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The chart below details what percentage of water points in each district restrict access, and the type of restriction. Generally, 

access is not restricted, through in Masindi and Kiryandongo districts there are higher rates of restriction to paying users.

Water point access by district

Water point location

■	 Open access 

■	 Time-based restrictions for 
recharge 

■	 Restricted to paying users 

■	 Pay per container 

■	 Private water point

■	 Village 

■	 Within 200 meters of a village 

■	 >200 meters from a village

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

82%

91%

94% 4%

7%

1%

2%

10% 8%

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

81%

71%

89% 4%

5% 15% 8%

1%

3%3%

4% 7% 8%

1%

The vast majority of water points surveyed are either directly within, or adjacent to, a rural village. Water points outside of 

200 meters from a village are likely to be serving a rural trading center or health facility.
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Water availability by technology

Water available at water point

W A T E R  P O I N T  F U N C T I O N A L I T Y

To measure water point functionality, this survey included several measures: a) water available at water point on day of 

survey, b) pump strokes required to draw water, c) time taken to fill a 20 liter jerrican, and d) subjective assessments of water 

point functionality and water quality.

These measures can be contrasted with the rural functionality reported for each district in the Ugandan Water Supply Atlas: 

•	 Masindi: 87%

•	 Kiryandongo: 88%

•	 Kikuubee: 93%

The indicator calculations above differ from those below in that the former exclude water points that have been non-

functional five years or more. Water was available at a much lower rate at rural water sources in our survey then the water 

atlas figures would suggest. The largest variation is in Kikuube district, which reports 93% rural functionality in the water 

atlas, while 58% of water points have water available at the time of survey.

■	 Yes ■	 No

■	 Yes ■	 No

A contrast of functionality by water point technology finds that springs have the highest water availability rates. This is likely 

due to the little maintenance required to sustain their water availability. Shallow wells, deep boreholes, and tap stands have 

similar rates of functionality (62% to 68%), and other types, such as rain water harvesting tanks, perform poorly.

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

74%

69% 31%

42%58%

26%

Tap stand 
(n=756)

Deep borehole 
(n=1198)

Shallow well 
(n=1327)

Protected spring 
(n=861)

Other 
(n=405)

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

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

62% 38%

68% 32%

64% 36%

91% 9%

30% 70%
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Besides the technology, water 

point functionality can vary 

with age. While construction 

date data was incomplete, and 

more likely to be missing for 

older water points (e.g., due 

to plaques and records no 

longer existing), we analyzed 

water availability by period, 

and found similar rates by 

age. However, due to record-

keeping issues, we anticipate 

there are more historical 

water points that are non-

functional and abandoned that 

were not known or identified 

by the local chiefs or district 

governments.

Water availability by construction year

■	 Yes

■	 No

Beyond availability of water, we collected data on water flow and yield to more fully capture water point functionality. Of 

water points with available water and a handpump, the vast majority had water that began to flow within three pump strokes. 

Water points that took longer for water to flow are at higher risk of a functionality issue that may lead to or represent partial 

functionality or non-functionality.

For all water points with water, we collected data on the amount of time it took to fill a jerrican, a measure of the water point’s 

yield. Conditional on water availability, a similar percentage of water points demonstrated functionality issues.

Pump strokes required for water to flow

Time required to fill 20 liter jerrican

■	 Three strokes or fewer 

■	 Four to five strokes 

■	 Six to ten strokes 

■	 More than ten strokes

■	 One minute or less 

■	 Two to three minutes 

■	 Four to five minutes 

■	 Six to ten minutes

Pre-1970 (n=37)

1970s (n=11)

1980s (n=23)

1990s (n=227)

2000-2010 (n=1059)

2011-2015 (n=888)

2016-2022 (n=1625)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

62%

73%

65%

70%

67%

65%

72%

38%

27%

35%

30%

33%

35%

28%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

Masindi (n=1325)

Kiryandongo (n=759)

Kikuube (n=887)

2%

36%

27%

22%

50%

57%

58%

10% 4%

6%

14%

15%

Masindi (n=1356)

Kiryandongo (n=767)

Kikuube (n=917)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

85%

83%

91%

8%

11%

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%2%
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Functionality status by district

■	 Fully functional with adequate yield 

■	 Functional, but with visible mechanical problems 

■	 Minimally functional, with significant limitations to yield or community use 

The measures that follow focus on subjective assessments of water point functionality, quality, reliability, and source of water 

point functionality problems. In contrast to the stated rural water functionality reported in the water atlas, a high percentage 

of water points are reported as minimally functional to not functional. Functional wells, including both fully functional and 

functional with visible mechanical problems, represent a relatively low percentage of total water points in Masindi (69%), 

Kiryandongo (67%), and Kikuube (57%). As noted previously, this may be partially (but not entirely explained) by the atlas’ 

omission of water points recorded as abandoned for five or more years.

