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1.1 Introduction to Rainwater
Harvesting Systems

Rainwater harvesting (RWH) and utilization systems
have been in use since early Roman times, dating back to
2000BCE (GRDC 2002). Archeological evidence in Israel
confirms early RWH; ruins of cisterns built to store runoff
water from rainwater harvesting from hillsides for agri-
cultural and domestic use are standing there even today.
Any rainwater harvesting system requires many compo-
nents to meet its objective of construction and use. These
components are site specific and are governed by the use
to which harvested water is to be put. Also, it is governed
by the feasibility of technical, economic, environmental,
and socio-cultural factors. However, there are five main
water harvesting components that are essential to have
in a rainwater harvesting system. They are: collection
area, conveyance system, flush filter diverter, leaf screen,
and water storage tanks. The technology also has a long
history in Asia, where rainwater collection practices have
been traced back almost 2000 years in Thailand and over
4000 years in India (Jainer 2016). Rainwater harvesting
systems are increasingly being used due to increase in
population, water scarcity, and groundwater pollution
both in developed and developing countries. It is used in
rural and urban areas for potable and non-potable water
use. It is used in all climatic zones – arid, semiarid, and
humid – and used by rich and poor people. Rich people use
it to have water security and to minimize the cost of water,
energy, and drainage. Poor people go for it because of its
cost effectiveness and simple technology.

Farmers use this technology for supplementary irrigation
to increase their crop productivity and for their livestock
feeding. It is used in schools, hospitals, individual house-
holds, and industries to meet their water requirement in a
sustainable way, both singly or in combination with other

sources. RWH is one of the quickest and easiest ways to
reduce water consumption from outside sources and is an
easy and efficient way of meeting water requirements. The
best thing about harvested rainwater from rooftops is that
in most cases, it is free from pollutants as well as salts,
minerals, and other natural or man-made contaminants.
In the areas where there is excess rainfall, the surplus
harvested rainwater can be used to recharge groundwater
through artificial recharge techniques, which will result
in stabilizing groundwater levels. RWH is an effective and
eco-friendly method of reducing water usage in dwellings,
which will lead to reduce water bills. RWH systems require
comparatively little maintenance, time, and energy to do
the cleaning. RWH is a low-cost maintenance system,
provides a supply of safe water to homes close by, as well
as schools or clinics, encourages increased consumption,
reduces time women and children spend collecting water,
and will reduce back strain or injuries from carrying heavy
water containers. The RWH system is independent and
therefore suitable for scattered settlements. In places where
groundwater is saline, or ground and surface water are not
available, RWH will be the most preferred, cost-effective,
and affordable system. Some of the disadvantages of RWH
include the fact that rainfall is hard to predict, and some-
times little or no rainfall can limit the adoption of RWH
system and make it unsustainable. Depending on the sys-
tem size and technology level, the initial cost of the system
may be high compared to tap water systems. RWH systems
can act as a breeding ground for disease vectors if they are
not properly maintained.

The feasibility of RWH systems is carried out to deter-
mine the viability of using rainwater for drinking, domestic
water, water for livestock, water for gardening and irri-
gation, and a way to replenish groundwater; to meet the
increasing water demand; to overcome water shortage
from an existing source and stabilize water supply; to
conserve and augment the storage of groundwater; a

Handbook of Water Harvesting and Conservation: Case Studies and Application Examples, First Edition.
Edited by Saeid Eslamian and Faezeh Eslamian.
© 2021 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2021 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

CO
PYRIG

HTED
 M

ATERIA
L



�

� �

�

4 1 Feasibility Study of Rainwater Harvesting Systems

potential alternative source to overcome groundwater
quality problems such as arsenic, fluoride, and hardness;
as a supplementary source to mature crops as well as to
increase crop productivity; to overcome extreme condi-
tions of drought, flooding, soil erosion, sea water intrusion,
waterlogging etc.; and to minimize the cost of water,
energy, and drainage bills.

1.2 Review of Literature on Feasibility
of Rainwater Harvesting Systems

The published literature contains hundreds of studies on
feasibility of RWH systems. Many of them are site specific
and cover limited aspects of feasibility of the RWH system.
To give a glimpse of feasibility studies carried out so far, a
few studies covering different aspects are presented in this
section.

