?

altless 70 o o 0o 0 O ‘0 °a *Q  alotmore
important ABBE BBA B8 ®  average importance © O 00O ©COOO important

P1617  What do you think are the reasons that people do NOT use SODIS? What are problems
Wt SODIS? ...ttt e et e e s be e e te e e s be e e ssseeseateesbeeessseesnseeeanreeenneas

P162 Do you have any other comments fOr US? ...............ccccooiiiiiiiiiiicc e

Official Use:
Control: O yes Who? .. Data entered: Q yes Who?
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Organization:
Name of Interviewee:
Date & Time:

Phase:

Time frame:
Communities:

Introduction

Organization

= exist since when:
* how many people:
= structure

= activities:

» |long term strategy related to POUs / commitment

= network with other organizations

Description of the project

» which water treatment options:

= which activities

= which promotion materials

* how many targeted households:

= how many SODIS user roughly:

= special events during the project phase

Detailed description of all activities
= evaluation of each strategy:

o

aim of the strategy:

o Was the strategy in general successful?

o O O O ©O

©)

Did people learn sufficient about SODIS?
Did people understand about SODIS?
Did it convince the people to use SODIS?
Did people like it?

Did it initiate uptake?

problems, special experiences

= particularly promoters:

©)
©)
@)

self or other organization:
same community vs. outside:
payment:
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training mode:

number of promoters:

families per promoter:

frequency of household visits:

Were they competent to promote SODIS?
Were they motivated to promote SODIS?
Did they use SODIS themselves?
problems, special experiences:

0 O O O 0O O O O

Households

socio-economic status:

water source:

water consumption before and after the project
= before
= now

how was the campaign perceived

motivation of the people to use SODIS:

how was uptake (fast, slow)

problems at household level:

bottle supply scheme:

General

Was the time frame for the project sufficient?
Was the budget for the SODIS project sufficient?
Was the project altogether successful?

lessons learnt for the organization
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