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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The intention of this review is ǘƻ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŀ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƘŜŎƪέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ outcomes 
and sustainability of a long-term programme to improve access to safe water 
and sanitation in small towns and rural growth centres in South-West 
Uganda, the South Western Towns Water and Sanitation (SWTWS) 
programme.  
 
The SWTWS ς including its successor, the Water and Sanitation Development 
Facility South-West (WSDF-SW) ς is ongoing since 1996 without interruption. 
The review covered all the piped water schemes completed more than 6 
years ago and a selection of the more recent schemes. The key actors who 
were involved in developing, managing and implementing the programme 
were interviewed to understand the development and success factors of the 
programme. 
 
The findings are relevant for both the Ugandan water sector and Austrian 
Development Cooperation. For Uganda mainly because the approaches and 
institutional structures that originated in the South-West ς known as Water 
and Sanitation Development Facilities (WSDFs) and Umbrella Organisations - 
have become national models for implementing infrastructure in small 
towns, and for providing backup support for the operation and maintenance 
of this infrastructure. The review results can therefore help improving the 
water sector framework. Austrian Development Cooperation, on the other 
hand, commissioned this study to gain a better understanding of the factors 
that led to lasting results in a generally successful programme. 
 
The review covered 46 towns in South-West Uganda with a population of 
mostly between 2,500 and 20,000 people. The average age of the 42 
schemes implemented by SWTWS/WSDF-{² ƛǎ ф ȅŜŀǊǎΦ CƻǳǊ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƻǿƴǎέ 
in the same region but not implemented by the SWTWS were included in the 
review for comparison. In each town a technical and financial assessment 
was made and focus group discussions were held with water users and the 
members of the Water Board. 1381 households were interviewed to gain 
first-ƘŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎΦ 
 
Distinctive features of the SWTWS implementation approach were a 
demand-driven approach; the systematic introduction of water metering and 
payment for water; piloting of appropriate and innovative technologies 
(including solar pumping and ecosan); source protection; land acquisition and 
achievement of 100% latrine coverage as community commitment; and 
backup support to scheme operation and maintenance after commissioning; 
for the latter task the concept of the Umbrella Organisation as a member 
association was developed. 
 
Beneficiaries 

By 2013, the total number of people served by the SWTWS and its successor 
programmes (co-funded by the European Union and the Government of 
Uganda) has exceeded 550,000 people (estimate of the current population  
of the served area; see section 1.3 for calculation details). The 42 SWTWS 
towns visited represent about 380,000 beneficiaries of the programme.  

Reviewing the 
sustainability of 
piped water 
supply for small 
towns in SW 
Uganda 
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households 
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the SWTWS 
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Access to piped 
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Double interest 
and perspective 
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According to the household survey, 42% of the beneficiary households had 
been using unsafe water sources before the intervention. The others used 
improved sources (in most cases protected springs, or boreholes/wells 
equipped with a handpump) but mostly at a much longer distance than the 
national standard of max. 200 meters for urban areas.  
 
Key findings ς water supply 

Of the 42 SWTWS towns visited, 39 water schemes (that is, 93%) were 
operational  at the time of visit, including 14 of the 16 schemes (88%) that 
were constructed more than 10 years ago. Of the remaining schemes, 2 were 
temporarily out of order (since 2 weeks and 8 months, respectively) and 1 
hashad been replaced as the original scheme had never become fully 
operational due to management problems.  
 
On average, 88% of the households said to be using piped water as their 
main source of drinking water, even though most use other sources as well 
(mainly for washing, bathing etc.). By comparing the water quantities used 
and distributed by the scheme operator it can be estimated that roughly half 
of the water needs are covered from other sources than piped water, mainly 
in order to save on the cost of water.  
 
hŦ ǘƘŜ мп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ то҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ 
be using piped water. This is below average but a clear majority of the poor is 
benefitting from the water schemes. It should be noted that a local definition 
ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜƛƴƎ 
poor by international standards. 
 
A majority of the interviewed households says that water is affordable (59%), 
that it is fair to pay for good water (58% ), and that the money is well spent 
and used to maintain the water supply system (52%). Not surprisingly this 
varies from town to town, according to service quality.  
 
It is however worrying that in most towns there are no arrangements to help 
very poor or vulnerable households to access safe water. People who cannot 
afford to pay for water are usually obliged to use other water sources. It is 
recommended to consider introducing pro-poor policies, e.g. by providing a 
basic quantity of free water to very poor households. However this type of 
arrangement has to be carefully designed and tested as misuse might 
jeopardize the financial viability of the schemes.  
 
Since the commissioning of the water schemes, the majority of the schemes 
has been extended, many considerably. About 85,000 additional people were 
served by the various extensions, which were funded from various sources 
including local government and internally generated revenue. The number of 
private household connections (including yard taps) has increased by 147% 
since the commissioning of the schemes. These are positive signs of a 
dynamic development of the piped water schemes. 
 
Drinking water quality is generally good, as confirmed by regular testing by 
the Umbrella Organisation. The number of observed cases of bacteriological 
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contamination is limited to a few cases (e.g., one case in one town during the 
last three years). Iron removal by aeration and filtration is working well in 
ǘǿƻ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘƻǿƴǎΦ ¦ǎŜǊǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴ ŀōƻǳǘ άǎŀƭǘȅέ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
towns where indeed conductivity is close to or slightly above the 
recommended  guideline value of 1000 µS/cm, which is not a health-based 
limit but relates to the acceptability of drinking water. 
 
Key findings ς sanitation, hygiene and source protection 

Sanitation improvements of the SWTWS programme consisted essentially of 
constructing public toilets, constructing ecosan demonstration toilets, and 
improving latrine coverage and hygiene awareness by a sensitisation 
campaign and by making 100% latrine coverage a pre-conditioning and 
community commitment for commissioning the water scheme. 
 
After commissioning the piped water scheme latrine coverage has remained 
close to 100%. 28% of the households (those who could remember) said that 
they had constructed (11%) or improved (17%) their toilet at the time of 
construction of the water scheme. The others had a toilet/latrine before. This 
is roughly in line with the findings of the sanitation baseline surveys made by 
the SWTWS prior to scheme construction. 
 
However, the majority of households (53%) use traditional pit latrines  rather 
ǘƘŀƴ άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘέ ǎŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ 
όƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΥ Ǉƛǘ ƭŀǘǊƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƭŀōύΦ άLƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǎŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ς 
counting ecosan toilets, flush toilets and improved pit latrines with a slab 
only ς is 54% in the four large SWTWS towns (> 10,000 inhabitants) and 39% 
in the smaller towns (for comparison: 21% in the small non-{²¢²{ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 
ǘƻǿƴǎέύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƭŀǘǊƛƴŜǎΣ ƛΦŜΦ 
latrines used by more than one household. 
 
Hygiene education was not very effective in promoting handwashing. Only 
25% of the households had handwashing facilities at the latrine at the time of 
visit.  
 
