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Empirical evidence gathered at all three sites confirms that inadequate engagement at 

the introduction of the DPR scheme is a strong driver for mistrust in the technical 

competence of the municipality around reclaimed water. Furthermore, where there is a 

lack of trust, feelings of despair emerge and persuading the public to accept reclaimed 

water becomes an arduous task.  

 

e) Choice 

The study reveals that despite the fact that the public (in particular in Overstrand and 

Beaufort West) are aware that there is a choice that involves the adoption of reclaimed 

water as a solution to water scarcity, they prefer other water augmentation options even 

though there would be much higher costs involved if other options were to be chosen.  

 

The fact that water scarcity is ‘invisible’, in the case of eThekwini makes it more 

difficult for the public to accept reclaimed water. The idea of choice is linked to poverty 

because those who cannot afford other options such as bottled water have no choice but 

to use reclaimed water. Inadequate public consultation has caused the public to feel 

sidelined as they have been denied the opportunity to take part in decisions involving 

choosing or not choosing reclaimed water as an option.  

 

f) Equity  

Perceptions around racial inequities are rooted in the country due to its past apartheid 

regime. Even though municipal officials are aware of this heritage and the need to put 

measures in place to show that there are not racial skews in terms of reclaimed water 

distribution, the public is generally unaware of such measures. Equity is a concern for 

many and it has been seen to lead to resistance or rejection of the reclaimed water 

scheme.  

 

Inadequate public engagement has exacerbated equity concerns and provoked feelings 

of unfairness, anger or/and shame. Fair public consultation has, on the other hand, had 

a positive influence on the acceptance of reclaimed water because it has resulted in 

knowledge deficits around reclaimed water concerns being diminished. The discussion 

has shown that in cases where there has been a lack of fair public consultation, there is 

public rejection of the DPR scheme because opportunities to gain knowledge and 

address concerns have been ignored.  
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g) Cost Implications  

The South African case studies show that although the public perceived a lower tariff 

as a benefit, their particular concern is not about tariffs but rather about safety. Cost is 

not a major consideration and it is certainly not the driver for acceptance or rejection of 

the DPR scheme in South Africa.  

 

h) Benefits and Necessity 

Some members of the public had some knowledge of the benefits and necessities of 

reclaimed water. But for most, the benefits of reclaimed water were not always obvious 

and the public felt that they did not know enough about the process to be able to weigh 

up the benefits. The benefits and necessities of reclaimed water are clouded by fears 

about water quality or health risks associated with this option. Once again, it is a lack 

of knowledge about the benefits and about the necessity of this option that has driven 

resistance to and rejection of the scheme. 

 

i) Media  

The study has shown that media influences acceptance or rejection of reclaimed water 

and that it is unbalanced reporting that leads to rejection. A balanced media is likely to 

influence acceptance of the DPR scheme. Nonetheless, whatever role the media is to 

play regarding dissemination of information around the DPR scheme, their role should 

not replace consultation processes where the public’s fears around the scheme would 

be addressed by meaningful engagement and where the public could gain confidence 

in reclaimed water as a viable option.    

 

j) Socio-demographic and Religion 

The study reveals that younger people are more willing to accept reclaimed water 

because they are more accepting to change than the older people. In terms of gender, 

the study reveals that women are more resistant to reclaimed water because they are 

more concerned with health and water quality issues than men. The study showed that 

the level of education was seen important in influencing acceptance or rejection of the 

reuse scheme. However, it was also evident that the public needed specific education 

around the issue of reclaimed water. The level of education attained does not link with 

acceptance or rejection of the DPR scheme.  
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Race also determines acceptance or/and rejection of reclaimed water. For instance, in 

Overstrand and Beaufort West, the perception is that the black population is more likely 

to resist and/or reject reclaimed water, than other racial groups because, from the legacy 

of apartheid, they are the historically disadvantaged group. On the other hand, in 

eThekwini, the perception is that the black population will readily accept reclaimed 

water because they are the poorer segment of the population and because they do not, 

as a result of their poverty, have a choice. Some racial groups can afford other options 

such as buying bottled water. Lack of choice due to poverty is experienced in Beaufort 

West and Overstrand as well. Racial inequities is one concern but it is clear that the 

topic of reclaimed water is a sensitive one and that there are negative perceptions 

amongst many segments of the population, irrespective of age, gender and race.  

 

Those practicing Christianity are more likely to accept reclaimed water than those 

practicing Islam. The perception from a Christian perspective in all three case studies 

is that, what is consumed and goes into the human body does not have a spiritual effect 

on a person. According to the Muslim perspective, IPR is preferred over DPR. The 

view is that water that has not been channelled into a natural water body is not fit for 

spiritual ablution.  