Xiao (2008) argues that RWH systems are financially
attractive to Beijing farmers who are mainly using
underground water in the rural areas of Beijing for crop
production. The present rate of subsidy to RWH systems
did not give any extra benefit over that of conventional
irrigation, and as such Beijing farmers are not interested in
adopting RWH systems. Increasing subsidies and/or using
RWH system tanks during the dry season for different
purposes such as mushroom growing will make RWH
more attractive to Beijing farmers. In assessing the tech-
nical feasibility of RWH systems in Chennai, India, KRG
Rainwater Foundation (2010) suggests that survey relating
to geology and structural control, hydrogeological survey,
well inventory, geophysical survey with vertical electrical
sounding, sources of water supply, existing surface water
bodies, and drainage system should form part of the fea-
sibility study to conduct a water balance analysis and to
assess the RWH potential.

Alam et al. (2012) argues that in heavy rainfall areas such
as Sylhet city and suburban areas in Bangladesh, the fea-
sibility of RWH system adoption exists in rural communi-
ties and thickly populated urban areas using low-cost tech-
nology based on quantity of rainfall runoff. According to
them, a carefully planned use of rainwater through RWH
system in the roof catchments may fulfill the entire annual
domestic water demand of a family in the rural areas of
Bangladesh. The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO
2014), based on a feasibility study conducted on rainwater
harvesting for agriculture in the Caribbean sub-region, sup-
ports RWH technology as a tool to capture and store rain-
water runoff for later use, which will significantly reduce
risks of losing some or all of the harvest each year owing to
soil water scarcity; in addition, an RWH system will reduce
flooding and soil erosion during increasingly high rainfall

intensities being experienced in the sub-region. The FAO
argues that the role of policy and institutional support for
RWH as well as studies to determine the environmental,
social, and economic benefits of the technology, must form
part of the feasibility study.

Ponces (2015) developed a technical evaluation tool
complemented by a comparative financial analysis of dif-
ferent alternatives in order to select the most adequate and
appropriate investment in RWH. The developed tool was
field tested at two shopping centers located in Portugal and
Brazil, respectively, for the most viable configuration in
each case. The author argues that this tool can be used as a
guidance to feasibility study. In assessing the feasibility of
RWH system, climate change factors need to be included to
arrive at the correct and robust RWH system. In assessing
the feasibility of RWH system, Climate tech Wiki organi-
zation suggests the following parameters as essential for
evaluation: rainfall quantity and rainfall pattern, collection
surface area, available storage capacity, daily consumption
rate, number of users, cost of RWH system, alternative
water sources and water management strategy. They state
that provision of storage tank is the costliest element and
usually represents about 90% of the total cost.

Joshi et al. (2005), while reviewing 311 case studies on
watershed programs in India with rainwater harvesting
and rainwater management as important components
found that the mean cost benefit ratio of such watershed
programs was relatively high at a mean value of 2 with a
minimum of 0.8 and a maximum of 7.3.

Ghimire and Johnston (2013), while providing a holistic
assessment of environmental and economic viability of
domestic and agricultural RWH system at the watershed
scale in three watersheds in the southeastern US using
life cycle assessment (LCA) and life cycle cost assessment,
compared RWH systems to conventional municipal and
well water systems and concluded that RWH systems
contribute to water resource sustainability by offsetting
surface and groundwater consumption and by reducing
environmental and human health impact compared to
conventional sources. Increased green water use over blue
water, reduced energy demand, savings in life cycle energy
costs, and decreased global warming potential indicate
the potential of RWH as a sustainable water resource
management strategy. The authors also state that policies
encouraging RWH practices are increasing across the US
in Texas, Ohio, Virginia, North Carolina, Illinois, and
California and internationally in Australia, Spain, Canada,
Bangladesh, India, and Nepal.

Worm and van Huttum (2006) listed a number of factors
in addition to cost to be considered in the feasibility study
of RWH systems. From the environmental feasibility point
of view, the amount and pattern of rainfall in the area,
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duration of dry periods, and availability of other water
sources need to be considered. They recommend that
rainfall should be 50 mm per month for at least half a
year or 300 mm per year to make RWH environmentally
friendly. The technical aspects relate to construction of the
RWH system, which is determined by factors such as type
of roofing materials, availability of areas for constructing
storage tanks, water consumption rate, storage capacity
required, availability of surface and groundwater sources,
and availability of construction materials with skilled
laborers. The social and gender aspects relate to felt need
of the community, social cohesion, cost effectiveness and
affordability, and community participation. The authors
state that all reasonable alternatives should be investigated
and using other options in combination with RWH system
should be considered.