86% of the SWTWS towns had a source protection area that is free of 
buildings and agricultural use or other sources of contamination. (control 
towns: 25%). The SWTWS policy of requiring the community to purchase the 
land around the water sources has apparently been largely successful.  
 
Management structures and service quality 

All towns have active management structures in place. Most towns have an 
active Water Board which has a management contract with a private scheme 
operator, which may be a company (6 larger towns) or an individual (28 
towns). In the remaining cases (7 towns) the scheme operator has no 
contract or is directly employed by the Town Council or Water Board. Staffing 
is not always adequate with 15 towns having no technical staff or only a 
plumber trained on the job. 
 
Overall, 56% of the interviewed households said that they were satisfied with 
the service (management response to complaints or breakdowns). In 16 
towns customer satisfaction is above 70% but in 8 towns it is below 30%. 
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The reliability of service provision remains a challenge, despite all efforts to 
set up adequate management structures and to provide backup support 
through the Umbrella Organisations. Population growth and scheme 
extensions have contributed to this as many schemes encounter capacity 
constraints. Only 39% of the schemes provide essentially reliable service, 
with all or most inhabitants having permanent 24-hour supply and rare 
breakdowns being fixed within a short time. 7 other schemes appear to be 
well managed but capacity problems lead to insufficient supply or water 
rationing in parts of the network. Service reliability is not related to the age 
of the schemes (systems constructed more than 10 years ago show the same 
performance as newer ones) but ς not surprisingly ς gravity schemes are 
clearly more reliable than pumping schemes. 
 
There is no single factor or pattern to explain the relatively high percentage 
of schemes with unreliable services. There is a variety of management and 
technical problems combined with scheme capacity problems (demand 
exceeding supply), unreliable power supply (power cuts, unreliable solar 
systems, lack of funds for fuel for the generator), and incidents such as 
damages by road works and vandalism. Improving the situation means 
developing managerial, technical and financial capacities in the same time 
and investing in schemes that are coming close to their lifetime or encounter 
capacity problems. It should be noted that, in the case of breakdowns, most 
schemes managed to re-establish service within reasonable time, often with 
support from the Umbrella Organisation. 
 
On the other hand, many of the towns have quite favourable performance 
indicators. Non-revenue water is approximately 20% (water losses: 17%) for 
those towns where complete data are available, a satisfactory value for piped 
water schemes operating under comparable socio-economic conditions. In 
general, collection rates (percentage of the distributed water that is actually 
paid for) are very high, around 90%.  
 
Financial viability 

In general, the financial situation of the schemes is encouraging. The fact that 
90% of the users pay for the water is clearly a result of SWTWS policies 
(water metering, contracted scheme operators) combined with managerial 
support and auditing by the Umbrella Organisation. For comparison, in the 
two small control towns (schemes constructed by local government and an 
NGO, respectively) there is no payment for water and hence no revenue 
collection at all. 
 
Despite a high variability of O&M costs, the vast majority of the SWTWS 
schemes is able to cover these costs without subsidies. On average, revenue 
is 154% of the direct day-to-day O&M costs (pumping schemes: 143%). 30 of 
the 38 towns with financial data (79%) have a revenue exceeding 120% of the 
direct O&M costs, of which 19 above 200%. Direct O&M costs as defined 
here include staff, energy, administrative costs and the Umbrella 
contribution but not depreciation or major repairs. 
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As a result, many towns manage to save a percentage of their regular 
revenue for future investments and repairs. For 38 towns where this data 
was provided the average amount saved is 23% of the annual revenue. These 
ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƪŜǇǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƳōǊŜƭƭŀΩǎ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ƛƴ ŀ ōŀƴƪ ŀŎŎƻǳƴt, or both. 
The accumulated funds are not sufficient to cover any substantial 
ǊŜƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ¦ƎŀƴŘŀΩǎ ǘŀǊƛŦŦ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƳŀƭƭ 
towns where tariffs are not required to cover full cost recovery. 
 
Water tariffs vary in an extremely wide range ς from 800 UGX/m³ to 9000 
UGX/m³ ς that cannot always be explained by differences of technology. 
Some tariffs are too low to cover the O&M costs, others create very high 
monthly excess revenue. There is evidence of abuse in some places, where 
water is being sold at several times its production costs despite low service 
quality. Also the percentages how the revenue is shared between the scheme 
operator, the Water Board and how much is set aside in a savings account 
(for future extensions or major repairs) is very variable. More guidance and 
regulation is needed, based on best practice from the well performing towns. 
 
A related problem is the price at which water is being sold at public tapstands 
and water kiosks. This varies from  25 UGX to 500 UGX per jerrycan. On 
average, people pay twice as much at the water kiosk than they would pay 
per m³, but this varies extremely: The majority of towns charges only up to 
25% more to pay the kiosk/tapstand attendant. On the other hand, 9 towns 
charge more than 5 times and 3 more than 10 times the normal tariff. 
 
The analysis of tariffs illustrates the need for guidance and regulation. 
Apparently the Umbrella was not able (and does not have the enforcement 
power) to avoid tariff irregularities in a number of towns.  
 
Umbrella Organisation 

Throughout the study it was obvious that the Umbrella Organisation plays a 
key role ς and often an exclusive role ς in several important areas. These are 

ω Water quality surveillance (exclusive role of the Umbrella, nobody 
else is taking samples except in two of the largest towns) 

ω Auditing: Umbrella is involved in auditing of all member schemes 

ω Credit scheme (SACCO) for scheme extensions and reinvestments: 
¢ǿƻ ǘƘƛǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƳōǊŜƭƭŀΩǎ {!//h 
scheme to finance extensions and major repairs 

ω Training: All SWTWS towns have benefitted from management 
training 

ω Regulation: In the absence of operational regulation, the Umbrella 
is involved in setting tariffs and solving contractual issues for their 
member schemes; not always successful as described above 

ω Reporting: All Umbrella members report performance data to the 
Umbrella Organisation; this is the only viable channel of 
information for the sector. 

 
All but two SWTWS towns and one of the control towns are members of the 
Umbrella Organisation. 70% of the towns stated that they were satisfied with 
the support provided by the UO. If they were not, this of often related to 
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unrealistic expectations that the UO could provide free equipment or fall-
back solutions for all types of operational problems. 
 
Implementation approach and design assumptions 

The beneficiary communities contributed to scheme implementation by land 
acquisition (in 86% of the towns), by providing labour or materials (not in all 
towns) and by meeting the sanitation commitment. The level of consultation 
and involvement was considered adequate by the local authorities and the 
community in most towns. Asked whether it had been difficult to fulfil the 
community obligations, the Water Boards answered in 84% (for land 
acquisition) and 88% (for sanitation) of the towns, respectively, that this was 
not difficult because people eagerly wanted the water. The strategy of 
introducing community obligations not only to create ownership, but also to 
ensure sustainable source protection and to achieve sanitation 
improvements, is apparently successful. 
 