 

The overall observation is that inadequate public engagement or the lack of public 

involvement limits opportunities or capabilities for public respondents to acquire 

knowledge about reclaimed water as a solution to water scarcity. It is through networks 

where the public is able to engage both amongst themselves and with the municipalities 

that there is an opportunity to raise their concerns and to make informed choices about 

reclaimed water. By talking and sharing ideas in public fora, members of the public are 

likely to feel good about themselves and to experience a sense of pride in being part of 

a decision-making process and in being part of the solution to a serious problem of 

water scarcity. The alternative is all too often the escalation of negative feelings such 

as shame.  
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 A Proposition for Terms of Engagement that Result in Positive Perceptions 

around Reclaimed Water  

It is not enough that municipal officials understand the risks of water scarcity and their 

need to supply potable water for a growing demand, as there is in addition the critical 

need to take into consideration people’s values, beliefs, norms and preferences through 

public consultation. This needs to happen before taking a decision on the choice of any 

water augmentation scheme – such as reclaimed water for domestic applications. 

 

Engaging the public through mutual understanding and building of trust through 

constructive consultation is crucial in addressing public perceptions and this is a process 

that needs to be iterative and not just a ‘once-off.’ The study posits that the public 

should be involved at the very beginning of decision-making, setting the scene for 

active public engagement through the various stages; the acceptance of the urgency to 

address water scarcity and risk management through the Reconciliation study and into 

the final stages of the project. In this way the public would know why the reuse decision 

is envisaged as a water augmentation choice in the first place and they would be more 

likely to accommodate the idea rather than being ‘shocked’ about it.  

 

This study proposes moving beyond the usual ‘modus operandi’ of public engagement 

which has been via the EIA and other forms of engagement, into a more inclusive way 

of engaging, which provides a space to capture the voices of the affected persons when 

implementing a sensitive scheme such as DPR. The study however acknowledges the 

genuine efforts of the municipalities in raising awareness regarding water scarcity 

crises via media, posters etc. Despite these efforts there needs to be more opportunity 

for face-to-face meetings where a two-way communication can take place – from the 

municipal officials to the public and vice versa.  

 

The empirical data has shown that municipalities pass through certain stages of 

decision-making around the management of water resources. There are six different 

decision-making stages around reuse, the first of which is the acknowledgement of 

water scarcity and the need to manage risks associated with this scarcity. Once this is 

acknowledged, the municipality carries out a Reconciliation study which is then 
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followed by a feasibility study. Once these studies have been completed, the next stages 

are the reuse decision, reuse implementation and finally post-implementation. 

 

From the empirical data it is clear that different emotions emerge at different stages of 

decision-making. It would be helpful to address negative perceptions when and where 

they arrive at earlier stages of decision-making as perceptions about reuse are shaped 

very early on in the life cycle of a project. 

 

The public needs to be informed about water scarcity and risk management before it 

becomes an emergency, and the radio, water bills and billboards are important media 

in doing so. Public meetings and school programs should be held for knowledge sharing 

about the situation. Posters are helpful here too. Communication has been lacking and 

as a result people feel the process has not been a fair one. Good communication between 

officials and the public cannot be underestimated because it makes all the difference in 

the way that emotions are generated – they will either be negative or positive and people 

will have a general feeling of being treated fairly or of being treated unfairly when it 

comes to decisions that are being taken around implementing DPR in their 

communities.  

 

Information about the Reconciliation study is available on the DWA website, but this 

does not suffice because not everyone has access to the Internet. For this reason there 

needs to be well organised education programs and/or public meetings where the public 

can learn about reuse as one of the water augmentation options earlier on before it is 

considered as the best option. 

 

Detailed information of what has gone into a feasibility study is not required but some 

basic information must be shared with the public. Public meetings should be convened 

before and after the study has been conducted, to know the purposes, outcomes and 

impacts of the study.  

 

The public is interested and should be informed about the safety of DPR technology 

and the implications on tariffs. During the feasibility stage, the typical emotion 

expressed is that of unfairness because most of the public do not know the purpose of 

this study and they also have doubts in the municipality who they feel might be hiding 
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something. By recognising this emotion, it is likely that feelings of fairness and a sense 

of belonging would be boosted as well as more confidence expressed in the 

municipality. A discussion forum including mainly public representatives such as 

community and religious leaders and the municipality should be created to discuss the 

decision-making process and choose the types of information that should be 

communicated to the public, the timing of these communications and how the 

communication will be structured.  

 

The municipality should be completely transparent with the public about the basis or 

rationale for decision-making and the process used to arrive at such decisions. The reuse 

decision should be communicated to the public during public meetings where 

information can be disseminated to the public. The general public should be given the 

opportunity to express their views in response to the information provided to them. 

 

At the implementation stage, there should be ongoing measures to address social 

concerns that may arise during the course of construction of the plant. The public at this 

stage should be informed about the location of the reclamation plant, how the plant will 

be operated (continuously or intermittently), monitoring programs and other measures 

that will be in place to ensure that the plant is fully controlled and risks are reduced to 

a minimum.  

 

Disgust concerns, fears and doubts in the safety of the water and feelings of unfairness 

due to inadequate engagement is likely to be experienced at this stage if all the other 

stages have not been properly handled by the municipality. Public meetings should be 

used to convey information to the public where they are allowed to ask questions and 

raise concerns. Presentations, posters and use of other experts, such as water and 

medical experts, will add value in re-assuring the public about the operation of the plant 

and the safety of water that will be produced. 