Nyamieri (2013) in his thesis explores the community
perception and adoption of RWH technologies where the
implementers claimed to have used a community-based
participatory approach. The study indicates that the
intervention and approach used affects the community’s
perception regarding the newly introduced RWH sys-
tems. It was not a demand-driven project but a project
thrust on them with no involvement of community in the
decision-making process. The support and application
methodologies used by the project implementing agency
created uncertainties from the community members affect-
ing the perception that in turn negatively influenced the
adoption process of the project. Though the community
members knew the value of adopting RWH systems, fac-
tors such as payback period, land ownership and land
tenure issues, and the hard labor required to implement
the project affected the adoption of this technology. The
decision to adopt or to use RWH systems is dependent on
the implementation process adopted and the community’s
perception of it. Therefore, it is critical to better understand
their choices in making the decisions to adopt it.

Kariuki (2011) examined the socioeconomic factors
influencing adoption of RWH technology. Among the
various socioeconomic factors, education was observed
to influence adoption of RWH positively. Financial con-
straint was cited as a major drawback when it comes to
constructing tanks for harvesting rainwater. Gendered
division of responsibilities in the community emerged as
a challenge to adoption of RWH technologies. The study
led to the conclusion that group network plays a major
role in the adoption of RWH. Gender and age dimensions
should be incorporated in strategies for adopting tech-
nology, as the study found that women and girls are left
with the responsibility of supplying household water for
the family without being part of the decision-making with
regard to the source to be used for household supplies. He

also suggested that institutions be put in place to assist
households to access funds for RWH structures and to
work with local communities or households to provide
guidance to choose the correct size of water storage tanks
to enable stored water to last until the dry season.

Amos (2016) reviewed the feasibility of RWH system
on a global scale, with particular reference to Australia
and Kenya. They reported that many Australian states
have policies promoting uptake of RWH systems. Sev-
eral authors (DTU 1987; Garnet 2003; NIH 1997–1998;
Yamamota 2010; UNEP 1997) have quoted the potential
of RWH systems to reduce water and food crises in devel-
oping countries. Some African governments are offering
financial assistance to accelerate implementation of RWH
systems. In Kenya, due to high material cost relative to
income, many households are not able to afford the full
cost of RWH systems. It is suggested that government funds
the cost of RWH systems while the individual looks after
the operational and maintenance costs. The international
Organization for Economic Co-operation and development
(OECD) and the World Bank argue that it is unrealistic
to base financial planning of water services on full cost
recovery of investment costs, and propose sustainable cost
recovery instead.

1.3 Feasibility Study of a Project or an
Idea

A feasibility study of any project or idea in general is a pro-
cess during which one tests an idea’s viability. Will it work?
Although the specific questions one will have to address
will vary depending on the nature of the project or idea,
there are some common steps that apply to all feasibility
studies.

1.3.1 Feasibility Study of Rainwater Harvesting
Systems?

A feasibility study of RWH system, as the name implies, is
used to determine the viability of an RWH system to ensure
that RWH is socially, technically, and legally feasible, as
well as economically justifiable. It tells us whether RWH
is demand driven or if it is forced on individuals and/or
communities by an external agency. A feasibility study
may come out with the suggestion that RWH cannot be
implemented due to certain constraints such as inadequate
resources to implement, higher costs than the present
system of water supply, or the fact that community may
not gain much by implementing a RWH project, or it
may suggest ways and means of implementation and the
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process to be adopted for sustainability of the implemented
system.

A well-designed project feasibility study should look at
the historical background at the proposed site, its ability
to perform well, its acceptance by the local community, its
future demand and affordability of the RWH system, and
willingness to participate in project implementation and to
operate and maintain the system. Specifically, a feasibility
study involves a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportuni-
ties, and threats) analysis of implementing a RWH system.

1.3.2 Steps Involved in Carrying out a Feasibility
Study

• The first and the foremost initial step is to decide whether
one needs a feasibility study of RWH system. In many
situations, conducting a preliminary analysis through
a pre-feasibility analysis is more than sufficient and
tells us whether you need to proceed with a full-blown
detailed feasibility study or not. Conducting a feasibility
study is a time-consuming and sometimes expensive
process. Hence, a careful decision is to be made with
regard to conducting a feasibility study of RWH.

• Having decided to go for a feasibility study, the next
step is to find out whether there is a demand and felt
need for a RWH system? This can be determined by
interacting with local people (stakeholders), as well as
looking for installed RWH in that location and its present
state of functioning, in addition to the present system
of water supply functioning with respect to quantity,
quality, reliability, and cost for consumers and consumer
satisfaction.

• If there is a demand and need for RWH system, then
one should carefully identify other possible alternatives
to RWH systems and weigh pros and cons of going for
a RWH system either singly or in combination with the
existing systems.

• During the feasibility study, one needs to look at the chal-
lenges one will face in implementing the RWH system
with respect to physical feasibility, technical feasibility,
socio-ecological and environmental feasibility, and eco-
nomic and financial feasibility, and the sustainability of
the system put in place.