From the available population estimates (reliable, up-to-date population data 
are not available) it appears that per capita consumption (piped water only) 
is of the order of 8 to 10 l per capita per day, much less than the design 
assumption of 25 lcd. However, this is compensated by a low assumed 
growth rate (3% per year). Extensions, growing population and increasing 
numbers of household connections lead to capacity constraints in many 
towns. The causes could not always be established but design assumptions 
do not seem to be too high. 
 
Innovative technologies and approaches 

The use of solar energy for pumping is very interesting to avoid high energy 
costs and make pumping schemes in small towns economically viable. 
However, of the originally 12 towns where a solar system had been installed, 
3 have been converted to other energy sources and the remaining 9 (of 
which 3 rely exclusively on solar power) all say that solar pumping is 
insufficient and not reliable, especially in the rainy season. It could not be 
established, during this study, whether this is actually related to design 
problems, O&M problems or ς in some cases ς suspected commercial 
interest to prefer generator operation (however, only 3 of the existing solar 
schemes have generators installed). 5 of the 9 towns reported that technical 
support and spare parts for solar systems are available in the region. 
 
Ecosan toilets have been promoted by the project but there was no massive 
replication, mainly due to the high costs per toilet. A majority of the 
households (59%) said that an ecosan toilet was desirable but too expensive. 
Reluctance to handle faecal material is not a major issue (3% of respondents). 
Today about 10% of the households have ecosan toilets, from almost zero 
before the intervention, but half of these are concentrated in 4 towns where 
replication seems to have worked. In the majority of towns there has been no 
or very little replication. 
 
The demonstration ecosan toilets constructed at the time of construction of 
the water scheme are said to be still in use in 37 of the 42 SWTWS towns 
(88%). Trained artisans who know how to construct ecosan toilets are said to 
be present in two thirds of the towns. 

Ecosan 

Solar pumping 

Demographic 
growth and 
design 
assumptions 

Effective 
community 
participation 
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Impact 

The present review can in no way replace a rigorous impact evaluation. The 
baseline information and the available resources were insufficient to make 
quantitative conclusions on the indirect, long-term impacts of the SWTWS 
programme. However, the views of the stakeholders ς captured by 
household surveys and focus group discussions ς give some qualitative 
insight.  
The following impacts were substantiated by a majority of the respondents:  

ω Time saved: The average household saves about 35 minutes per day 
per jerrycan of water (20 litres) due to the piped water scheme. This 
mainly reduces the work burden of women and children, who have 
the task to fetch water in most households. 

ω GenderΥ рт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǿƻƳŜƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǿƻǊƪ 
ƴƻǿ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƻǊ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊƪέΦ ²ƻƳŜƴ ƘƻƭŘ 
at least one key position (chair person, treasurer, general secretary) 
in 76% of the Water Boards, and there are no towns without any 
women in the Board. 

ω Health: 87% of the interviewed households saw an improvement of 
their health situation. They may tend to give the expected answer 
but at least this indicates awareness for the health relevance of piped 
water. Statistical health data were not available in the necessary 
resolution and reliability to prove health impact. 

ω School attendance: 89% of households agreed with the statement 
that children go more regularly to school because of piped water. As 
for health, this should not be overrated but indicates awareness. 

ω New schools or health centres:  In 17 out of 42 SWTWS towns (40%) 
a majority of the respondents thought that piped water had attracted 
at least one educational or health institution. 

ω Socio-economic development: There has been significant socio-
economic development in all (except one) towns since the 
commissioning of the piped water scheme. People from the 
surrounding rural areas move into these regional centres, many of 
wƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǘǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ά¢ƻǿƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭέ ƻǊ ά¢ƻǿƴ .ƻŀǊŘέ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ 
since the commissioning of the piped water scheme. Business 
development is significant. Water supply is important for certain 
businesses, including the many lodges and restaurants. While 
improved water supply and sanitation is an important aspect of this 
overall development process it is not possible to quantify the specific 
contribution as compared to other factors (such as roads, electricity 
etc.). 

 
Key success factors 

The key informants interviewed ς Ugandan and Austrian senior officers who 
are or were directly involved in the SWTWS programme or its rolling out in 
the sector ς fully agreed on the key factors for the success of the programme. 
These are: 
  

All key 
informants 
agree on 
success factors 

All key 
informants 
agree on 
success factors 

Indications of 
impact 

Not an impact 
evaluation 
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ω Continuity of support over a long time. This created credibility and 
gave enough time to develop ownership and incorporate lessons 
learned.  

ω National ownership from the beginning. The technical leadership at 
MWE/DWD was always supportive and showed flexibility to test new 
institutional and implementation approaches. TA support was 
adequate but implementation responsibility was with Ugandan 
officers from the beginning. 

ω A committed team. High staff commitment was confirmed by all 
interviewees. There may have been an element of luck, but an 
important feature is that the Coordinator was free to recruit and 
manage his team which was based within the region. 

ω The presence of a harmonised programme approach and joint 
sector funding. The SWTWS programme was incorporated into the 
Joint Partnership Fund (JPF) in 2006. Implementation became initially 
more complicated but this opened the way towards mainstreaming 
the WSDF and Umbrella approaches as they were now much more 
present at the sector level (Sector Working Groups, Joint Sector 
Reviews etc.).  

ω Participatory, demand-driven approach. The programme responded 
directly to the demand of communities and this is reflected in high 
responsiveness to community obligations and high willingness to pay 
for water services. The transparent evaluation process of project 
proposals at the Steering Committee is an important feature of the 
approach. 

 
The only aspect where views were diverging to some extent was the role of: 

ω Innovative elements of the approach. Certain elements of the 
implementation approach, such as water metering, have clearly 
contributed to the sustainability of the water schemes. On the other 
hand, the piloting and promotion of innovative technologies, in 
particular solar pumping and ecological sanitation, has clearly 
boosted them in Uganda but there is mixed experience (see above).  

 
Lessons and Conclusions 

The success factors outlined above are to some extent ς though not in the 
sense of a blueprint ς transferable to other situations. A particular feature is 
that the programme started with a high degree of flexibility, innovation and 
technical support, and was later ς when the approach had shown to be 
promising ς systematically incorporated into the joint sector framework. It 
was a favourable factor that the water sector SWAP and joint financing 
mechanism were being developed in parallel. It seems that the decision to 
move from project implementation to mainstreaming in a programme 
approach was taken just in the right time: The approach would probably have 
been less effective and innovative in the initial phases, had the support 
modality been joint sector funding from the beginning. Later it was decisive 
to take it to the national sector level through the joint sector mechanisms. 
This may lead to reflections regarding the right mix and sequencing of aid 
modalities. 
 