 

Religious leaders emerged as having a crucial role in educating their congregations 

regarding the safety and other issues regarding DPR. Targeting schools has also been 

recommended as this is crucial for the dissemination of information regarding DPR. 

Regarding equity issues, this should also be addressed at the implementation stage. 
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At the post-implementation phase, where the reclaimed water scheme is operational, 

the public at this stage expects to know more how the plant is monitored and what 

measures are in place to ensure that the quality of water is safe and that it meets quality 

standards. They also expect to know whether the monitoring program that was 

promised at the implementation phase is in fact being applied. It is also important for 

the results to be communicated in a manner that could be easily interpreted. The public 

should be engaged through various means including guided plant visits, information 

campaign, school visits, roadshow, and information sharing sessions. 

 

Issues of mistrust have been expressed because of the perception that officials 

themselves do not drink this water. Issues around trust become increasingly crucial at 

this stage. Once again, engagement processes should be transparent to build continuous 

trust.  

 

 Conclusions about the Research Problem  

Addressing public perceptions is a principal challenge in the implementation of 

reclaimed water for potable applications in South Africa. The overall findings of this 

study suggest that public perceptions about reclaimed water emanate from a knowledge 

deficit and inadequate public engagement. Therefore, it is likely that with the 

implementation of the proposed approach that considers citizen voice, the public will 

feel good about themselves and that more positive feelings around reclaimed water for 

domestic applications will be promoted. Trust in municipalities would also be gained. 

Trust is a critical intangible good because it offers freedom to engage with people and 

to learn what works and does not work. Trust enhances collaboration and bearing in 

mind that collaboration is about working together, it would be hard for municiplaities 

and the public to work together when trust is a scarce resource. 

 

The Capability Approach applied in this study makes the links between public emotions 

and perceptions and the implementation of reclaimed water for domestic applications 

explicit. The application of a new approach in dealing with people’s perceptions around 

reclaimed water might offer new answers because it will have as its central focus on 

people rather than technology or scientific ‘facts’ which tend to dominate the realm of 

water management discourse. It will also shine the torch on people’s perceptions and 
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feelings – how they feel about reclaimed water for domestic applications. Emotions 

(fear, anger, hope etc.) are a function of social relations and processes and as Goldin’s 

(2003, 2010) work on shame has shown, some water users feel helpless – and this might 

be how they feel in the face of extreme climatic events such as droughts, which might 

result in emotions such as fear, anger, hope, shame etc. These feelings determine action 

and the way in which people act – or do not act – when it comes to environmental 

concerns and their relationship with the environment, for instance climatic occurrences 

such as droughts and floods.  

 

The results showed that the public has exercised collective capabilities in acting 

together and exercising collective freedoms and collective agency by suggesting what 

works for them, rather than the ‘decide announce defend’ way of ‘doing things’ by the 

institutions. It is evident from the study that people do not act in isolation but are 

embedded within social structures and networks such as community leaders, religious 

leaders, CBOs, NGOs etc, and that they are influenced by these structures, and in turn 

influence themselves. Attitudes and emotions are embedded within social structures 

and subjective beliefs, norms and values that are the product of interaction between 

people who engage – and influence – one another (Goldin, 2010 & Morales & Harris, 

2014). Goldin (2015) claims that in order to better understand social behaviour within 

the context of development, it is helpful to study emotions and the way in which 

emotional states shape the development agenda. 

 

There is therefore great value for institiutions (municipalities) to build on existing 

public’s social structures and ‘intangible’ goods such as trust, when introducing new 

technologies such as DPR. The proposed approach is likely to address public 

perceptions where the public is given the opportunity to be involved at all stages of the 

activities. The introduction of a new scheme such as DPR, presents in the ideal, an 

opportunity for the municipality to become more familiar with their constituents. Public 

perceptions might not change instantly once they have knowledge about the scheme but 

at least the public will feel that they have been given an opportunity to make an 

informed choice about reclaimed water. The emphasis is therefore on choice and 

opportunity as having intrinsic value – and not only instrumental value. In other words, 

as Robeyns (2003) claims, it is the right thing to do to give people the opportunity to 

choose when it comes to decisions that impact on their everyday lives. 
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In summation, water scarcity is a very real problem facing developed and developing 

countries. This study has focused on DPR as a solution to water scarcity and proposed 

a theoretical frame – the CA, which emphasises quality of life and social justice, and 

which has provided useful insights to the inquiry on public emotions and perceptions 

in reuse. The application of DPR as a solution needs to be carefully introduced so that 

the public does not feel such a choice is being imposed on them.  

 

The study takes emotions as proxies for better understanding whether and in what ways 

the public have been engaged with and concludes that negative emotions point to 

inadequate engagement. Municipalities in all three case study sites have not engaged 

adequately with the public. According to Sen (2005, pp. 158), “…to be educated and 

be able to participate in public life”, forms part of the capabilities that are critical to 

human well-being. As DPR is a highly sensitive concern, it is more important than ever 

to ensure that the public is on board when an option such as DPR is considered and that 

they are given the knowledge that they need to make an informed decision regarding 

the introduction of DPR. As Sen (1999) notes, freedom is central to the idea of 

development and that the achievement of development is dependent on the free agency 

of people. The opportunity for people to engage in reuse decision-making, which 

improves their quality of lives is crucial and this opportunity can make all the difference 

from predominantly negative emotions – ranging from disgust to fear for instance – to 

more positive attributes such as pride, hope, dignity and trust.  