• The best way to get the requisite information is to look
at the history of implementing the RWH system in that
area, if one exists, and to interview the stakeholders,
primarily consumers, and ask them specific questions
such as:
⚬ How much do they like/do not like the present system

of water distribution? Would they like to switch over to

other systems of water distribution such as RWH sys-
tems?

⚬ How much money do they spend for the present water
supply and distribution system and will they be able to
pay more or less than the amount spent presently? In
other words, what is the affordability of getting domes-
tic water supplies through RWH systems?

⚬ In what way would they be able to participate in
the implementation of RWH system in their local-
ity in terms of supply of cash, labor, material, and
management activities?

⚬ What, according to their perception, will be the major
constraints in implementing the RWH system in their
locality and what will be their suggestions to overcome
them?

⚬ Should the RWH system should be operated indepen-
dently or should it be integrated with the existing sys-
tem of water supply and distribution? What should be
the institutional setup to operate, maintain, and man-
age the system?

⚬ What are the cultural and ecological factors that will
impinge on designing and implementing a RWH
system at the local level? Is the requisite material for
construction and skilled labor available locally? If not,
where will they be obtained and at what cost?

⚬ What will be the financial cost of the project? Where
will the funding for the project will come from? And
what will be the contribution from the local commu-
nity and the government?

Based on the above information, prepare a detailed feasi-
bility report.

1.3.3 Factors to Be Considered in Conducting a
Feasibility Study

Water quality of harvested and stored water plays an
important role in rooftop water harvesting systems. Special
attention needs to be paid if the water is going to be used for
drinking. The available literature presents different con-
clusions on the quality of harvested water from rooftops.
While some studies report that rainwater from rooftops
generally meets the international guidelines of drink-
ing water (Sazkali et al. 2007), other studies report that
chemical and/or microbial contaminants are often present
in levels exceeding international guidelines for drinking
water (Vasudevan and Pathak 2000). The harvested and
stored water may be subjected to waterborne diseases
caused by the ingestion of water contaminated by human
or animal faces or urine containing pathogenic bacteria
or viruses causing cholera, typhoid, bacillary dysentery
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and other diarrheal diseases and water related diseases
transmitted by insect vectors which breed in water causing
dengue, filariasis, malaria, and yellow fever (Eisenberg
et al. 2001; Vasudevan et al. 2000).

Sustainability of an implemented drinking rainwater
harvesting (DRWH) system is an aspect that needs to be
considered carefully during the feasibility study. A sus-
tainable DRWH system is one that is implemented after
considering not only the physical attributes (rainfall, loca-
tion, catchment characteristics) and the socioeconomic
attributes in its design but also the quality of stored rain-
water and the use of alternative water sources that exist in
that area. Although DRWH appears to be one of the most
promising alternatives for supplying fresh water in the
face of increasing water scarcity and escalating demand,
it should not be looked upon as the panacea of additional
water supply. The sustainability of the DRWH system
requires not only close cooperation between the govern-
ment, the private sector (NGOs and scientists), and the
rural households, but also an integrated systems approach
where the quantity/quality of the water supplied as well
as the associated cost of implementation, operation, and
management need to be considered (Kahinda et al. 2005).
During the feasibility study, it is essential to check whether
there exists a clear policy that will provide a framework
which will enable the sustainable use of and upscaling of
the DRWH system.

The physical unit of feasibility analysis of RWH is
another important factor to be considered while con-
ducting a feasibility study of RWH. The RWH system is
adopted at individual household and at community level
for both domestic water supply and agricultural water use.
Although a feasibility analysis can be carried out either at
the household level or at the community level, carrying
out feasibility analysis at the watershed level has merit
in capturing the holistic impact of the RWH system at
the watershed scale, which includes a green infrastruc-
ture strategy for climate change adaptation (Ghimire and
Johnston 2013). Feasibility analysis at the household level
is the simplest of all units of analysis. The complexity of the
feasibility analysis increases as one moves from household
level to community level and then to watershed level.
At the household level, in addition to meeting demand
for increasing scarce water supply, affordability and cost
saving takes center stage in the feasibility analysis. At the
community level, willingness to participate in implemen-
tation and sustaining the system implemented need focus
during the feasibility study. At the watershed scale, in addi-
tion to the above factors, water balance analysis, upstream

and downstream impact, including equity aspects, and
integrated systems approach of using green and blue water
must need focus while assessing the feasibility of RWH
system.

