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1Contributing Stakeholders:
WaterAid through the governance and 
transparency fund project provided the 
context for the citizens’ report card in 
Kawempe informal settlements. In Uganda 
the fund is managed by WaterAid-Uganda 
and implemented through UWASNET 
member organizations coordinated by CIDI 
the central region.

CIDI through her long history of working 
with the poor urban communities of 
Kawempe worked with the local people in 
6 zones of Kawempe Division in Bwaise II 
parish to understand the level of access to 
water, sanitation and hygiene services plus 
their levels of satisfaction in the targeted 
communities.  The communities owned the 
process of compiling data with CIDI providing 
technical support to capture the data and 
produce the report with close consultation 
with the community.

This report was also made possible with 
tremendous contribution from the following 
community individuals in the capacities 
as data collectors, mobilizers and project 
managers. Special thanks also go to 
Kawempe Division leadership who provided 
an enabling environment to conduct the study

Glossary of Key Terms:
Language evolves through common and 
repetitive use; therefore some terms may 
acquire different definitions, meaning 
depending on the context and where they 
are used. No body will be held responsible 
for adopting a different meaning and 
interpretation to the following terms, but for 
the purposes of this report card the following 
terms are understood and applied in the 
following context. (Tony where possible take 
pictures from around Kla and add to the 
definitions).

1  GTZ Development of the water sector 
2004-2014

Garbage Skip:  A metallic a bin usually 
raised from the ground placed at conve-
nient places/locations to hold household 
rubbish until it is collected by urban authori-
ties or their contracted persons.

Water mains: all connections to the 
water utility network, whether private in the 
residence or compound or shared in the 
compound or block of flats.

Toilet:A place for human waste (feaces) 
with at least a hole cover, door and roof 
where human feaces can not be exposed.

Stand Tap: A connection to the water 
mains where community people collect 
water 

Stand Tap: A connection to the water 
mains where community people collect 
water

Safe water:  Water that can be con-
sumed or used by human beings with low 
risk of immediate or long term harm.

Unprotected water sources: These 
include sources of water like open wells 
and surface water (streams and ponds) 
which are more likely to be contaminated 
than protected sources like covered wells.

Water Kiosk: A connection to the water 
mains where community people collect 
water with some kind of shelter to house 
the water connection

Urban: In Uganda, the term Urban refers 
to all gazetted cities, Municipalities and 
Town Councils.
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FORWARD:
 
Community Integrated Development Initiatives 
with support from Water Aid Uganda has been 
implementing Water Sanitation and Hygiene 
Programmes both software and hardware for 
the past 6 years in the informal settlements of 
Kawempe and Central Divisions of Kampala 
significance is the Governance and Advocacy 
programme which empowers communities 
to demand for equity, accountability and 
transparency through amplification of their 
voices in the various channels established by 
CIDI to the relevant service providers. CIDI 
believes that if citizens are empowered, they 
will become more responsive and concerned 
with what is not going right in the WASH 
sector within their locale and as a result 
come out strongly to advocate and lobby for 
improvement.

Under the governance and advocacy 
programme through a citizens led approach, 
CIDI is facilitating marginalized urban poor 
communities in the parishes of Bwaise I, 
Bwaise II, Bwaise III, Mulago III, Kyebando 
and Makerere III in Kawempe Division as 
well as Kagugube, Kisenyi III, Kamwokya 
II, Bukesa in Kampala Central Division to 
take the mantle in causing change to service 
delivery as well as pro – poor policies within 
the WASH sector.

In implementing this project, CIDI employs 
a number of approaches which are taken 
up by the communities among which is the 
enumeration/ consumer perception surveys 
to establish the status quo of WASH in a 
particular area with the data generated 
summed up in a citizens report card. At this 
juncture, I take this opportunity to introduce to 

you the findings of the consumer perception 
survey which was conducted in Bwaise II in 
November, 2010 covering 660 households as 
respondents. The findings clearly indicate that 
some strides have been taken in provision 
of quality WASH services but a lot more still 
needs to be done in other aspects as clearly 
pointed out in this publication. The process 
of generating this publication was greatly 
contributed to by the community members 
of Bwaise II thereby; the views and opinions 
expressed in this publication are explicitly 
those of the people of Bwaise II parish.

Through seeking the peoples feedback on 
what they perceive of; performance, quality, 
adequacy, cost among others about WASH 
services, these findings provide a strong basis 
of engaging service providers, policy makers 
and other relevant stakeholders to improve 
delivery and good governance in the WASH 
sector.