 

 Research Contributions 

The researcher makes three contributions; one offers theoretical implications, the other, 

practical implications and lastly research methods implications. On the theoretical side, 

the researcher advances the benefits of the Capability Approach, which considers 

‘intangible’ assets such as emotions and which has not yet been applied within the 

context of wastewater reuse in general and for domestic applications in particular. 

 

On the practical side, the researcher proposes an approach that is more likely to shift 

negative perceptions of reclaimed water into acceptance. This approach aims to 

improve the way in which municipalities engage with communities to advance the use 

of reclaimed water as a solution to water scarcity. The premise is that the proposed 
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approach will foster trust and a range of positive emotions such as pride, dignity, hope 

etc. because it brings people right into the centre of decision-making processes. In so 

doing, it pays attention to positive ‘intangible assets’ such as trust, self-esteem, 

confidence, hope and pride as well as the negative ‘intangible assets’ such as fear, 

disgust etc. In the long run, an approach that is able to take negative ‘intangibles’ such 

as fear and mistrust and convert them into positive ‘intangible’ assets such as hope and 

trust is likely to help change public perceptions on reuse for domestic applications and 

in so doing, to better promote DPR as a solution to water scarcity.  

 

As far as the research methodology goes, this study uses a combination of different 

PAR methods to get an in-depth understanding of issues regarding the implementation 

of reclaimed water for domestic applications. It does not simply rely on focus group 

discussions which several studies, identified in Chapter two, have used. The Emoticon 

tool in particular, which has been used mainly in computer sciences and quantitative 

studies, has been helpful in understanding public emotions. This is a unique 

contribution that the study makes and the use of emoticons has added depth, texture 

and meaning to this study.  

 

 Recommendations for Further Research 

The researcher recommends two research topics:  

 

 Firstly, political implications have emerged in this study as one of the factors 

that can hinder the implementation of the proposed terms of engagement in 

addressing public perceptions. Further research on the political implications of 

implementing DPR in South Africa is thus crucial. 

 

 Secondly, further research within the context of a household survey to assess 

the extent of impact of the proposed terms of engagement would add value to 

the research focus. 
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APPENDIX C: RESEARCH ACTIVITIES IN CASE STUDY 

MUNICIPALITIES 

 

Case 1: Overstrand Municipality 

Overstrand 

Date Organisation Role Activity 

2014 Overstrand Municipality Engineering Services   -  Semi-structured face to face 

interviews 

18/06/2014 Overstrand Municipality   Engineering Services   - Ditto Interview 

Camphill special needs school  Principal - DittoInterview 

19/06/2014 Curro Hermanus school Campus Manager - DittoInterview 

Qhayiya secondary school Deputy Headmaster, 

Teachers & 

Learners 

- Focus group discussions 

 

Environmental NGO: Whale 

Coast Conservation 

Manager & 

Programme coordinator 
- DittoInterview 

Overstrand Municipality   Councilors - DittoInterview 

20/06/2014 Ismail and Mariam Ebrahim 

Islamic centre 

Religious leader - DittoInterview  

03/03/2015 Overstrand Municipality   Engineering Service  

- Validation workshop 

 Focus group discussions 

 Resistance to Change 

Continuum 

Overstrand Municipality   Councilor 

Camphill special needs school Educator 

Qhayiya secondary school Deputy Headmaster 

& 

Learners 

Ismail and Mariam Ebrahim 

Islamic centre 

Religious leader 

10/12/2015 Zwelihle Township community Community members - Focus group discussions 

- Emoticons 

- Story with a gap 

- Mapping 

 Church of Christ Ministries Pastor - DittoInterview 

 Print Media Editor - DittoInterview 

2016 Telephonic interviews for additional data 

 

Case 2: eThekwini Municipality 

eThekwini 

Date Organisation Role Activity 

2014 eThekwini municipality Engineering services - Telephonic interview 

28/07/2014 eThekwini Municipality Engineering Services- 

Director 
- Interview 

- Venn Diagram 

- Emoticons 

eThekwini Municipality Management 

Researcher 
- Focus group discussions  

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap 

- Emoticon 

- eThekwini Municipality 

- Environmental health 

 

Field practitioners  - Focus Group discussions 

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap, 

-  Emoticons 

eThekwini Municipality Consultant Golder 

Associates 
- Interview 

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap 

- Emoticons 
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29/07/2014 Community groups 

Ward Committee 

AA Focus Group 

User Platform  

Community 

participants 
- Focus Group discussions 

- Mapping of knowledge  

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap 

- Emoticons 

eThekwini municipality CLO - Interview 

30/07/2014 eThekwini Municipality- 

Northern Wastewater treatment 

plant 

Process Controller - Interview 

Education Centre Education officers  - Interview  

21/04/2015 Education Centre Education officer   

 