The purpose for which harvested and stored rainwater
is put to use plays a major role in conducting a feasibility
analysis of RWH. The harvested water can be used as
potable and non-potable water at the household level, used
as a supplementary source to kitchen gardening and small
plot rainfed farming, for maintaining lawns, for groundwa-
ter recharging, and for diluting underground water from
its pollutants. The feasibility analysis to be undertaken
needs to focus on the purpose for which the harvested
water is to be put into use. For example, if the harvested
water is going to be used for drinking, a concentrated effort
on the quality of water and how it affects the human health
and how it can be prevented need to be looked into during
the feasibility study. On the other hand, if the water is used
for non-potable use, the quantum of harvested water and
not so much the quality of water assumes significance in
the feasibility analysis. In the case of agricultural water use,
the focus will be on harnessing more rainwater through
RWH systems such as farm ponds and checking struc-
tures through recharging the aquifer, as well as increasing
farm productivity through supplemental irrigation. More
emphasis during the feasibility study needs to be put in not
only harnessing the rainwater but also in managing that
resource in a productive way.

Other factors that need consideration during feasibility
studies are: use of RWH system tanks during the dry season
for different purposes, such as mushroom growing, to make
RWH systems more attractive to farmers; refined methods
to assess rainwater available and water harvesting poten-
tial; a detailed cost–benefit analysis; and community per-
ception about implementation process adopted in the previ-
ously implemented RWH system, as well as various socioe-
conomic characteristics such as education, gender, family
size, income, roofing material, technology access to infor-
mation, group networking, and sources of income.

1.4 Assessing the Feasibility
of Rainwater Harvesting Systems

There are three important questions that should be asked
when undertaking any RWH system in a location/region
(Jean Charles 2007): Does the community need it? Does
the community want it? And can it be done? If yes, at what
cost? For a RWH system, these translate into physical,
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social, technical, and financial assessments. The areas to
be addressed when evaluating these feasibilities are the
following:

Cultural perceptions

Supply and demand of
water supply

Previous projects history

Current water supply and status

Climate particularly rainfall amount
and its pattern

Available resources for implementing
RWH.

Affordability

Environmental
benefits

Physical Assessment

Social Assessment

Technical Assessment

Financial Assessment

Community dynamics

Available resources for
implementation

(Source: Jean Charles, 2007)

1.4.1 Physical Assessment

A physical assessment takes inventory of current situa-
tion. For example, what sources of water currently exist?
What are the potable or non-potable uses? What are their
conditions of water distribution with regard to quantity?
Are the sources of water located near the community or
far away? Are they accessible to the community? What is
the quality of water? Is it a reliable source or it is available
only in certain seasons or certain times? Answers to these
questions will tell us whether or not there is a need for a
new or improved water supply. A public water supply, i.e. a
well or nearby river, may already be available. The quality
and reliability of this water supply and the preference
of the people must be taken into account. For the given
location, does it rain and how often? Does the amount of
rainfall per month or per season warrant the usefulness
of a RWH system? The Development Technology Unit
(DTU 1987) recommends 50 mm per month for at least
half the year for implementing a RWH system. Another
source recommends 400 mm yr−1 (UNEP 1997). Rainfall
data can be obtained from local rain gauge stations. Asking
the locals for this information will also give a general
idea. An additional observation should be in regard to
local building materials. For example, what kinds of sur-
faces exist for catching rain? It should be noted that some

types of materials are not suitable for RWH systems for
potable uses.

1.4.2 Social Assessment

Social assessment must begin with a definition of com-
munity and the identification of key persons. How many
people exist in the community? Who are the real respected
leaders of the community? The social assessment goes
on to answer the whys of the physical assessment. For
example, why is one source of water more preferred than
another? Is a water source located in an area by choice
or by circumstance? Why does a community not practice
RWH? Is there a real felt need for better water provision
(UNEP 1997)? A community may have the need for an
improved water supply, but there are several reasons the
community may not be receptive to the idea of a RWH
system. Depending on the kind of system presented, the
technology may be above the education level of the com-
munity. There may be other priorities for the community
depending on the season. RWH may not be considered an
immediate need, or there may already be multiple sources
of water, each with its own specified purpose. There may
be traditional RWH systems already in place and they may
not need refinement and/or addition to the existing system.
Cultural perceptions and religious views regarding the use
of water, as well as traditional preferences for its location,
taste, smell, or color, are all important factors to be taken
into consideration. “Too often, non-community agencies
(government, NGOs, and outside donors) will seek to
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implement a new technology without taking into account
the cultural traditions and social roles of that community”
(UNEP 1997). It is those very traditions and social roles
that will determine the successful implementation and use
of a RWH system.