Development 
cooperation 
perspective: 
From piloting to 
a joint sector 
framework 
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The findings of the review can help improving the sustainability of future 
water and sanitation interventions. A key feature is the strong emphasis on 
the development of nationally owned institutional models, with the following 
important aspects:  

ω WSDF: Demand-driven response to community requests for water 
projects based on transparent criteria; 

ω WSDF: Building of national implementation capacities at the regional 
level, i.e. between the local level (where it is difficult to create 
adequate capacities) and the central level (where implementation 
responsibilities tend to be in conflict with other mandates); 

ω Umbrella: Building of an institutionalised support mechanism to help 
local actors maintaining the functionality of their water schemes by 
providing guidance, training, a credit scheme, and hands-on support 
in case of problems; 

ω Development of formalised management arrangements involving 
Water Boards, private scheme operators, local authorities, the 
support of the Umbrella Organisation and ς not yet implemented ς 
effective regulation. 

 
The review has essentially confirmed the effectiveness of the WSDF 
implementation approach, as well as the indispensable role of the Umbrella 
Organisation(s). It is very likely that the sustainability and financial viability of 
the piped water schemes in the South West would be much lower without 
the Umbrella. 
 
The findings of the review lead to the following conclusions and 
recommendations to further improve the sector framework for small towns 
and rural growth centres, in particular the WSDF and Umbrella models: 

ω Piped water is financially viable for small towns and rural growth 
centres if the schemes are well managed and tariffs are adequately 
set. People are willing to pay for safe drinking water, even if they may 
use other sources of water for non-drinking purposes. 

ω Umbrellas play a key role in this and should become an 
institutionalised  and sustainably financed part of the sector 
framework. The cost of Umbrellas is justified by the benefit to 
maintain the value of the investments made. However, the status, 
mandate and financing modalities of the Umbrella model need 
further clarification, and should be seen in conjunction with other 
regulatory mandates (see next bullet). 

ω It is urgent to develop effective regulation on the ground. The 
review has shown that the current lack of regulation leads to 
excessive tariffs, abuse of power and non-compliance with 
contractual obligations in some places whereas the arrangements 
work well in other places, depending on the local actors. In particular, 
there is urgent need for guidance on recommended tariffs, revenue 
sharing and amounts to be set aside for investments and repairs, 
depending on scheme type and O&M costs.  

ω Need for pro-poor arrangements: There are no arrangements in 
place to ensure that vulnerable households, who are not able to pay 
for water, get access to safe drinking water. It is recommended to 
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develop guidelines how access to a basic water quantity can be 
ensured while avoiding possible misuse of such an arrangement. 

ω Ageing schemes and growing water demand lead to increasing need 
for reinvestment and extension, including refurbishment of older or 
insufficient parts of the networks. It should be noted that the oldest 
schemes are coming to the end of the design period and 
infrastructure lifetime of 20 years. It is thus normal that the need for 
reinvestment arises, even for well managed schemes. 

ω WSDFs should have sufficient operational autonomy to build an 
effective professional team that is based within the region of 
intervention (as opposed to delegating staff from the centre). Key 
informants see this as a key factor for success in the South-West. 

ω Solar pumping is less reliable than originally expected. Several 
schemes have been converted to use other sources of energy and the 
others are said to be not reliable without exception. The precise 
causes could not be established through this review and should be 
investigated by a dedicated study. 

  



South Western Towns Review hydrophil iC 
Final Report  October 2013 

  Page 16 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Rationale and Purpose of this Review 

Building institutional structures and capacities takes time. Infrastructure investments in 
the water and sanitation sector tend to aim at immediate effects, such as the 
Millennium Development Goal of increasing access to safe water and sanitation. 
However, experience has shown that these improvements are only sustainable if the 
water sector is successful in creating an enabling institutional framework as well as 
adequate capacities to keep the infrastructure working. This review is meant to provide 
ŀ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƘŜŎƪέ Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƭŀǘŜǊΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ 
schemes are already coming close to their design life of 20 years. 
 
Austria and Uganda have been implementing together a focused programme to develop 
water and sanitation infrastructure for small towns and rural growth centres in South-
West Uganda, the South Western Towns Water and Sanitation programme (SWTWS). 
Despite various changes ς in particular a change of aid modalities and the fact that 
substantial EU funding has allowed scaling up the scope of the programme ς this 
programme is essentially ongoing since 1996 without interruption, and the main actors 
are still active - or at least accessible - both on the Ugandan and the Austrian side. This is 
hence a rare chance to check the sustainability of the results of this programme. 
 
The overall objective of the review is twofold: to contribute to water and sanitation 
sector development in Uganda, and to inform Austrian Development Cooperation (ADC), 
by extracting the lessons to be learned from a long-term regional water and sanitation 
intervention. For Uganda the findings are relevant because the approaches and 
institutional structures that originated in the South-West ς known as Water and 
Sanitation Development Facilities (WSDFs) and Umbrella Organisations - have become 
national models for implementing infrastructure in small towns, and for providing 
backup support for the operation and maintenance of this infrastructure. The review 
results can therefore help improving the water sector framework. Austrian Development 
Cooperation, on the other hand, commissioned this study to gain a better understanding 
of the factors that led to lasting results in a generally successful programme. 

1.2 Scope of the Review 

The specific objective is to review and analyse the results of the water and sanitation 
interventions supported by ADC in South-West Uganda, with particular emphasis on  

ω the sustainability of the immediate results: technical functionality, financial 
viability and management structures of the water supply schemes; 

ω the quality of current scheme operations and management, including backup 
support by the umbrella organisation; 

ω the appropriateness of the design assumptions made regarding demographic 
growth, per capita water consumption and revenue collection; 

ω the equity of the benefits (actual use of improved facilities by the poor, including 
the gender aspect and the human rights perspective); 

ω the sustainability of sanitation and hygiene improvements; 

ω development results in terms of improved health and poverty reduction/socio-
economic impacts (without aiming for full quantification of such impacts); 

ω factors that contributed to success or failure in these various fields.  
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Each of these aspects was examined by combining several sources of information, 
including a technical and financial assessment, household surveys and focus group 
discussions.  
 
The review covered 42 towns that were supplied by the SWTWS programme, plus 4 
other towns with water schemes not constructed by the SWTWS. The latter were 
included for comparison. The number of non-SWTWS towns is too small to constitute a 
ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƎǊƻǳǇέ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
distinctive features of the SWTWS implementation approach.  
 
The 42 SWTWS towns include all the schemes constructed before 2007, plus a selection 
of those constructed later. 
 
The review is not a scientifically rigorous impact analysis, as this would have required 
more detailed baseline information to establish the situation before the intervention, as 
ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀ ƳǳŎƘ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƎǊƻǳǇέ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƻǿƴǎ. Certain aspects ς such as 
socioeconomic or health impacts ς are therefore captured in a rather qualitative 
manner, mainƭȅ ōȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
 
Finally, the review aimed to capture the factors that have contributed to or can explain 
the observed results, for the practical purpose of further enhancing the approach and 
understanding the conditions for its replication elsewhere. To establish such factors, 
most of the key actors involved in the preparation, implementation and scaling up of 
programme ς Ugandan implementation staff, those who were responsible for the 
project at the national level, expatriate technical assistants and staff of the Austrian 
Development Agency ς were interviewed. 