Wishing you a nice reading of this publication 
and taking the desired response where 
possible.

Dr. Fulgensio Jjuuko
Executive Director

Editorial team
Compiled by  Simon Ddembe (CIDI) 
Edited by Samuel Lukanga Musisi [CIDI], Abaliwano Juliet (WAU) 

CITIZENS’’ REPORT CARD ON WATER SANITATION AND SOLID WASTE SERVICES IN UGANDA’S INFORMAL SETTLEMENTS CITIZENS’’ REPORT CARD ON WATER SANITATION AND SOLID WASTE SERVICES IN UGANDA’S INFORMAL SETTLEMENTS



1

1.0 INTRODUCTION:

1.1 What is a citizens’ report 
card?

The Citizen Report Card (CRC) is a 
simple but powerful tool to provide public 
and private agencies with systematic 

feedback from users of public services, 
and enable them to identify strengths and 
weaknesses in their work. CRCs are compiled 
from data collected during a randomized 
sample survey of the users of public or private 
services - in this case, water, sanitation and 
solid waste (rubbish) management services 
and the level of satisfaction centered on 
quality and access. The responses are 
aggregated in order to rate the services.

Just like the report cards used to rate students 
in school, the Citizen Report Cards give 
consumers an opportunity to ‘score’ the 
quality and adequacy of water and sanitation 
services, and express their satisfaction 
with them. They thus allow the concerns 
of consumers to come to the attention of 
decision-makers, and give consumers and 
civil society organizations a tool for bringing 
pressure to bear for their resolution.

However, whereas other studies of service 
provision standards may provide factual 
information on the number of connections 
registered by a utility, the water quality 
based on laboratory tests, or the volume 
of wastewater treated, CRCs provide 
information of the consumers’ perceptions 
of services: whether they have access to 
connections, whether they think the water is 
clean, whether they feel the service meets 
their needs.

1.2 Why prepare a report 
card?

Citizen Report Cards provide reliable, 
quantitative and qualitative information on 

the aspects of service provision that users 
know best, and are based directly on users’ 
experience.
This information can be used to generate 
recommendations on sector policies, program 
strategy and management of service delivery.

Information provided by citizens’ report cards 
can be used as a basis for policy makers, 
service providers and consumers to engage 
in dialogue, an important step towards 
improved public services. CRCs facilitate 
prioritization of reforms and corrective actions 
needed to improve quality of services by 
drawing attention to the problems; they can 
be particularly powerful in pointing out the 
inequalities in services provided to the rich 
and the poor.

CRCs also provide positive feedback to 
service providers by identifying good practices, 
and can also facilitate cross-fertilization of 
ideas and approaches.

1.3 The context of Uganda’s 
Urban WASH sector: 

Only about half the population of Uganda’s 
towns and cities has access to drinking 
water, and a mere eight per cent are 
connected to a sewerage system
. In particular, the poorer residents of the rapidly 
expanding urban peripheries have inadequate 
access to clean and reliable drinking water or 
sanitation services. The reasons for this are 
the aging infrastructure, the inability of poorer 
citizens to pay for services, the enormous rate 
of population growth in the cities and urban 
peripheral areas, inadequate institutional and 
regulatory capacities, a lack of business and 
management skills and uncertainty of the 
impacts of climate change on the availability 
of safe drinking water.
Water supply services management in the 
Urban Councils is a shared responsibility of 
large towns managed by the National Water 
and Sewerage Corporation (NWSC) and the 
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small towns managed by Town and Municipal 
Councils as Water Authorities. 

The MWE coordinates the construction and 
management of piped Water Supply (and 
public Sewerage and Sanitation Systems) for 
domestic, industrial and commercial uses in 
small towns, large towns and cities in Uganda. 
NWSC currently operates piped water 
supplies in 23 Areas covering Kampala City 
Council and many others. The management 
of water supply services in small towns is 
through a Performance Contracts between 
the MWE and Water Supply and Sewerage 
Boards that are responsible for a gazetted 
Water Supply and Sewerage Area.

Urban sanitation is governed by the Public 
Health Act 2000, which is reinforced by the 
Environmental Health Policy of 2005. Provision 
of urban sanitation is highly fragmented, often 
with unclear responsibilities between the 
District Local Government and Urban council
. In small towns and in Rural Growth Centers, 
the MWE mandate is on public sanitation 
facilities and most people in urban areas 
depend on on-site sanitation.