In many developing countries, women are primarily
responsible for water, but decisions to undertake invest-
ments, such as installing a RWH system, are typically
undertaken by men. Both groups need to be included in
any discussions regarding the implementation of a RWH
system. Pacey and Cullis (1986) recommended forming
community water groups to be responsible for the system.
It is important to know the people, to be aware of their con-
cerns, and to encourage their participation in every step of
the process. It has been shown that the more a community
is involved, the more the potential for a successful project
(UNEP 1997).

Other aspects regarding assessment of community
dynamics include level of cohesion and communication,
community politics and relations with surrounding com-
munities, amount of enthusiasm (often evaluated in terms
of willingness to contribute), and assistance from outside
groups. These and likely other factors not mentioned here
can positively or negatively affect a RWH system. For
example, the identification of key persons can extend to
outside groups, individuals in surrounding communities,
as well as those in regional government agencies or from
NGOs who can provide resources or knowledge. Local
community leaders must agree on the inclusion of such
individuals or groups.

1.4.3 Technical Assessment

The technical assessment seeks to answer the ques-
tion “Can it be done?” by taking into consideration the
resources required for the implementation of the system,
by determining expected supply and demand for water
based on gathered data, and, where applicable, by taking
into consideration previously attempted projects and their
reception by the community.

Determining available resources will require taking
inventory of local building materials and discussing with
those involved which materials are necessary, which can be
supplied by the local community, which must be brought
from outside, and the transportation options that exist.
Available resources must also take into consideration the
financial contribution of the community and that from
outside sources. Human resources will include skills,
training, and management abilities, as well as labor. A plan
outlining future maintenance and safety requirements is
key from the outset to ensure the sustainability of the sys-
tem. A site assessment is also important as this determines

the location of the water storage catchment or catchments
and how the water will be supplied. RWH can be done on a
large scale or locally to individual households. This aspect
will determine the level of efforts and details to be obtained
during the feasibility study.

Potential supply can be estimated based on the size or
area of the surface catchments, and the amount of rain-
fall expected. Expected demand does not dictate how much
rain will actually be collected, but it is a useful guide for cal-
culating storage capacity. Demand is estimated based on:
the intended uses for the water collected, the number of
users, and the expected use of currently existing sources in
light of a new water source. Intended uses can range from
drinking and cooking to washing, cleaning, or gardening.
The number of users as well as consumption patterns will
vary depending on age, gender, or season. It may be best
to estimate consumption patterns by household, since the
women responsible for bringing water to the home gener-
ally have a set pattern and a set number of containers for
collecting water. Where existing sources are available, or
preferred, they may be used until the dry season, when the
stored rainwater becomes the main or only source of water.
Nevertheless, if the stored rainwater is nearer than a distant
source, it may be used more frequently. In short, designing
for demand may not be an easy task. It is better to over-
estimate than to underestimate. Finally, a review of exist-
ing projects or previous efforts to implement water supply
systems may contribute valuable knowledge and prevent
past mistakes from reoccurring. A local community may
not always volunteer to give such information. It is critical,
in the case of existing projects, to know their owners and
any contract or stipulations associated with them. This can
prevent making changes in an area where changes are lim-
ited, not allowed, or not aligned with the original intentions
of the project already there. Some knowledge of regional or
country water policies may also be useful.

1.4.4 Financial Assessment

Financial assessment plays an important role in the feasi-
bility analysis. Cost is the major consideration for house-
holds and for communities, especially when they need to
pay more than what they spend now for the water supply
in order to accept or reject implementing the RWH system.
Also, when the benefit far exceeds the cost only then there
is an interest in accepting the implementation of the RWH
system. Although the advantages and benefit that accrue
out of using RWH system is known, the affordability for the
individual plays a major role in accepting or rejecting the
RWH system. Presently, a number of methods are used to
estimate the cost and benefit. Some of the important ones
are: present net worth, internal rate of return, cost–benefit
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analysis, and life cycle cost analysis (Gabriela 2017). Many
of these analyses take into account only the direct benefits
and are not able to quantify the indirect benefits such as
impact on climate change due to adoption of RWH systems
and energy savings.

1.5 Feasibility Study of Rainwater
Harvesting Systems: A Case Study

There are many case studies in the literature. The case
study selected is to show the amount of field data that
needs to be collected to carry out a detailed feasibility
analysis. The case study reported herein describes an
observational feasibility assessment of ground-level sur-
face pits in the region of Segou in Mali as a RWH system.
The region of Segou falls into the Sudanic climate, with
rainfall averaging between 407 and 1930 mm over three
years (2004–2007). A large percentage of the population of
this region is heavily dependent on agriculture, subsistence
farming, animal husbandry, and pastoralism for their
livelihood.