- Validation workshop 

 Focus group discussions  

 Resistance to Change 

Continuum 

 eThekwini Municipality Community Liaison  

 eThekwini Municipality & 

Environmental Health 

Field practitioners 

 Qhilika High School Educator  

Learners 

 Sandaka Primary school Educator 

 Community groups 

Ward Committee 

User Platform 

Community 

participants 

2016 Telephonic interviews for additional data 

 

Case 3: Beaufort West Municipality 

Beaufort West 

Date Organisation Role Activity 

2014 Beaufort West Municipality Director Engineering 

services 

Manager 

- Group interview 

25/08/2014 BWLADO Programme coordinator 

Manager 
- Interview 

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap 

Media- Radio Gamkaland Manager  

Board member 
- Interview 

- Emoticon 

26/08/2014 BADISA Office coordinator - Interview 

St. Matthews Primary Principal - Interview 

- Emoticon 

Beaufort West Municipality Engineering services 

Director 
- Interview  

- Emoticon 

Beaufort West Secondary School Teachers  - Group interview 

- Venn Diagram 

- Story with the gap 

- Emoticon 

27/08/2014 Beaufort  West municipality Municipal Manager - Interview 

- Emoticon 

27/03/2015 Media- Radio Board member 

Manager 

- Validation Workshop 

 Focus group discussions 

 Resistance to Change to 

Continuum 
St. Mathews Primary Principal (retired) 

07/10/2015 Mandlenkosi community Community members 

& Christian Pastor 
- Focus group discussions  

- Mapping 

2016 Telephonic interviews for additional data 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW SCHEDULES 

 

1)  INTERVIEW SCHEDULE I – For municipal officials 

 

 

Organisation: ………………………Position: 

…………………………………………… 

 

1. Factors (referring to reasons or motives) and conditions (referring to 

circumstances) contributing to the use of reclaimed water (RW)/wastewater 

for domestic applications 

 

1.1 What types of factors and conditions are contributing to the reuse of wastewater 

for domestic/potable purposes? – Can you Please list these factors for me 

 

1.2 Now, looking at each of the different factors and conditions that you have 

identified, can you tell me in what ways it contributes to the reuse of wastewater 

for domestic/potable purposes? 

 

1.3 Some of these factors and conditions would be impacting on the refusal of 

reclaimed water for domestic applications whilst others would be contributing 

its acceptance. Could you go through these with me and tell me which ones are 

more likely to contribute to the refusal and which to the acceptance. To what 

extent can it impact on the acceptance or refusal of reuse of wastewater for 

potable purposes? 

 

1.4 How are these factors and conditions perceived by different water services 

practitioners (engineers, municipal officials and laboratory technicians)? 

 

1.5 What are the most predominant factors and conditions (from the provided list) 

that can be used as basis for initiating reclaimed wastewater reuse? 

 

1.6 I am interested in the way that decisions are being taken around reclaimed water 

for domestic applications. Can you give me some insights into the decision-

making processes – who takes the decisions, are there special committees where 

the decisions are being taken? …… etc. How are decisions being made regarding 

reuse of wastewater for domestic purposes? 

 

1.7 How have these conditions been addressed to alleviate its impacts? 

 

2. Impacts of factors and conditions contributing to the reuse of wastewater on 

the public 

 

2.1 How, for instance do the factors impact on the public? 
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2.2 What is the extent of the impacts of factors and conditions that have contributed 

to the     reuse of wastewater on the general public? 

 

2.3 How has the public reacted to the reclaimed wastewater reuse proposal? 

2.4 Were these factors and conditions sufficient to convince the public about the 

usefulness of initiating reclaimed wastewater reuse as alternative option? 

 

3. Strategies for implementing reuse of wastewater for domestic purposes 

In your organisation do you have a number of strategies that have been designed to 

further the aims of implementing RW for domestic applications? If yes, can you tell me 

about these strategies? 

 

3.1 How is reclaimed wastewater for domestic applications introduced to the public? 

 

3.2 At what stage of the reclaimed wastewater scheme is the public contacted? 

 

3.3 Who from the Municipality contacts the public and who do you contact from the 

public? 

 

3.4 How is decision-making arrived at the interface between the Municipality and 

the public? 

 

3.5 Does the public trust their (institution) competencies? What is your opinion on 

this? 

 

3.6 What strategies are or have been in place for implementing the reuse of 

wastewater for potable purposes? 

 

3.7 Are there any guidelines or framework that has been used to implement 

wastewater reuse for domestic purposes? Could you give me a copy of these 

guidelines? 

3.8 Are these guidelines in the public domains? Are they readily accessible and if so 

in what format and in what languages? 

 

3.9 And what are the key guiding principles of the guideline/framework (if 

existing)? 

3.10 Have you engaged with public to discuss these strategies? If yes, how? 

 

3.11 Have you had any feedback from the public on these strategies? How are they 

being reviewed? And what type of feedback have you received? 