When asked to provide the likely reason for non-functionality, a small majority responded “bad parts” in Masindi and 

Kiryandongo, and slightly less than a majority did so in Kikuube. Respondents had a variety of uncategorized answers 

marked other. Please note that Masindi district is omitted because the results are not directly comparable to the other districts, 

as water points that were indicated as non-functional for 0 to 1 week or greater than 12 months were not sampled due to a 

survey issue.

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

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

53%

51%

39%

16%

16%

18%

6%

3%

4%

10%

17%

22%

15%

13%

17%

Reason for non-functionality

■	 Dryness 

■	 Bad parts 

■	 Other 

■	 Don’t know

Kiryandongo
(n=582)

Kikuube
(n=910)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

12%

11%

56%

54%

30%

33%

2%

2%

■	 Not functional at the moment 

■	 Not functional and abandoned
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Duration of breakdown

Respondents were also asked to categorize the duration of time the water point was not functional in the last year. The 

Masindi data is omitted because the results are not directly comparable to the other two districts due to a technical survey 

error limiting which water points were administered this question.

Finally, this survey did not test water quality, but respondents were asked to report any observed water quality issues. We 

asked respondents to categorize issues as minor or major concerns related to the coloration of the water or odor, as well as 

whether there existed water quality issue verified by a test. Perceived water quality was generally high.

Water quality issues detected

■	 No color or odor 

■	 Minor coloration or odor 

■	 Major coloration or odor 

■	 Contaminated water confirmed by water quality test

■	 0 to 1 week 

■	 2 to 4 weeks 

■	 1 to 3 months 

■	 4 to 8 months 

■	 9 to 12 months 

■	 >12 months

Kiryandongo
(n=910)

Kikuube
(n=1161)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

61%

56%

9%

7%

7%

7%

16%

18%

5%

9% 3%

2%

Masindi
(n=1358)

Kiryandongo
(n=767)

Kikuube
(n=917)

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

89%

91%

90%

7%

8%

8%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%
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Water point management

This section details the constitution and practices of water user committees traditionally charged to support water point 

management by collecting fees, contracting maintenance and repairs, and maintaining a hygienic water point. This 

community-based management approach has been critiqued in recent years for failing to establish a viable management 

structure with the incentives and capacities to perform its function. Our survey confirmed that on average, water user 

committees struggled to perform these functions. An exception to this finding – water points that also have Self-Help Groups 

trained to support the committees – will be detailed later in the report.

Respondents were first asked if a water user committee was present at the moment or in the recent past. A small minority in 

each district reported a committee. Furthermore, fewer than 50% completed a single task in the last year.

Water user committee presence

Water user committee members Presence of garbage around 
water point

Committee completed at least one 
task in last year

■	 Yes ■	 No

■	 Average ■	 If greater than 0 ■	 Yes ■	 No

Active water user committee membership likewise was low. Even among committees with at least one active member, the 

average number of active members ranged between 1.61 and 2.3, below the recommended number of active committee 

members. The rate of unsanitary water points was relatively low.

■	 Yes ■	 No

Masindi 
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo 
(n=1117)

Kikuube 
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

58%

62%

56%

42%

38%

44%

Masindi 
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo 
(n=1117)

Kikuube 
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

30%

48%

43%

70%

52%

57%

Masindi 
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo 
(n=1117)

Kikuube 
(n=1587)

0 1.00.5 1.5 2.0 2.5

1.30

1.22

0.55

2.34

2.20

1.67

Masindi 
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo 
(n=1117)

Kikuube 
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

19%

11%

20%

81%

89%

80%
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The absence of a functional management committee is clearly observed in the financial and administrative capacities of the 

communities to maintain their water points. While a borehole might require 150,000 to 300,000 Ugandan shillings for a year’s 

maintenance and repair, the average community did not have funds available. Rates of funds available were significantly 

higher in Masindi and Kiryandongo, related to the higher prevalence of self-help groups described later in the report.

Committee has funds available for maintenance or repair

Funds available for repair (Ugandan Shillings)

■	 Average ■	 Average if greater than 0

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

0 75,000 100,00025,000 50,000 125,000 150,000 175,000

51,404

70,290

5,268

158,450

162,925

69,893

■	 Yes ■	 No ■	 Don’t know

Masindi
(n=1844)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1587)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

33%

41%

8%

66%

58%

91%

0%

0%

0%
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The lack of available funding is connected to an interrelated problem of poor financial management and low willingness 

to pay. Few water user committees maintain any financial records, though significantly more committees maintain records 

in Masindi and Kiryandongo.  Respondents also report very low rates of user contributions to water point maintenance and 

repair. Only 15% of communities in Kikuube reported that anyone paid user fees in the prior year.

Water user committee has records of fees collected

Percentage of catchment households paying user fees

■	 Yes

■	 No

■	 Don’t 
know

■	 0% 

■	 1-25% 

■	 26-50% 

■	 51-75% 

■	 75-100% 

■	 Don’t know 

Finally, enumerators also asked respondents if there was a Self-Help Group, or a savings group of any type, that was aiding 

the local water point with its collection and management of water user fees. Nearly a quarter of water points in Masindi and 

Kiryandongo reported such a group, in contrast to none in Kikuube, where The Water Trust has not operated. The presence 

of these groups explains much of the positive variances for Masindi and Kiryandongo above, as will be detailed in the 

following section.