In the region of Segou, the river Niger dammed by
Markala Bridge Dam is one of the main sources of water
used for gardening, for washing clothes, and for harvesting
sand and fish. Although Niger water is not fit for drinking,
some people still drink that water in the rural area. Apart
from the Niger, another source of water is groundwater
wells widely used by communities outside the city. Well
depth ranges between 2 and more than 6 m below ground
level. Most wells are located very near the household with
the distance of travel not more than 6–7m.

The dry season spanning March to July makes both
surface and ground water sources become dry. During this
period, water is carted in from other sources. The real rainy
season normally begins in June, peaking in August and
September, and is over in early November. Immediately
after the rain, natural depressions (pits) and manmade pits
become filled with rainwater. The manmade depressions
can range from 1 m to 2 km in length and width and be half
a meter to three meters deep. These manmade pits grow
in number and volume capacity, year after year as men
excavate earth each year for the manufacture of bricks and
for plastering mud houses. The runoff collected in these
pits lasts from one month to five or six months in the larger
pits. Although the water is not potable, the supplemental
water provided by these pits makes a significant contribu-
tion to the local water supply. The stored water alleviates
demand on ground water reserves for gardening and other
domestic needs; women use this water for vessel cleaning
and washing clothes, and thousands of cattle, sheep, and
goats often stop to drink at these pits.

Most of the rural population live in thatched roof houses
or mud homes in villages of 150–1000 inhabitants, or in
towns of up to 8000 inhabitants. Roofing materials in the
region of Segou include thatch, mud mixed with manure,
millet, and rice husks, or corrugated metal sheets, which
are popular in the city. Natural earth is the preferred mate-
rial for house construction. Land is another source that
is widely available. Most of the land is used for growing
millet, sorghum, and rice and for grazing livestock. In this
region, roof catchment systems appear to have the least
potential for RWH due to the predominance of mud roofs
and long dry periods of up to eight months. Rainwater
harvested from mud roofs is considered dirty and a long
dry period suggests the need for a larger roof catchment,
which is not available.

One explanation as to why rooftop rain water harvesting
has not been widely promoted is to do with it being a
“new technology.” It is difficult for a community to sup-
port a project they do not understand or have not seen
before. Moreover, the idea to build a structure that stores
water within their house premises seems foreign to them.
Although the community could appreciate the value and
benefits of rooftop RWH when explained, they are not
inclined to support it, because they have not seen any such
system working in their area of living.

Storing water in natural pits or man-made ones is very
familiar to the people of this region. In most villages,
establishment of a water source, either a pit or a well, is the
responsibility of men, while bringing water from the source
to the household and conserving it is the work of women.
Field observation regarding the use of ground-level pits
indicates that larger communal surface pit systems show
great promise and can be used for the complete range of
water needs if well managed. They are the ideal commu-
nal surface pit system: socially they are widely accepted;
financially, they pay for themselves as the bricks made
from the excavated earth are personally used or sold to
fellow villagers. Women use the water collected in pits for
gardening. Free-ranging animals are able to quench their
thirsts. The entire community benefits from the larger
communal pit system. The question of whether or not the
community wants this kind of RWH system is positively
answered because the community automatically takes
ownership of these pits in all their life stages. Community
is there, technology selection is theirs, risks for social
conflicts are minimized, management capacity is built in,
labor is willingly provided, financing is minimal, potential
for women’s involvement is greater, and support from
local government and NGOs is forthcoming. Increasing
community involvement in such a project is facilitated
with this kind of RWH system.
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A technical assessment of these pits indicates that
smaller pits become dry in a short period of time due
to very high temperature of 104 ∘F. Therefore, there is
a proposal to go in for high-capacity (large-volume) pits
that can be used for aquaculture to increase the water
productivity of stored water. Resources to execute small
pits such as picks, shovels, carts, wheelbarrows, drums,
and manual labor both by human and animal are available
locally. For larger pits, an earth mover is usually preferred.
This needs to be rented. The cost of renting cannot be
borne by locals because of their economic status. This has
to be accommodated in the cost of financing the project
and from the community point of view, it is subsidized.