 

3.12 What mechanisms does your institution have to deal with the feedback – do you 

meet and discuss the feedback for instance? Are the views of the public taken 

into consideration and if so in what ways? 
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3.13 How are these strategies viewed by various stakeholders involved directly or 

indirectly in the reuse of wastewater for potable purposes? 

 

3.14 Can you give me an idea of your procedures – once you have a strategy – how 

do you actually implement it or plan to implement it. What steps do you have in 

place for the implementation 

 

3.15  Are there any mechanisms to monitor the implementation process – if so what 

are these mechanisms. How these strategies are, will or have been implemented? 

(Stepwise procedures) 

 

4. Institutional capacities for implanting reuse of wastewater at domestic level 

for potable use 

 

4.1 In your opinion, what institutional capacities are required to ensure successful 

implementation of wastewater reuse for potable purposes? – can you tell me why 

you say  

4.2 And if these capacities are needed, what would, in your opinion strengthen the 

institutional capacity for this purpose? 

4.3 How should institutional capacities be strengthened to enhance the public trust 

with regard to the reuse of reclaimed wastewater for domestic purposes? 

4.4 Are there other institutions that you partner with regard to developing strategies 

for implementing reclaimed wastewater reuse? What roles are they playing 

(please provide contact of partner institutions if any) 
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2) INTERVIEW SCHEDULE II – Both Municipal officials and public 

A. Knowledge Respondent  

1. Do you know about Reconciliation 

studies? 

1.1 If yes, do you know the purpose of 

the study? 

P 

1.2 Have you been involved in the 

study? And how? 

P 

1.3 In your opinion was the public 

involved in the Reconciliation study? 

P 

1.4 If yes, Who and what were their 

roles? 

P 

2. Do you know about Feasibility 

studies? 

1.1 If yes, do you know the purpose of 

the study? 

P 

1.2 Have you been involved in the 

study? And how? 

P 

1.3   In your opinion was the public 

involved in the Feasibility study? 

P 

1.4 If yes, Who and what were their 

roles? 

P 

3. Do you think the public was adequately 

involved in the Reconciliation and 

Feasibility studies 

3.1 If yes or no, why do you say this? P 

4.  Can you tell me where you get your 

potable water? 

4.1 Where does your community get 

potable water? 

P 

4.2 Do you experience any particular 

problems? 

P 

4.3 Are there any particular water 

quality issues that you are concerned 

about? 

P 

4.4 Are there any particular water 

quality issues that you think your 

community or the public is concerned 

about? 

P 

5. Can you tell me something about your 

municipal water treatment technologies? 

5.1 What do the public need to 

understand about treatment 

technology? 

P 

5.2 Who do you think needs to know 

about treatment technology? 

P 

6.  Do you know about reuse of reclaimed 

water? 

6.1 What do you understand about 

reclaimed water reuse? 

P 

6.2 Does your community know about 

reclaimed water reuse? 

P 

6.3 Is reclaimed water being used in 

your community and how? 

P 

7. Do you know about reuse of reclaimed 

water for potable/domestic use? 

7.1 What do you understand by potable 

reuse of reclaimed water? 

P 

7.2 Does your community know about 

potable reuse of reclaimed water? 

P 

7.3 Have you and your community 

heard about plans for potable reuse of 

reclaimed water? 

P 

7.4 How did you and your community 

hear about plans for potable reuse of 

reclaimed water? 

P 
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B. Social capital Respondent  

1. Do you know the stakeholders that were 

involved in potable reuse of reclaimed 

water? 

 P & GO 

1.1 In your view who represents the 

public? 

P & GO + 

CLO 

1.2 How was the public involved? P & GO + 

CLO 

2. In your opinion do the people of this 

community trust one another? 

 P & CLO 

3. Do they corporate with one another on 

topics around water?  

 P & CLO 

4. Do you trust the Municipality to look 

after you? 

 P 

 4.1 And in particular around water 

provision, do you think the 

Municipality is doing its best to 

serve you? 

P 

5. Do you think all segments of your 

population are treated fairly? 

 NGO, GO 

& MO 

5.1 Do you think all segments of 

your community have the same 

opportunities to be involved in 

decisions around water issues? 

NGO, GO 

& MO 

5.2 Why do you say this? NGO, GO 

& MO 

6. How did it come to be that the 

municipality/institution came to decide 

on reuse? 

 MO, GO & 

NGO 

7. How was reuse introduced to the public?  7.1 Do you think these steps were 

adequate? 

 

P, GO & 

MO 

7.2 What process/steps would you 

propose to be adequate? 

P, GO & 

MO 

8. What kinds of committees are there in 

this community?  

8.1 Is there a water committee in 

this community? 

P & CLO 

8.2 How often does the committee 

meet and discuss on water 

issues/reuse? 

P & CLO 

8.3 Do you attend public meetings? P  

9. Do you think that people in your 

community are concerned about reuse? 

 MO 

9.1 Is it being discussed/talked 

about in the streets? 

MO 

10. In your opinion, has this being an 

opportunity for the Municipality to get to 

know the public and vice versa? 

10.1 If yes/no, Why do you say this? MO 

11. At what stage do you think the public 

should be involved in water related issues? 