Sanitation development in these areas is 
hampered by multiple land tenure system 
with many tenants not having a right to the 
land and therefore not able to construct 
permanent facilities. Furthermore, there is 
no comprehensive national urban policy and 
the institutional framework to regulate and 
support urban development is weak. The 
present legal framework under the Public 
Health Act (2000) does not allow pit latrines in 
urban areas, making sanitation in small towns 
with lack of urban planning a major challenge.

The consequence is that many towns and peri-
urban settlements are highly polluted. Some 
families especially in crowded high density 
areas do not have access to safe, convenient, 
private latrines and are forced to practice 
open defecation or resort to plastic bags 
(flying toilets). Women must face indignity and 

harassment on a daily basis while children 
face multiple risks including falling into pits. 

Often there are limited or no public toilets and 
where they exist, they are often inadequately 
operated and poorly maintained. In addition, 
awareness of the many hidden environmental 
health risks is limited. The essential practice 
of hand washing is restricted by the availability 
of soap (and sometimes water) while drinking 
water lacking the essential chlorine residual 
is easily polluted. There is also pollution 
of groundwater sources (on which many 
residents depend) by pit latrines and leaking 
septic tanks while faecal sludge from septic 
tanks is sometimes dumped illegally and 
indiscriminately.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY
The CRC process began by creating 
awareness of the potential of report cards in 
Bwaise II parish, Kawempe Division through 
a series of participatory workshops with 
stakeholders. The workshops also combined 
with assessments to ascertain whether local 
conditions were suitable for production of a 
report card on service provision for example 
political receptivity, the openness of service 
providers to receive feedback and the 
vibrancy of civil society and media in the 
parish was  assessed. Bwaise II parish was 
chosen because of its representative picture 
of any urban suburb in Uganda where the 
poor people live with low service response 
both public and private. 

In October 2010 community meetings were 
held to involve all stakeholders in the CRC 
process, and broad-based stakeholder 
alliances to ‘drive’ and ‘own’ the processes 
locally were created. The meetings were 
used to build a shared understanding of CRC 
objectives, expected outcomes, timelines, 
and the roles and responsibilities of different 

institutions and individuals from the community 
who were to act as volunteers. The meeting 
were attended by a number of stakeholders 
who  included, WaterAid staff (funders), CIDI 
staff ( organizers), local government officials 
from Kawempe division( duty bearers), 
service providers ( water and garbage) and 
the community members (beneficiaries) who 
are all vital in the WASH service delivery in 
Kawempe division. 

A training workshop was subsequently held 
for stakeholders who had been selected in 
different capacities. They were trained on the 
key concepts and methodology of the Citizen 
Report Card process, including design of the 
questionnaire, advocacy and dissemination 
of the findings. A detailed planning process 
was undertaken to chart milestones in the 
CRC process. A survey questionnaire was 
designed covering four key areas including, 
social demographic information, water, 
sanitation and drainage. The major indicators 
of measurements were accessibility, quality, 
quantity, affordability, responsiveness and 
above all satisfaction of the general population 
to the above mentioned services.  

2
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A pilot exercise was conducted to asses the 
feasibility of the survey questionnaire, in terms 
of information gathering, cost implications, 
community perception, human resource 
needs and the time needed  to complete the 
task. The surveys included both open and 
closed ended questions, written in English 
and administered in Luganda the most 
commonly understood language in the area. 
A pencil was used to fill in the responses as 
provided by the respondents as opposed to 
a pen for purposes of neatness and data loss 
just in cases the volunteers made a mistake 
in entries.

A total of 660 were selected with 640 being 
valid entries from Bwaise II parish from 
Kawempe Division using a proportionate 
simple random sampling method with a 
statistical power of 95% confidence interval 
focusing on the head of the households as 
the key informants. The sampling begun 
with universal numbering of all households 
(Defined as all persons in the household 
who eat from the same cooking pot and who 
were resident 15 out of the past 30 days 
before the interview took place) in the parish 
numbering from 1 to nth number from which 

list a proportionate random sample was drawn 
from each zone to give each citizen an equal 
chance to take part in the preparation of the 
report card.