Supply and demand of water from such pits needs to
be examined. As an example, a pit 100× 80 m is to be
excavated with a depth of 1.5 m and having a volume of
12 000 m3 for a local community in Kamian. Water col-
lected in the pit is limited by the dimension of the excavated
area and not by expected supply. Water is supplied to the
pit from two areas. Area 1 is the pit itself on which rain
falls directly and area 2 is the drainage area surrounding
the pit. Water supply to the pit can be calculated from the
formula: Supply = Rainfall× (1-C)× (area 1+ area 2). The
coefficient C is a measure of system efficiency in terms
of retaining the captured water. Using this equation and
assuming C= 0.3 (based on local observation), the drainage
area required is determined as 17 625 sq. m. As previously
mentioned, land is widely available, even in areas where
land is farmed. To calculate the demand, it is important
to consider all the watering needs of the community. The
women use the pit water for washing pots and clothes as
well as for gardening. The men use it for making bricks
or preparing plaster for mud houses. It is also used as
drinking water for cattle, sheep, and goats. Assuming that
the water is carted away for use from this pit, how many
people will be accommodated to use the filled Kamian pit
for the 8 months (240 days) until the next rainy season
is worked out as follows: Assuming that each household
with 10 persons uses 12 gal d−1, each household has two
cows, four sheep, and four goats (each animal capable
of drinking 5 gal a day), and one plot in the community
garden requiring 50 gal a day, making 500 bricks per month
needing 200 gal per month, the water requirement for just
one household for a period of 8 months is 112 m3 and if
the population is 1000 persons (100 households), they
need 11 200 m3 of water, which can be satisfied by the pit
constructed.

In addition to the above, the following negative factors
in designing ground-level pits must be taken into consid-
eration. Ground pits are open sources of water, capable of
receiving contaminated water. As such, locating a pit is
an important consideration to minimize entry of polluted

water. The management committee needs to oversee the
removal of debris and general cleanliness of stored water.
Besides, the issue of sanitation, an open water source will
attract rodents and insects, especially mosquitos. In some
cases, water-loving plants like water hyacinth may emerge
in the waterbodies, causing eutrophication. Necessary
precaution needs to be taken to overcome these negative
effects.

If this ground-level pit is evaluated using five life cycle
stages (needs assessment, conceptual design and feasibility,
design and action planning, implementation and operation
and maintenance) and the five factors of sustainability
(socio-cultural aspects, community participation, political
cohesion, economic sustainability, and environmental
sustainability), rainwater harvesting pits of this type poten-
tially score out 100 when evaluated in the given category
(Jean Charles 2007).

1.6 Conclusions

With increasing water scarcity, rapid urbanization, and
impact of climate change on water resources, RWH sys-
tems are here to stay in all the regions of the world. In
implementing the RWH system, one of the first and most
important steps is to undertake a feasibility study of the
RWH system. The level of feasibility study undertaken
depends on a number of factors, mainly the purpose, type,
for whom it is undertaken, and the size and cost of imple-
mentation. In many situations, a preliminary analysis of
RWH system, popularly called a pre-feasibility analysis, is
more than sufficient to judge whether to go in for imple-
mentation of RWH or not. Since a feasibility study involves
a considerable amount of time, money, and field work,
careful planning and execution of the feasibility study is
important. The diagnostic analysis of why a RWH system
needs to be implemented has to be carried out, generally
with a SWOT analysis of the RWH system.

The feasibility study starts with preliminary analysis of its
need for the case under investigation, what methods are to
be used to assess the feasibility of RWH systems, and how
to carry out a feasibility study and arrive at the need and
usefulness of the RWH system, its merits and demerits, who
will implement, operate, maintain, and manage the RWH
system and at what cost, with possible funding sources for
the RWH system implementation.

A feasibility study leads to positive results where it is
implemented in a demand-driven and water-scarce situ-
ation. It has been successful where a clear policy is laid
down and governmental supports are forthcoming, as in
the case of San Mateo County, California, USA. The feasi-
bility study has shown that RWH system implementation
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has been successful where it is integrated with other water
sources and the potential for RWH is estimated on water
balance approach at the watershed scale.

The process of RWH implementation, the social cohesion
of the group, political group dynamics, social networking,
and socio-cultural practices play an important role. Focus
must be given to these aspects during the feasibility study
to make sure the implementation of RWH is successful
and sustainable. A detailed feasibility study comes with a
blueprint stating where and why it should be implemented,
what are the factors that need to be taken into account for
its sustainability, what kind of subsidy needs to be given for
a successful RWH system, and what kind of institutional

support is needed to operate, maintain, and manage the
system.

The feasibility study is carried out using individual
assessment of physical, social, technical, and economic,
along with historical, data. There are very few studies
which integrate all these assessments with climate change
impact and look at the feasibility in totality and in a holis-
tic manner. To improve and refine the methodology of
feasibility study of RWH, research should focus on inte-
grating all the assessment factors along with refinement
in methodological content of economic analysis. A lot
of research is needed to arrive at a rational guideline for
different regions, for different purposes, and for different
levels of socioeconomic consumers and stakeholders.
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