1.3 The South Western Towns Water and Sanitation 
Programme 

¢ƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ ¢ƻǿƴǎ ²ŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό{²¢²{ύΣ ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ά!ƳŀƛȊƛ 
aŀǊǳƴƎƛέ όάƎƻƻŘ ǿŀǘŜǊέύΣ originated in 1995 when an Austrian team of water experts 
was fielded to identify and formulate, in cooperation with the Directorate of Water 
Development (DWD), a water and sanitation programme for small towns and rural 
growth centres in South West Uganda. Very soon a close working relationship developed 
between the experts and officers involved, who developed an implementation concept 
with a number of new features (see below). It was interesting to note during this review 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾŜ άǎǇƛǊƛǘέ ƻŦ this pilot period is still very present among all the actors 
involved.  
 
Among the important features of the approach were the promotion of appropriate, 
affordable and O&M friendly designs and technologies; protection of water sources; 
linking piped water supply to sanitation improvements; the use of drama shows for 
sensitisation; and the introduction of water metering and payment for water from the 
beginning. Very soon a demand-driven approach was developed for the selection of 
beneficiary towns, where the communities had to submit applications and fulfil a 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ όǎŜŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƻƳŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘέ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
those who had already fulfilled the commitments. 
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An initial phase covering 16 towns (SWTWS I: 1996-2002) was immediately followed by a 
second phase taking the programme to 2006, when two major changes occurred: A 
successful application for substantial co-funding from the EU Water Facility allowed to 
scale up the programme and extend the area of intervention, and the programme was 
ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ¦ƎŀƴŘŀΩǎ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Joint Partnership Fund (JPF). In this context the programme office ς which had always 
been managed by Ugandan officers ς was moved from Kabale to Mbarara and was 
ǊŜƴŀƳŜŘ ǘƻ ά²ŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ŀƴƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CŀŎƛƭƛǘȅέ ό²{5CύΦ 
 
This change of name expressed the intention to move on from a project-type 
implementation unit to a permanent implementation structure that is to become part of 
the institutional sector framework. Later it has become the model for the establishment 
of three other WSDFs covering Northern, Eastern and Central Uganda. Today, all four 
WSDFs operate based on the same WSDF Operations Manual and are managed by a 
Branch Manager to whom the function of Accounting Officer has been delegated by the 
Permanent Secretary of the MWE. 
 
In total, as of today, the programme has supplied 76 towns with a total population of 
about 550,000, for a total investment of about EUR 28 million (including the Kisoro 
water scheme as well as EU co-funding of EUR 8.7 million). The above population 
estimate is based on the sum of the initial population at the time of design (figures 
provided by WSDF-SW), assuming a moderate population growth of 3% for the time 
elapsed since construction and applying corrections for scheme extensions made after 
ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴƛƴƎΦ CƻǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƻǿƴǎΣ 
estimated for the end of the 20 years design period, is 683,000 according to WSDF-SW 
documentation. 
 
Aƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ άƻŦŦǎǇǊƛƴƎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {²¢²{ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ Umbrella 
Organisations. It soon became clear that the local capacities were not sufficient to 
ensure all aspects of sustainable scheme management ς technical, financial, managerial, 
water quality surveillance etc. ς without external support. Umbrella Organisations are 
regional membership organisations providing post-construction support to their 
members, the Water Supply and Sanitation Boards of the individual small towns and 
rural growth centres. This includes services such as technical advice and 
troubleshooting, procurement of water meters and spare parts, managerial and 
technical re-training, financial auditing, a savings and credit scheme (for funds to finance 
repairs and extensions) and last but not least regular water quality surveillance. 

1.4 Key Features of the Implementation Approach 

Distinctive features of the SWTWS implementation approach include: 

¶ Demand-driven, participatory approach: Communities submit applications, fulfil 
a number of obligations to qualify for the piped water project, and participate in 
monitoring. 

¶ Water metering and payment for water: All schemes constructed by the 
programme are metered to ensure revenue generation for sustainable O&M. 

¶ Piloting of innovative technologies: 

- Use of solar energy for pumping (higher initial investment compensated 
by lower running costs) 

- Promotion of ecosan toilets. 
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¶ Source protection and land acquisition:  One of the key community obligations 
is to acquire the land needed not only for the water supply infrastructure but 
also for the water source protection area.  

¶ Achievement of 100% latrine coverage: Making sanitation improvements a 
community commitment to obtain piped water was initially a unique. All 
households had a latrine, normally with a sanplat (but this was not strictly 
enforced).  

¶ Use of drama shows to sensitise communities on safe water, hygiene and why 
piped water needs to be paid for. 

¶ O&M backup support: The Umbrella Organisation provides ongoing support to 
scheme O&M after commissioning, recognising the fact that local water and 
sanitation boards cannot cope with all technical and managerial challenges. 

 
The questionnaires and interview guides used include questions to verify the long-term 
effectiveness regarding all this features (see respective sections below). This is relevant 
because by rolling out the WSDF model these features have now become mainstream 
implementation modalities in Uganda. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Selection of Towns 

The review covered 46 towns in South-West Uganda with a population of mostly 
between 2,500 and 20,000 people, including all the towns implemented by the SWTWS 
programme before 2007 (i.e. more than 6 years old). The average age (time since 
commissioning) is 9 years). 
CƻǳǊ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƻǿƴǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {²¢²{ ǿŜǊŜ 
included for comparison.  
 
The map below highlights the districts covered by the review. 
 

 

Fig. 1: Map showing the study area 
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Table 1 lists the 46 towns by district. ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƻǿƴǎέ όƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
SWTWS programme) are shown in italic. 
 

 

Tab. 1: List of towns included in the review by District 
 

 

Fig. 2: Map showing the review towns classified by age 

District Towns included in the review 

Bushenyi Kyabugimbi 

Ibanda Ibanda, Kagongo 

Kabale Hamurwa, Kabirizi, Keihumbi, Muhanga, Muko, Nyamabare, Ryakarimira 

Kanungu Ishasha, Kambuga, Kanyatorogo, Katete, Kihihi 

Kisoro Bunagana, Kisoro, Rubuguri 

Mbarara Rubindi 

Mitooma Kabira, Kashenshero, Kyeibare, Mitooma 

Ntungamo Kagarama, Kitwe, Mirama Hills, Ntungamo, Omungyenyi, Rubaare, 
Ruhaama, Rwashamaire 

Rubirizi Katerera 

Rukungiri Bikurungu, Bugangari, Buhunga, Buyanja, Kebisoni, Kisizi, Kiyenje, 
Nyakagyeme, Rukungiri, Rwenshama, Rwerere 

Sheema Bugongi, Kabwohe, Kitagata 
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The towns were selected to include all SWTWS towns constructed before 2007 and one 
third of the towns completed since 2007; the latter were selected within the original 
area of intervention whereas many of the newer schemes are located further north, up 
to the area of Fort Portal (Kabarole). 
 