There was no other eligibility criteria employed 
in the survey. In case where a member 
refused to take part in the survey the next 
household number on the list was considered 
to replace the refusal.
Quality of the data was ensured by constant 
review of all collected surveys from the field 
by trained personnel in quantitative surveys, 
to check for completenance, missed skips, 
missing data and inappropriate codes 
to sections of the survey and participant 
Identification numbers. Data was double 
entered into a data screen designed in 
Microsoft access and analyzed using statistical 
software called SPSS and presented using 
both descriptive and inferential statistics as 
well as tables to give meaning and draw 
conclusions from the numbers generated.

2.1 Study area:
 
Kawempe Division is one of the five divisions 

forming Kampala District in 
Uganda, it is located in the 
northern part of Kampala city 
between 32˚ 31c - 32˚ 35c East 
of Greenwich and longitude 0˚ 
20c - 0˚ 24c north of the Equator. 
It has an area of 32.45sq Km and 
boarders with Wakiso District in 
the northwest, Nakawa Division in 
the north east and Central Division 
in the south west. Administratively, 
the Division is made up of 
22 parishes and 119 zones.
  According to the 2002 Population 
and Housing Census provisional 
estimates, the division has a 
population of 268,659 people of 
which 52% were female and 48% 
were male.
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3.0 KEY FINDINGS:

3.1 Social demographics:

A total of 660 were interviewed with 640 being 
the valid ones in the survey and for purposes 
of this report, analysis has been based on 680 
records with complete data after cleaning and 
harmonizing. The survey questionnaires were 
administered to household heads or anybody 
found at home at the time of the survey above 
the age of 18 as a proxy to the household 
head. Data from figure1 shows that majority 
of respondents came from Nakamairo zone 
(16%), Mukalazi (14%), Jambula (13%), 
Tebyoreka (12%), Katale, Lufula and 
Nabukalu (11%) each and Mugowa (12%).

Figure 1: Distribution of respondents
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The study also found that majority (25%) of 
respondents in the study area were between 
the age 31-35Years, followed by those 
between the age of 18-25years (21%), 26-30 
years (20%), 36-40 years (19%), 41-45 years 
(9%) and the least (6%) was between the 
age of 46 and above years which indicated 
a younger and an energetic population in the 
study area. 

Figure 2: Age in years
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Female gender (64%) dominated the study 
population closely followed by males (36%). 
Among these 60% were tenants, 33% 
landlords, 6% caretakers of other people’s 
houses and 1% of the respondents were 
public servants or people living in housing 
provided for by the employer. This big number 
of tenants further conform the alarming 
situation of water and sanitation services in 
the urban poor environments.

The average family size in the study population 
was 5 people which is quite high compared 
to the size of dwellings in most poor urban 
settlements. Majority recorded the family size 
of 4-6 people (41%) fallowed by 1-3 people 
(35%), 7-10 people (19%) and only 4% above 
11 people. This family size further confirms 
that the study area is comprised of majority 
poor people.

Poor people usually have a bigger family size which 
further aggravates their vulnerability

3
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Figure 3: Family Size
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The study population comprised of people 
who had varying periods of duration in the 
area. Majority (40%) had stayed in the area 
for over 1-3 years, fallowed by those who had 
stayed for over 4-6 years (27%), 7-10 years 
(10%) and those who had stayed for over 11 
years totaled to 23%. These figures show that 
much as people are poor, they are slightly 
stable in the area where they settle however 
much the conditions are appalling due to the 
costs involved in relocation and finding new 
dwelling places.

Figure 4: Duration of stay
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However to the development side, the long 
duration of stay in one place presents an 
opportunity for the continuity of development 
programmes. 

Finally levels of income and education 
always go hand in hand. The survey found 
that those who were involved in some kind 
of business also attended the highest level 
of education, fallowed , casual by those 
who were employed, causal laborers and 
the unemployed came in last which further 
highlights the viscous cycle of poverty among 
the study population.

Figure 5: Level of Income against education
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3.2 Water services

3.2.1 Access and affordability:

How do you access water?

The data below shows the pattern of access 
to water for the total population of Bwaise II 
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parish. It shows the sources that are available 
to a household not only the ones they choose 
to use. The survey found that stand pipes 
were the most common source of water 
across all zones except for Nakamiro and 
Nabukalu who access water from a spring/
well. 

Figure 6: Access to water
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Nakamiro and Nabukalu zones are at a risk 
of water related diseases due to the level of 
contamination of the urban water springs and 
wells.

None of the zones reported access above 50% 
which stall falls below the national target of 100% 
access to water for the urban by 2015.

What is the distance in kilometers to the 
water source?