Presence of Self-Help Group at water point

■	 Yes

■	 No

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

Masindi (n=1844)

Kiryandongo (n=1117)

Kikuube (n=1587)

23%

28%

100%

77%

72%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

Masindi (n=1844)

Kiryandongo (n=1117)

Kikuube (n=1587)

35%

44%

13%

65%

56%

87%

1%

Masindi
(n=1838)

Kiryandongo
(n=1117)

Kikuube
(n=1581)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

60%

53%

84%

8%

8%

4%

11%

10%

4%

10%

18%

5%

11%

12%

0%

0%2%
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Self-Help Groups and water point functionality

Water point functionality in Masindi and Kiryandongo was meaningfully higher than in Kikuube, despite a higher official 

rural functionality rate in the latter. This is largely explained by the 744 water points reported to have a Self-Help Group 

supporting their water user committee in the functions of collecting user fees from group members, and managing the 

reserve fund. The indicators below reflect significantly higher water availability and functionality than comparable water 

points. Notably there are still a meaningful minority of water points that are functional but have visible mechanical problems 

that have not yet been addressed by the groups. Communities are more likely to fix water points when there is not water 

available rather than perform preventative maintenance.

No SHG

No SHG

SHG presentWater available at 
source

SHG presentWater point 
functionality

Masindi 
(n=1412)

Kiryandongo 
(n=800)

Kikuube 
(n=1581)

Masindi 
(n=1412)

Kiryandongo 
(n=800)

Kikuube 
(n=1581)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

4%

96%

67%

59%

58%

33%

41%

42%

92% 8%

■	 Fully functional with adequate 
yield 

■	 Functional, but with visible 
mechanical problems 

■	 Minimally functional, with 
significant limitations to yield or 
community use 

■	 Not functional at the moment 

■	 Not functional and abandoned

Masindi
(n=431)

Masindi
(n=431)

Kiryandongo
(n=313)

Kiryandongo
(n=313)

74%

70%

20%

20% 6%

2%

2% 2%

2% 1%

47%

43%

39%

15%

15%

18%

13%7%

22%

22%

19%

17%

17%

3%

4%

■	 Yes

■	 No 
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This improved water point functionality is associated with higher levels of water user committee and Self-Help Group activity.

SHG presentCommittee has 
funds available for 
maintenance or repair

No SHG

No SHG

No SHG

The average amount of funds available for water points without a Self-Help Group ranges between 5,289 (Kikuube) and 

20,868 (Kiryandongo) Ugandan Shillings. In contrast, water points with Self-Help Group average between 178,00 (Masindi) 

and 194,794 (Kiryandongo) Ugandan Shillings. These figures do not include the funds collected but already expended during 

the year for water point maintenance and repair. The Water Trust sets an annual target of 300,000 Ugandan shillings either 

saved or spent each year.

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

3%
Masindi

(n=431) 97%

Kiryandongo
(n=313) 91% 9%

Masindi 
(n=1412)

Kiryandongo 
(n=800)

Kikuube 
(n=1581)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

26% 74%

31% 69%

30% 70%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

Masindi
(n=431)

Kiryandongo
(n=313)

93% 7%

92% 8%

Masindi 
(n=1412)

Kiryandongo 
(n=800)

Kikuube 
(n=1581)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

17%

25%

13%

82%

75%

87%

1%

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

Masindi
(n=431)

Kiryandongo
(n=313)

94% 6%

90% 10%

Masindi 
(n=1412)

Kiryandongo 
(n=800)

Kikuube 
(n=1581)

0% 40%20% 60% 80% 100%

15%

22%

85%

78%

91%8%

SHG presentWater user committee 
completed at least one 
task in last year

SHG presentWater user committee 
has records of fees 
collected

■	 Yes

■	 No 

■	 Don’t know

■	 Yes

■	 No 

■	 Don’t know

■	 Yes

■	 No 

0%

0%

0%
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Conclusions

This survey provides an assessment of water point functionality and management practices across three districts in 

western Uganda. Water point functionality and management is significantly lower than identified in the water supply atlas. 

Traditional community based management approaches (i.e., water user committees) are not functioning adequately to sustain 

investments in rural water, sanitation, and hygiene. The Self-Help Group model does achieve significantly higher results 

in functionality and management. There is scope for improvement in its performance by encouraging more preventative 

maintenance to reduce the percentage of water points with visible mechanical issues. Our results align with the perception of 

the Ministry of Water and Environment that substantive changes to the process of maintaining the water atlas would provide 

significantly improved visibility on water point functionality and management. We would recommend such an investment is 

made to inform decision-making on how to best target investments in expanding access to water. We would also recommend 

that the Self-Help Group model be replicated in other contexts in Uganda to see if it can improve the sustainability of rural 

water points.
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