 MO 

 11.1 How should the public be 

involved and in what? 

MO 

12. Is the EIA process fit for the purpose?  MO 

7.5 Who do you think opted for 

potable reuse of reclaimed water? 

P 

7.6 What could be the reasons for 

potable reuse of reclaimed water? 

P 

8.Can you tell me something about your 

EIA process? 

8.1 Have you been involved in the 

study? And how? 

P 

 8.2 To what extent do you think the 

public is involved in the EIA process? 

P 
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In the next part of my interview, I just want to ask you about emotions and 

perceptions regarding reuse 

 
C. Emotions Respondent  

1. Does the public feel that they have been 

adequately involved in the concerns of 

this community for water scarcity? 

 CLO, NGO 

1.1 Why do you say this? 

 

CLO, NGO 

2. Do you think they have been adequately 

informed in discussing potable water? 

 CLO, NGO 

3. Do you feel good about yourself 

regarding this topic? 

 P 

4. In general, what feelings do you have 

about reclaimed water reuse? 

 P 

5. Do you really feel that this is necessary?  P 

6. Do you really feel comfortable with the 

idea of water reuse? 

 P 

7. Do you think you had a choice regarding 

reuse?  

 P 

 7.1 If no, how did you feel 

about not having a choice? 

P 

8. Do you feel that the way this topic has 

been dealt with in your community 

makes a difference in the way you view 

reclaimed water reuse? 

 P 

9. When you first heard about the idea of 

reuse, what was your first reaction?  

 P 

10. When the public first heard about 

reclaimed water reuse, what was their 

reaction? 

 MO & GD 

11.  You probably had your opinion about 

reuse, but do you think others influenced 

your decision?  

 MO & GD 

11.1. When was that?  MO & GD 

11.2. How did that change 

things/make you feel? 

MO & GD 

 

 
D. Perceptions Respondent  

1. What are the benefits of potable reuse of 

reclaimed water to your community? 

 P 

1.1 What are the benefits of 

reclaimed water reuse to you and 

your household? 

P 

2. Do you think the water quality is safe?  P 

3. Do you personally drink reuse water?  P 

 3.1  If no, why not? P 

4. Will you use this water under all 

circumstances? For ex. Give to baby in 

bottle?  

 P 

4.1 Why do you say that?  P 

5. Are there any particular segments of the 

population who feel particularly strongly 

against water reuse? 

 P, MO & 

GD 

6.  If you don’t have to drink it, would you 

have a preferred choice? 

 P, MO & 

GD 

7. Has reuse water has any cost 

implications for you?  

 P 

8. Do you trust the fact that the 

municipality would do the right thing for 

you? 

 P 
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9. Is choice and freedom to decide for 

yourself of value to you? 

 P 

10. Do you think that the decisions that your 

Municipality takes for you around water 

issues are fair to you?  

 P 

10.1. If not, why do you say 

that? 

P 

11. Do you consider that the discussion on 

reuse is providing for you and others in 

your community an opportunity for you 

to learn about water concerns? 

 P 

11.1. Why do you say this? P 

12. Do you think there is an element of 

unfairness in some rather than all going 

this route of water reuse  

 

 All 

respondents 

13. Do you think your perceptions will 

change in the future?  

 

 P 

13.1. Why do you say this? P 

14. If reuse water meant that you will pay 

less for your water would you or your 

community change their perceptions 

about reuse?  

 P 

15. What is your opinion about the media 

regarding potable reuse of reclaimed 

water? 

 P 

 15.1 Do you trust the media? P 

 15.2 Do you think the media has 

influenced your view? And that of 

the community? 

P 

16. What do you think the public is 

concerned about? 

 All 

respondents 

17. What do you think the public needs 

to know? 

 All 

respondents 

18. Do you have any particular quality 

issues with potable reuse reclaimed 

water? 

 P 

 

 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS – BEAUFORT WEST & OVERSTRAND  

 

 

3) Semi-structured Interview Schedule III – BEAUFORT WEST 

 

A) Impacts of reuse decision factors on the public (there is data that shows the 

public is aware of the reasons for the decision) 

 

1. How were you impacted by the 2010 droughts? (Natural factor) 

 Hunger or famine 

 Thirst 

 Disease 

 Overdraft of natural resources 

 

2. How were you impacted by municipality’s decision on water restrictions during 

the droughts? (Institutional factor) 
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3. Were you impacted by the technology and how? (Technical factor) 

 

4. Were you impacted by water tariffs as a result of the reuse implementation? Are 

you impacted by the tariffs post-implementation? (Economic factor) 

5. Does the decision to augment limited water resources have an impact on you? 

And why? (Motivational factors) 

 

B) Perceptions  

 

1. Water use: Which would you prefer? Use of reclaimed water for cooking, 

washing, gardening or drinking purposes? 

2. Sources of water to be recycled: In Beaufort West, reclaimed water is 

distributed to everyone. But would you be more comfortable if the wastewater 

originated from your neighbourhood only or from other public sources?  

 

3. Attitudes towards the environment: How do you perceive reclaimed water for 

potable applications and the environment? 