Respondents were also asked about the 
distance from the water source to their 
home. The survey found that majority of 
respondents across all the zones traveled 
between 0-600 meters which is in line with 
the national targets of 500meters. However 
a sizable number if people from Nabukalu, 
Mukalazi and Nakamiro traveled a slightly 
longer distance of above 700 meters which s 
outside the national standard

Figure 7: Distance to water source
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Majority of respondents accessed water within 
a radius of 0-600 meters with is in line with the 
national guidelines of access to water with in 500 
meters for urban areas.

Do you pay for water and how much per 20 
litter jerrican?

Cost is another indicator of access to water 
and the results show that majority (75%) 
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paid for water a cost that ranged between 
50 Shillings( 11%), 100shillings (75%), 150 
(5%) and 200 shillings and above(9%). This 
cost is unfair for the urban poor compared 
to their rich counterparts who pay far little as 
20shiilinsg per 20 liter jerry can of water.
 
Figure 8: Water cost
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There is a distinct access gap between the rich 
and the poor as regards cost of water where the 
rich with private connection pay as little as 20 
shillings and the poor pay 5 times higher the cost 
of water  

3.2.2 Availability and 
quantity:

What is the average time taken to fil l a 
jerrican of 20 litters?

We asked respondents about the availability 
of water in terms of time spent to fill a jerrican 
of 20 liters the most common collection utensil 
in the area and the amount of water needed 
for daily use. We found that majority (69%) 
of respondents spent between 1-3 minutes 
to fill a jerry can of water, followed by 4-7 
minutes (22%) and those who spent more 
time spent between 8-10 minutes (6%) and 
above 11miutes (4%).

Figure 9: Time to fill a jerrican 
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A sizable number of the population acknowledged 
that the flow of water is sufficient and less time is 
taken to fill a jerrican.

How much water do you collect per day?

We also found that majority (36%) of 
respondents collected between 51 liters per 
day, 32% collected between 30-40 liters, 14% 
(10-29 litters) and 17% (41-50 litters). These 
figures show a great discrepancy between 
the amount of water needed for the average 
household size of 5 people in the study area 
and what is actually collected for daily use.

Figure 10: Water quantity collected per day 
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There is a great equity gap between the 
amount of water needed for daily use and 
the amount of water collected per day for 
the households in the study area for the poor 
compared to the rich who can afford private 
connection with unlimited amount accessed at 
a lower cost.

3.2.3 Water Quality

What is the color and smell for your water?

Due to resource and technical limitations 
on conducting laboratory tests for water 
quality, the exercise relied on the water color 
and smell for the local people to gauge the 
quality of the water they accessed. We found 
that 80% of the respondents noted that their 
water did not have any smell and only 20% 
acknowledged some kind of smell in the water 
they accessed. This is quite alarming as it 
brings down the quality of water. About the 
color as another measure of the quality, 94% 
noted that their water was colorless which is 
a good indicator of quality water 
Figure 11: Water colour 
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Majority of the respondents acknowledged that 
the quality of water was sufficient and acceptable 
to the local population 

3.2.4 Accountability, 
responsiveness and 
transparency:

We asked respondents about  the 
responsiveness of the service providers, 
accountability and transparence in water 
service delivery. Major emphasis was put 
on how complaints were handled about the 
service, interruptions in the supply of water, 
billing, connections to the water mains as 
well as operation and maintenance of water 
systems in the area.

Do you get interruptions in your water 
supply?

We found that 51% of respondents 
experienced intermittent flow of the water from 
the source they accessed water and 49% did 
not experience such interruptions. Among 
those who experienced interruptions noted 
that these interruptions occurred daily (4%), 
once a week (77%), twice a week (16%) and 
three times a week (3%). However majority 
(86%) noted that they are always not notified 
of when such interruptions are likely to take 
place.
Figure 12: How often are interruptions in water supply 

Daily Once a week Twice a week 3 times a week
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Interruptions intervals

%
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

4%

77%

16% 3%

Although the frequency of interruptions is low 
(once a week), a big number (51%) of respondents 
recorded experiencing interruptions for water 
supply and there are always no adequate notice 
(86%) for the poor people to prepare them selves 
for such scarcity periods  
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Have you ever had a bill ing or breakdown 
complaint about water services?