The following table summarizes the key characteristics of the 42 SWTWS towns covered 
by the review. 
 

By age of the scheme: 

10 to 17 years 16 towns  
5 to 10 years 17 towns 
2 to 5 years   9 towns 
 42 towns average age: 9 years 

 

By administrative status: 

Town Council 16 towns Current situation; many of the towns were 
Town Boards   9 towns still RGCs at the time of commissioning but 
Rural growth centres 17 towns have since been upgraded to TCs or TBs. 
 42 towns 

 

By population served (estimated population of the service area today): 

more than 20,000   4 towns including Kisoro (80,000), where the supply 
   area includes large  rural areas 
10,000 to 20,000   7 towns  
5,000 to 10,000 15 towns 
3,000 to 6,000 11 towns 
less than 3,000   5 towns 
 42 towns average population: 9,300 
   average excluding Kisoro: 7,500 

 

By type of scheme & energy supply: 

Gravity schemes (spring) 19 towns  
Pumping schemes 22 towns of which (by source of energy): 
  - national grid supply 12 towns 
  - grid and solar supply   3 towns 
  - solar with diesel backup   3 towns 
  - solar supply only   3 towns 
  - diesel (originally solar)   1 town 
  22 towns  
Rainwater harvesting   1 town 
 42 towns 

 

By management arrangement: 

Operated by a private company:    6 towns 
Operated by individual scheme operators:  
   - based on a management contract: 28 towns 
   - without contract or employed operator:   7 towns   
Currently without operator (not functional):   1 town 
 42 towns 

Tab. 2: Overview of town characteristics ς 42 SWTWS towns 
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The town characteristics listed above were used to cluster and analyse the review 
results by type of town. 
 
The 42 SWTWS represent a total population of about 390,000 people (see table below), 
about 70% of the total population served by the SWTWS project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

*
  

Tab. 3: Numbers of people within the service area of the SWTWS schemes  
 
Population figures should be considered as indicative estimates, as there are no recent 
census data and the supply areas rarely coincide with administrative entities. The initial 
and design population figures were provided by WSDF-SW, based on the baseline survey 
made at the time of planning the scheme. The current population was estimated 
assuming a moderate population growth of 3%, with corrections for later extensions and 
with a plausibility check against the numbers indicated by the scheme operator or town 
council during the field survey. 

2.2 Sources of Information 

2.2.1 Overview 

The review is based on the following sources of information: 
 
1. Field visits to 46 towns by a team consisting of a socio-economist, an engineer and a 

team of trained enumerators. Essentially, the team visited each town together with 

- the engineer conducting a technical and financial assessment (combination of 
site inspection and information collection from the scheme operator and water 
board); 

- the socio-economist holding focus group discussions with Water Board 
members and water users; 

- the enumerators carry out a household survey covering on average 33 
randomly selected households per town. 

 
2. Complementary interviews were held with the WSDF-SW staff in Mbarara, with 

Umbrella Organisation staff in Kabale, and with the District officials of 6 Districts 
(Kabale, Kanungu, Kisoro, Mitooma, Ntungamo and Rukungiri). 

 
Field visits to the South West were conducted during the period from 2 to 30 April 2013.  
All questionnaires and interview guides were tested and refined after the first two visits. 
However, as the adjustments were minor the information collected in the first two 
towns (Rubindi and Ibanda) could also be used for analysis.  

                                                
1
 (Initial population at the time of commissioning. 

2
 Excluding 5 towns that were still under construction by the end of 2012. 

 
No. of 
towns 

Initial 
population1 

Current 
population (est.) 

Design 
population 

Towns included in 
the review 

42 234,000 389,000 422,000 

All SWTWS towns 712 387,000 554,000 683,000 
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3. Semi-structured interviews were held with key informants at the national and 

development partner level, i.e. the Ugandan and Austrian officers involved in the 
design, implementation, management and backstopping of SWTWS as well as its 
replication and integration into the national sector framework; see Annex 1 for a list 
of the key informants interviewed. 

 
4. Documentary information collected and analysed includes 

- Water quality database of the Umbrella Organisation (entire database reviewed 
and analysed); 

- Baseline household surveys conducted by SWTWS / WSDF-SW (selected towns); 

- Health information collected from Health Centres (selected towns); 
 
5. Review of relevant studies conducted in the South West, including the  

- aŀǎǘŜǊ ¢ƘŜǎƛǎ άCŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǳǇǇƭȅ 
Systems in South West ¦ƎŀƴŘŀέ ōȅ IŜǊōŜǊǘ bǳǿŀƳŀƴȅŀΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ aŀƴŀƎŜǊ ƻŦ 
SWTWS / WSDF-SW (2009) 

- Evaluation of Water Supply and Sanitation Projects for Kisoro Town (2009) 

- Diploma Theǎƛǎ άParticipation and Empowerment  in Development Cooperation. 
¢ƘŜ /ŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ΨSWTWSΩ ƛƴ ¦ƎŀƴŘŀ by Cordula Aigner (2011). 

See list of References for full details and for other documents used. 

 

 

Fig. 3: Technical and financial assessment: Interview with the scheme operator in 
Bunagana 
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Fig. 4: Focus group discussion in Rwerere 

2.2.2 Household Surveys 

Household surveys were in particular the basis for assessing 

¶ actual usage of the piped water, and reasons for not using it if applicable; 

¶ affordability and willingness to pay for safe water; 

¶ sanitation status: presence and type of latrine and handwashing facilities; 

¶ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

¶ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǇƛǇŜŘ water. 
 
In general the surveys captures the responses of the person interviewed (61% female 
and 39% male respondents). However, the presence and status of the latrine and 
handwashing facilities were visually checked by the enumerator.  
 
The total number of households interviewed was 1381 in 42 towns, i.e. on average 33 
households per town. The number of around 33 households per town was maintained 
irrespective of the size of town. 
 
The enumerators were using tablets for efficient data entry and processing and to avoid 
transcription errors.  
 
Households were selected in the following way: Local authorities were asked to guide 
the enumerators to the cells/wards connected to the piped water scheme. In 
settlements structured along the main road(s) enumerators selected every nth 
household, depending on the size of the town. In settlements with a more circular or 
ǊŜŎǘŀƴƎǳƭŀǊ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ άǎǇƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƭŜέ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŀ ǊŀƴŘƻƳ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
for sampling. 
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Fig. 5: Enumerators during a household visit, Buhunga 
 
Assessing poverty was a problematic issue to be resolved. It was crucial to obtain 
information on poverty in order to assess whether the poor are using piped water and 
are willing and able to pay for it ς one of the important research questions of the study. 
On the other hand, there is no established methodology to capture poverty in a simple 
way during a household survey, where questionnaire length is limited and the focus is 
on other aspects. Direct questions about income are unreliable. Poverty definitions and 
scorecards used in Uganda use many indicators.  
 