 

4. Socio-demographic factors 

4.1 Age: Which age group is likely to accept RW and which is not? 

Young, Youth and old and why? 

4.2 Gender: Which would be more likely to accept RW and which 

would not? Men or women and why? 

4.3 Education: At which level of education would people be more 

likely to accept RW or not and why? 

4.4 Race: Which racial group/s would be more likely to accept RW 

and which would not? Black, colored, Indian or White and why? 

4.5 Religion: How does religion influence perceptions towards 

reclaimed water? 

4.6 Culture: How does culture influence perceptions towards 

reclaimed water? 

 

C) Social capital and empowerment 

 

1. Were you involved in the campaign/meetings that was launched before the 

implementation of the reuse project? If yes or no, why?.................. 

1.1. Who were the majority who attended, men or women? And why? 

1.2. Are thee any other reasons why people do not attend meetings? 

2. Do neighbours help each other out in your community? 
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3. Do you discuss water reuse issues post implementation in general on the road, in 

the shops or at hot spots? How often do you meet and discuss. What are the 

common issues discussed? 

4. Have you experienced any problems with reuse water?  

5. If you experience any problems with the reuse water, who would you talk to? 

6. Do you drink reclaimed water yourselves? If yes, why? And if no, why not? 

7. Do you feel you can promote reclaimed water as a viable option for water 

augmentation? If yes, why? And if no, why not? 

7.1 How would you promote reclaimed water in your own capacity? 

8.    How do you feel generally about reclaimed water these days?  

       8.1 Has your feelings changed since the initiation of the project? 

9.   Has the use of reclaimed water for potable applications given meaning to your life 

and to your community? If yes why do you say this? If no, why do you say this? 

10.  Do you have access to information regarding reuse post-implementation? 

11.  Which associations do you belong to? 

   11.1 Do you discuss water reuse in these meetings? 

   11.2 Do you think this is an ideal place to talk about reuse? 

12.  If you do not belong to any association, why is it so? 

13.  Do you feel drinking reclaimed water impacts on your well-being? Why do you 

say this? 

14.  Do you feel the reuse project post-implementation is still a sensitive issue? Why 

do you say this? 

15. What are your future expectations regarding use of reclaimed for potable 

applications? 

 

4) Semi-structured Interview Schedule III- Overstrand Municipality  

 

A) Impacts of reuse decision factors on the public (there is data that shows the 

public is aware of the reasons for the decision) 

 

1. How were you impacted by the 20 droughts? (Natural factor) 

 Hunger or famine 

 Thirst 

 Disease 

 Overdraft of natural resources 
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2. How were you impacted by municipality’s decision on water restrictions during 

the droughts? (Institutional factor) 

3. Do you know about reclaimed water and the decision in Overstrand? 

4. Does the decision to use reclaim water have any impact on you? And why? 

(Motivational factors) 

 

B) Perceptions (just adding to the list I already have) 

 

5. Water use: Which would you prefer? Use of reclaimed water for cooking, 

washing, flushing, laundry, gardening or drinking purposes? 

6. Sources of water to be recycled: would you be more comfortable if the 

wastewater originated from your neighbourhood only or from other public 

sources?  

 

7. Attitudes towards the environment: what is your opinion about reclaimed water 

for domestic applications and the environment? Do you think it is beneficial? 

Why do you say this? 

 

8. Socio-demographic factors 

8.1 Age: Which age group is likely to accept RW and which is not? 

Young, Youth and old and why? 

8.2 Gender: Which would be more likely to accept RW and which 

would not? Men or women and why? 

8.3 Education: At which level of education would people be more 

likely to accept RW or not and why? 

8.4 Race: Which racial group/s would be more likely to accept RW 

and which would not? Black, colored, Indian or White and why? 

 

C) Social capital and empowerment 

 

9. Do you belong to any associations? If yes or no why? 

a. Which associations do you belong to? 

b. Do you discuss water reuse in these meetings? 

c. Do you think this is an ideal place to talk about reuse? 

10. Do you discuss water reuse issues in general on the road, in the shops or at hot 

spots? How often do you meet and discuss? What are the common issues 

discussed? 

11. If you want to get more information on water services, to whom do you usually 

talk to in this community?   

12. If it is about information on reclaimed water, whom will you talk to? 

13. Do you have access to the municipality to talk with someone if you have any 

questions? 

14. Will you drink reclaimed water yourselves? If yes, why? And if no, why not? 
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15. Do you feel you can promote reclaimed water as a viable option for water 

augmentation? If yes, why? And if no, why not? 

16. Do you attend meetings regarding services in general? If yes or no why? 

a. Is the community usually united in opinion in these meetings? 

b. Is the community voice usually taken into consideration during meetings? 

c. Who are those members of the community who talk more in meetings? Why? 

d. Who are those members of the community who talk less or not at all? Why? 

17. Do you think the use of reclaimed water for domestic applications will give 

meaning to your life and to your community? If yes or no, why do you say this? 

18. What is your future expectations regarding use of reclaimed for potable 

applications? 

19. Do neighbours help each other out in your community? 
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APPENDIX E: CONSENT FORM 
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