Respondents also reported billing and 
breakdown complaints (78%) and of these 
only 20% reported that their complaints were 
handled leaving a bigger number of people 
(80%) with unhandled billing and breakdown 
complaints in the area. Among the reasons for 
non handling of complaints were: providers 
were too busy to attend to complaints (16%), 
asked for money to handle the complaints 
(83%) and others just promised but never full 
filled (1%).

Figure 13: Why was the complaint not addressed
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There is a serious governance issue that relates 
to corruption among the water providers that 
involves asking for money to handle billing 
complaints for poor customers.

It is also evident that water service providers 
are not responsive to the complaints of the poor 
people in the study area due to the bigger number 
of people (80%) reporting non response to their 
complaints 

We also found connection to the water mains 
as another governance issue that needs to 
be addressed in the supply of water in the 
study area. The results show that most urban 
poor residents are not connected (80%) to 
the water mains despite the service being 
free from government. The major reasons for 
non connections included: very expensive 

to connect to the water mains (30%), lack of 
water mains in the poor peoples settlements 
(62%), difficult application process (4%) and 
other reasons accounting for 5%.

Most urban poor residents (80%) are not connected 
(80%) to the water mains despite the service being 
free from government.

The service providers discriminately extend lines to 
the rich and leave out the poor on the pretext that 
they cant pay for water which displays the worst kind 
of inequity to service provision based on ability to 
pay rather than the need 

Figure 14: Why not connected to water mains
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3.2.5 Satisfaction with 
water services:
We asked respondents to pass a verdict on 
how they were satisfied with the water service 
providers. The verdict was based on three 
measuring indicators which included sufficient 
amount of water accessed, billing system and 
the grade of water from their own perspective.

Are you satisfied with the bill ing system?

Data for shows that 88% are not satisfied 
with the billing system and only 12% were 
satisfied with the system. The data also 
shows that bills come monthly (85%), once 
in two months (5%) and once in while (10%) 
for those who were connected to the water 
mains while those who accessed water from 
stand taps and from vendors paid on a daily 
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basis as they accessed water. Reasons for 
non satisfaction were numerous and the most 
recognized included over billing (12%) and 
estimation of water bills (88%).

Billing frequency for most users is monthly in 
conformity with the requirements of the performance 
agreements.

Consumers are not satisfied with the billing system 
due to estimation of the units and end up over billing 
for water they have not consumed

Satisfied with quantity?

Information from the figure below shows the 
respondents’ verdict on the quantity of water. 
We asked respondents whether the water 
they accessed per day was sufficient for their 
daily use. Majority (58%) indicated that it was 
not sufficient at all compared to their family 
size due to  costs involved (28%), too far 
away (69%) and intermittent flow (3%) at the 
source affected the poor residents to access 
enough water quantities 

Figure 15: Reasons why water is not sufficient for daily 
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The cost involved in securing private water 
connections and the rigorous procedure to 
connect to water mains still present a tall order 
task for poor people to access water for many 
poor urban residents. 

Satisfied with water quality:

Although we asked questions about the color 

of water, smell, and the source where the 
respondents accessed water, the data was not 
conclusive. One reason was that the question 
was only asked for individual measure of 
water quality and there are many conditions 
that must be met to achieve good quality 
water. Therefore we asked respondents to 
give their final subjective feeling about the 
quality of water in general.  

Data from the survey show that a sizable 
number (96%) of people were satisfied 
with the quality of the water they accessed 
by grading it as very good (21%) and good 
(75%) while only 4% was not satisfied with 
the quality of water overall.

Almost all consumers are satisfied with the 
quality of water they accessed.

Figure 16: Grade the quality of water
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3.3.  Sanitation Service

3.3.1 Access, availability 
and usage

Where do you dispose off human waste?

Data shows the main places where 
respondents and their family members relieve 
themselves. It is clear that pit latrines are 
the most common (95%) of human waste 
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disposal mechanism used by many people 
in the study area. However a small number 
of respondents in the sample (23%) said that 
their family occasionally used kavera (flying 
toilets) 

Figure 17: Where do you dispose off human waste
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Still a small number of people practice open 
defecation which puts them and the whole 
community at risk of infection from diseases like 
cholera and diarrhea  

What is the status of your toilet?
 
The next charts show the breakdown of 
sanitation facilities by ownership and costs 
involved in accessing the toilet facilities in 
the study area. A large majority (43%) of 

respondents reported that the toilet was 
private, 23% public and 34% accessed shared 
toilet facility of which majority preferred the 
pit latrine (85%) fallowed by flush and poor 
(10%) and 5% total flush toilets.