As a pragmatic solution for this review, the following approach was used: 
 
Four categories of poverty ς άǿŜŀƭǘƘȅέΣ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέΣ άǇƻƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ǿŜǊŜ 
defined. 
 
The following three sources of information were combined for this classification: 

¶ the main source of household incomeΣ ŦǊƻƳ άŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘέ ǘƻ άƴƻ 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜέ; 

¶ the monthly cash expenditure of the household (on items such as sugar, soap, 
health treatment etcΦύΣ ŦǊƻƳ άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ слΣллл ¦D·έ ǘƻ άƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ мрΣллл ¦D·έ 

¶ the subjective impression of the enumerator; enumerators were asked to tick 
one of the four poverty categories based on their overall impression of the 
household (type of housing, clothing etc.). 

 
A hƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ƛŦ ǘǿƻ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ were in the 
lowest categoryΤ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǇƻƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέΦ ¢ƘŜ 
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remaining households, i.e. those where at least two indicators indicated wealth, were 
coƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άǿŜŀƭǘƘȅέ ς of course relative to the local living standard in rural towns of 
South West Uganda. 
 
As a result, 22% ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ άwealthyέ; 63% ŀǎ άaverageέ; 
13% ŀǎ άpoorέ; and 1% ŀǎ άvery poorέ (17 households only).  
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3. KEY FINDINGS: SUSTAINABLE ACCESS TO PIPED WATER 

3.1 Functionality of the SWTWS Piped Water Schemes 

Of the 42 SWTWS towns visited, 39 water schemes (that is, 93%) were operational  at 
the time of visit, including 14 of the 16 schemes (88%) that were constructed more than 
10 years ago.  The map below visualises this encouraging result. 
 

 

Fig. 6: Map of SWTWS towns by functionality status 
 
Of the remaining 3 schemes, 2 were temporarily out of order (since 2 weeks and 8 
months, respectively) but had active Water Boards in place, working to restore the 
service.  
 
The last scheme ς Bugangari ς had never become fully operational due to management 
problems that occurred at the very time of commissioning. It is today replaced by a new 
scheme constructed by the District Local Government. 

3.2 Actual Use of Piped Water 

This section examines to which extent people are actually using piped water, whether 
they are using other (unsafe) water sources as well, and whether they had access to an 
άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘέ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ όŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ aƛƭƭŜƴƴƛǳƳ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Dƻŀƭǎύ before the 
intervention. 
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Fig. 7Υ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άWhat is your main source of drinking 
water?έ 

 
On average, 90% of the households said to be using piped water as their main source 
of drinking water, even though most confirm to be using other sources as well (see 
below). 7% use other protected sources (protected springs, boreholes or protected wells 
equipped with handpumps, or rainwater). Only 3% use unprotected sources (mainly 
unprotected springs or open wells). 
 
This is in sharp contrast with the situation before the construction of the piped water 
scheme, when 55% were using protected sources (as defined above) and 39% were 
using unprotected sources. These figures are based on a question άǿƘŜǊŜ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ 
waǘŜǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƛǇŜŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘέ ; only 5% of the respondents 
ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
From the difference between the situation before and after it appears that 42% of the 
residents of the towns gained access to an improved water source (in the sense of the 
MDG definition) through the piped water scheme. In reality many more people gained 
access to safe water because 

¶ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘέ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǿŜƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇǊƛƴƎǎ within 
the built-up area, and therefore often contaminated; 

¶ many of the people who moved to the fast-growing towns from rural areas after 
the construction of the scheme also gained access to safe water;  

¶ typically ǘƘŜ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘέ ǎƻǳǊŎŜs used before were at unacceptable distances to 
consider people as served. 

Today, 97% of the households using piped water said to have drinking water at less than 
200 meters, which is the Ugandan standard for the maximum acceptable distance for 
urban areas.  
 
64% of the households use other water sources than piped water for certain purposes, 
in particular for washing clothes and bathing, mainly to save on the cost of piped water.  
More surprisingly, 57% also indicate to be using other water sources for drinking, even 
though most of them (89%) had stated that their main source of water was piped water. 
From the reasons given and from the focus group discussions it becomes clear that this 
is mainly because of insufficient supply: Two thirds of those using other than piped 
water for drinking said that this was because of problems such as low pressure, long 



South Western Towns Review hydrophil iC 
Final Report  October 2013 

  Page 30 

queues and breakdowns (see section 3.7 for a discussion of the service reliability 
problems). In these cases they fall back to the sources used in the past. 

3.3 Time Saved and Reduced Workload 

Saved time and reduced workload are direct benefits of having piped water near the 
homestead. Resulting indirect impacts ς such as the use of the time gained, the views of 
women or improved school attendance ς will be discussed in chapter 8. 
 

 

Fig. 8: Household response to ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άHow much time do you spend to collect 
drinking water (1 round trip, including queuing)?έ 

 
Today, 78% of the households spend less than 15 minutes and 90% less than 30 minutes 
for collecting a jerrycan of water. The improvement is obvious compared to the situation 
before the piped water scheme, when the median time to collect water was around 45 
minutes. 
 
In an attempt to quantify the time gain the mass curves of the household responses 
were compared in the chart below. 

 

Fig. 9: Time saved due to access to piped water 
 
It can be seen that a typical (median) household gained about 35 minutes per day per 
jerrycan of water. 
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The main beneficiaries of the time saved and reduced workload are women and 
children. The well-known fact that fetching water is traditionally a responsibility of 
women and children is reconfirmed by the household survey. 
 

Members of household Female respondents Male respondents 

Women 82% 60% 

Men 3% 30% 

Children 37% 54% 

Other 3 22% 26% 

Tab. 4: IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άWho collects the water for your 
household usually?έ More than one answer was possible. 

 
The άǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέ between the answers given by women and men is quite 
interesting: According to male respondents, men fetch water in 30% of the HHs, while 
according to female respondents this is only the case in 3% of the HHs. This might be 
indicating that at least awareness is growing that fetching water is not necessarily a 
responsibility of women and children only. 

3.4 Affordability: Are the Poor Using Piped Water? 

73% ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇƻƻǊέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǇƛǇŜŘ ǿŀǘŜǊΦ 
This is below average but a clear majority of the poor is benefitting from the piped water 
schemes.  
 
It should be noted that a local definition of poverty has been used where only 14% of 
ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇƻƻǊέ, while Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ are 
also poor by international standards (see section 2.2.2 for a description of the 
classification method used). 
 