Figure 18: Status of the Household toilet
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Do you have access to public toilets?

We asked respondents about access to and 
use of public toilets. A sizable number of 
people (68%) noted that they did not access 
public toilets and only 32% had access to the 
public toilets. For those who accessed the 
public toilets noted that they had to part with 
user fees to access the facility. In fact majority 
(57%)  indicated that they paid one hundred 
shillings per visit, 18% paid fifty shillings, 14% 
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paid one hundred and fifty shillings and 11% 
parted with at least two hundred shillings per 
visit. This cost is quite high for the urban poor 
who live below a dollar per day and they have 
to at least access the facility more than once.  
In addition to the average size of five people, 
it is totally impossible for the urban poor and 
they end up practicing open defecation.

Poverty is preventing some people from having 
toilets at home, and there is a lack of affordable, 
accessible public toilets to address the problem 
of open defecation and “flying toilets” which 
results.

Figure 19: Cost for public toilet
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The cost charged for the urban poor to access the 
toilet is quite high owing to the fact that they have 
to attend to the service more than once.

3.3.2 Responsiveness, 
accountability and transparency
Respondents were asked about the 
governance of their toilet 
facilities especially the shared 
(public and landlord status) 
whether they had management 
committees in place, regularly 
emptied whenever the toilets are 
full or whether their complaints 
are responded to by the service 
providers.
Data show that 80% of the toilets 
in the urban poor environments 

are not emptied regularly by cesspool emptier, 
76% don’t have user management committees 
in place and 90% of their complaints about 
sanitation are not responded to by the 
service providers. Respondents also noted 
that their access to toilet emptying services 
were limited due to the expenses (90%) 
involved in accessing the service despite the 
service being free and only urban residents 
only mandated to pay fuel of fifty thousand 
(50000/=) using the city council trucks, others 
noted that they are not aware of the service 
in their area (5%) and resort to opening the 
toilets in the drainage channels when it rains 
while others noted that there are no emptier 
in the area (5%).

Figure 20: Why toilets not emptied
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There is an equity gap between the rich and the 
poor in accessing the cesspool emptying service 
because the poor can not pay for fuel for the 
trucks despite the service being free from urban 
authorities. 
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3.3.3 Satisfaction with 
sanitation service:

Respondents who expressed opinion on 
latrine emptying services were not, in general, 
satisfied with them. Overall, less than a 
third of people expressing an opinion were 
happy with sanitation services. About public 
toilets, data shows that satisfaction with the 
availability of and cleanliness of public toilets 
was desirable. Majority (80%) noted that they 
were not satisfied by the way the service was 
delivered and operated. Reasons for non 
satisfaction included: Being expenses (19%), 
unpleasant smell (77%), operates only during 
day time (2%) and unhygienic (2%).
Figure 21: Are you satisfied with public toilets
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Many people have experienced problems with 
sanitation services such as pit latrine emptying 
and public toilets, and satisfaction with them is 
low (lower than satisfaction with water services).

3.4 Solid waste 
management

3.4.1 Availability, 
accessibility and usage of solid 
waste management options:

How do people dispose off garbage?

We asked about the options available to 

households for having their rubbish collected. 
It appears that city council offers services to 
very few people (19%). However majority of 
respondents managed their garbage through 
sacks (40%), burning (30%), dumping in the 
drainage channel (3%) and private garbage 
collectors (8%) by Kampala City Council 
(KCC). 
Figure 22: How do you dispose off household garbage
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The options for solid waste disposal are very limited, 
and many people resort to burning or dumping their 
rubbish in open areas or drains. City councils are 
providing very few solid waste services.
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For those accessing private collectors’ 
services suggested that the cost of this service 
is an issue (82%). Though the numbers were 
big, it appears that poor households are also 
unlikely to use city council collection services, 
where they exist due to huge costs involved 
in collecting garbage for the urban poor that 
ranged between 100- 2000 shillings. In the 
study area majority (57%) paid between 
for garbage collection, 38% paid between 
600-1000shillings, 2% between 1000-2000 
shillings and 4 % paid above 2000 shillings.
 
Figure 23: Cost for Garbage
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Poor people have even more limited options 
as few of them use private collection agencies, 
probably because of cost.

3.4.2 Transparency, 
responsiveness and 
accountability for garbage 
service providers:
Respondents were asked about the 
management and governance options for their 
solid waste and results are indicative that very 
few of urban poor residents are sensitized 
about the garbage bylaws and ordinances 
(90%), and little or no sensitization (91%) has 
been carried out for the residents on how to 
manage their garbage at household level. 

Respondents also reported that urban 
authorities are not responsive to garbage 
collection needs of the poor residents across 
all zones since they come once in a while 
private collectors were very responsive but 
charged exorbitant prices in the eyes of the 
poor. The figure below shows the frequency 
of garbage collection by the private collectors: 
Daily (25%), weekly (42%), twice a week 
(15%) and once a month (18%)
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Figure 24: How often do the urban authorities collect 

garbage
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Although garage collection is frequent for the 
private collectors, the cost of collection is highly 
restrictive for the urban poor. This combined 
non responsiveness of the urban authorities, the 
poor resort to indiscriminate dumping of garbage 
any where and end up in the drainage channels. 

3.4.3 Satisfaction with solid 
waste management services:

How satisfied are people with solid waste 
management services?

We asked respondents about their 
satisfaction with solid waste management 
services provided by the council. Overall, the 
percentage of respondents saying they were 
satisfied with the way garbage was managed 
were overwhelmingly low at 20% while 80% 
indicating that they were not satisfied with the 
management of solid waste.

Among the reasons brought forward by 
respondents for their non satisfaction 
included: lack of skips from city council to 
dispose off garbage (35%), the very few 
available skips are located far away from their 
dwellings(29% ), huge expenses involved in 
garbage collection by the private collectors 
(16%), no clear arrangements relating to the 
days of collection for the poor residents to 
take their garbage when the council trucks 

are passing (13%) and the in accessible road 
for the trucks to collect garbage in the urban 
poor settlements(7%)
Figure 25: Why not satisfied with 

garbage collection services
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Satisfaction with solid waste management 
services is extremely low among the urban poor 
due to lack of skips, location of the available 
skips, in accessible roads, expenses involved 
for private collectors and lack of clear collection 
days by the urban authorities.
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4.0 Conclusions and 
recommendations:
CRC are useful tools to track the extent which 
the services are reaching the poor people in 
informal settlements if they are done in a 
participatory manner with the local people.

The millennium development goals and the 
national targets for WASH services for the 
urban poor may be hard to meet and will 
be very hard to meet for sanitation if policy 
challenges like governance, transparency 
and accountability that affect poor people’s 
access to the services are not addressed with 
immediate effect.

 The findings of this Citizen’s Report Card 
give us a clearer understanding of how 
these challenges affect people in their day-
to-day lives. The findings reinforce what we 
largely know - that the poor are paying more 
for water, their needs are not responded 
to by the service providers and they are 
asked for bribes to address their complaints 
which money thy don’t have hence resorting 
to unsafe alternatives for both water and 
sanitation 

Solid waste management and access to 
water has been a problem of many urban 
residents, not only the poor but also the 
rich. The only difference is that the poor 
suffer indiscriminately compared to the rich 
most especially if some money is involved in 
managing the problem.

It is clear that the poor are disproportionately 
affected by unreliable water supplies, access 
to public sanitation facilities and solid waste 
management services. Unlike the rich, 
the poor have little to no safe, affordable 
alternatives like un protected wells/springs, 
rain water harvesting which are highly 

contaminated in the urban environment, flying 
toilets, duping of garbage in the drainage 
channel to mention but a few. Reducing the 
vulnerability of the poor is an issue that the 
government and other urban authorities from 
the rights based approach. 

The water companies in the urban authorities 
are conspicuously neglecting the poor to 
extent water mains and are being driven by 
the ability to pay for the service rather than 
the need. Hence the demand driven approach 
overshadows the poor people’s rights to 
access the service that is clearly enshrined in 
the Ugandans constitution and all supporting 
policy directives. 

Residents of all zones express high 
dissatisfaction with sanitation and solid waste 
management services. This is an area where 
policymakers and service providers need to 
increase their focus, especially in terms of 
options for the poor. Also the current policy 
framework on sanitation does not recognize 
or regulate pit latrines, even though they are 
used by the majority of Uganda’s urban poor.

In terms of improvement for WASH 
services for the urban poor, respondents 
are asking for extension of water mains 
and sewer lines, provision of water meters, 
reduction in the rates for garbage collection, 
community sensitization on garbage and 
sanitation management at household 
level, responsiveness and adequate flow 
of information from the service providers to 
mention but a few.
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