 

Fig. 10: Percentage of households using piped water 
 
 

                                                
3
 Either water is in the house or water through vendor. 
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This is consistent with the responses to the question whether the households are paying 
for the water: 
 

 

Fig. 11: Percentage of households paying for safe piped water 
 
¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘΦ  
 
A majority of the interviewed households also says that water is affordable (59%), that 
it is fair to pay for good water (58% ), and that the money is well spent and used to 
maintain the water supply system (52%). Not surprisingly this varies from town to 
town, according to service quality. In towns with reliable supply up to 87% of the 
respondents said that it was fair to pay for water. 
 
The typical (median) HH in South-West Uganda spends about 2000 UGX (0,6 EUR or 0.8 
USD) per week on water, with variations according to HH wealth as shown in figure 12. 
/ƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IIΩǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊder of 10% of the total 
cash expenditure.  

 

Fig. 12: Weekly household expenditure on water 
 
On average, 59% of the HH said that water is affordable. Piped water is even perceived 
as cheap by those people who used to buy water from water vendors. 
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Not surprisingly, poor households find it more difficult to afford the cost of water and 
tend to state that water should be free. The following charts visualise the answers by HH 
level of poverty (nƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǇƻƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊέ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ together constitute only 
14% of the total). 
 

 

Fig. 13: IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άDo you think the tariff you pay for water 
is affordable?έ 

 

 

Fig. 14: IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άDo you think it is fair to pay for drinking 
water?έ 

 
Whether piped water is considered as affordable obviously depends on the water tariff. 
The chart below indicates that a tariff of up to 50 UGX per jerrycan is considered 
affordable by about two thirds of the people, while a majority is still ready to accept a 
tariff of up to 200 UGX per jerrycan. There is only one scheme with a tariff of 500 UGX. 
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Fig. 15: Percentage of households considering piped water as affordable as a function 
of water tariff 

 
In most towns there is a small percentage of vulnerable, extremely poor households 
(e.g. households headed by widows, aged or disabled people) who cannot pay for water. 
In the sense of a human rights approach it is desirable to provide access to safe water to 
these households as well.   
 
However, this review clearly showed that there are no mechanisms in place to provide 
safe water to vulnerable households.  
 
This is confirmed by: 

¶ Household surveys ς 89% of the respondents said that there is no arrangement 

¶ Focus group discussions, where all participants agreed that HHs who cannot pay 
for piped water use traditional water sources . 

 
Depending on the situation the locally available alternative water sources may be 
ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ όǎǇǊƛƴƎǎΣ ōƻǊŜƘƻƭŜǎύ ƻǊ ǳƴǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ όάǘhey go to the 
swamps/the streamέ was a response received in FGDs in 6 towns). 
 
Sometimes neighbours seem to give a small quantity for free, and a few water boards 
seem to offer support (e.g. by keeping old boreholes going) but these are individual 
cases.  
 
Any solution to this situation has to make sure not to undermine the general willingness 
to pay and hence the sustainability of the water scheme, as allowing exceptions might 
be soon misused.  

3.5 Service Level and Service Quality 

Of the 90% of the population using piped water, the majority (61%)  gets water from a 
public tapstand or water kiosk; 33% use a yard tap shared with neighbours, and only 7% 
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have a private household connection. However, this percentage is growing, as the 
growing number of HH connections shows (see section 0). For wealthy households the 
percentage of HH connections has already reached 14% (see chart below). 
 

 

Fig. 16: Service levels as % of all households using piped water 

 
Service quality is generally not yet satisfactory. Only 39% of the households reported to 
have permanent supply in sufficient quantity and without major service interruptions. 
Another 21% have permanent supply but pressure at the nearest tap is (often) low. 12% 
said that they are served only for a few hours per day, 20% reported frequent 
breakdowns and 8% suffered from both or from long-lasting service interruptions. 
 
The situation varies considerably from town to town. This will be discussed in detail in 
section 3.7, along with the reasons for poor service quality.  
 

 

Fig. 17: Service quality as perceived by households (all SWTWS towns combined) 
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3.6 Dynamics of Scheme Extensions after Completion 

Many of the SWTWS water schemes show a dynamic development. 
 
Since the commissioning of the water schemes, the majority of the schemes has been 
extended, many considerably. This is the case for 24 out of 42 visited towns, including 
all the towns above 10,000 inhabitants but also 40% of the small RGC schemes. 
 
About 85,000 additional people were served by the various extensions, that is, 41% of 
the population at the time of construction or 20% of the original design population. 
Extensions were funded from various sources including local government and internally 
generated revenue.  
 
The number of private household connections (including yard taps) has increased by 
147% since the commissioning of the schemes. These are positive signs of a dynamic 
development of the piped water schemes. 
 

  

Fig. 18: Development of the SWTWS water schemes since commissioning 
 
Usually extensions were either initiated by the Water Board / Water Authority or 
requested by communities through the Board. Boards often contacted Umbrella 
Organizations (mentioned in 7 cases); implementation is typically done by the Private 
Operator. Two extensions were initiated by District Water Officers. 

3.7 Functionality and Service Reliability 

The reliability of service provision remains a challenge, despite all efforts to set up 
adequate management structures and to provide backup support through the Umbrella 
Organisations. Population growth and scheme extensions have contributed to this as 
some well-managed schemes encounter capacity constraints, but this combines with a 
variety of technical and managerial problems, many of which are common in 
comparable regions as South-West Uganda. It is obvious from the interviews held that 
the Umbrella Organisation plays an important role in fixing problems. As a result, the 
schemes remain functional but nonetheless only a minority can claim to provide reliable, 
24-hour service in the entire distribution network and without any prolonged 
breakdowns. 
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The water supply schemes were classified by combining the results of the household 
surveys with complementary information from focus group discussions and the technical 
assessment. The following 6 categories of schemes were defined on this basis: 
 

Reliable service 
More than 85% of the HH respondents say to have 
permanent supply; few breakdowns, normally fixed 
within short time 

Reliable service with 
minor problems 

At least 75% of the HH respondents say to have 
permanent supply, but a minority reports problems, in 
particular low pressure in parts of the network 

Partially reliable service 

More than 50% of the HH respondents say to have 
permanent supply, but more than 50% also report 
problems (low pressure, intermittent supply at their 
tapstand/connection, or frequent breakdowns) 

Unreliable service 
As above, but less than 50% of the water users say to 
have permanent supply at their nearest tap; in most 
cases, prolonged system breakdowns have occurred 

Very unreliable service 

Less than 25% of the HH respondents say to have 
permanent supply, more than 80 % report problems 
(typically intermittent supply and/or frequent 
breakdowns) 

Not functional at the 
time of visit 

System was not working at the time of visit but a Water 
Board is in place and service is likely to resume as soon 
as the current problems are fixed. 

Tab. 5: Categories of service reliability 
 
The figure below illustrates the service reliability of the SWTWS schemes according to 
these categories. 

 

Fig. 19: Categories of service reliability in SWTWS towns (% of towns) 




















































































