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FOREWORD 

This is the fourth year of operation of the Energy and Water Utilities Regulatory Authority 

(EWURA) and it is my pleasure to present the first report on the comparative performance of 

the Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities (UWSAôs) in Tanzania for the year 2008/09. 

This is also in compliance with section 28(1) of the Water Supply and Sanitation Act, 2009, 

which requires EWURA to incorporate the comparative analysis of water authorities in its 

annual report. This report is a continuation of similar reports which were published by the 

Ministry of Water and Irrigation since 1997. 

The report covers the comparative performance of autonomous Regional, District, Small Towns 

and National Projects water supply and sewerage authorities and the Dar es Salaam Water 

Supply and Sewerage Corporation (DAWASCO), a service provider of water supply and 

sewerage services in Dar es Salaam city. The report has revealed steady progress towards 

improvement of service delivery by water utilities in terms of increase in customer base and 

service coverage. However, more emphasis has to be directed to the following aspects which 

have generally shown an unsatisfactory trend; 

 investment in new sources and/or increasing the current water production capacities of 

the existing water sources so as to match with the future water demand; and 

 improving both service and financial performance by reducing the non-revenue Water 

from an average of 36.1% and 56.7% for Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO, 

respectively, to about 20%, and increasing  the revenue collection efficiency from an 

average of about 83% and 84.8% for Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO, respectively, to 

more than 95%. 

Besides the requirement of high investments both in new infrastructure and the rehabilitation of 

dilapidated infrastructure in District, Small Towns and National Projects, the utilities are 

confronted by inadequate manpower capacity. 

In conclusion, EWURA believes that water utilities will use this report to compare and assess 

their performance, identify strong and weak points, and develop timely solutions to their 

problems. This report will also provide the Government, Investors and Development Partners 
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with an overview of the current status of the water supply and sewerage services in the country 

and will serve as a base for planning appropriate interventions. The report will inform water 

supply and sewerage customers about the comparative performance of their water utilities. 

Lastly, I sincerely wish to thank the Ministry of Water and Irrigation, EWURA Board of 

Directors, Government Consultative Council, Consumer Consultative Council, Regulated Water 

Utilities  and staff members for their continued support and co-operation they offered in the 

course of performing EWURAôs regulatory functions in the water sector in the year 2008/2009. 

 

Haruna Masebu 

DIRECTOR GENERAL 

April , 2010 
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS  

DAWASCO Dar es Salaam Water and Sewerage Corporation 

DAWASA Dar es Salaam Water and Sewerage Authority 

DUWSA District Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authority 

DWSSP Dar es salaam Water Supply and Sanitation Project 

EWURA Energy and Water Utilities Regulatory Authority 

FTDWSCF First Time Domestic Water Supply Connection Fund 

KASHWASA Kahama Shinyanga Water Supply Authority 

KfW  Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (German Development Bank) 
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MDGs  Millennium Development Goals 
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MoWI  Ministry of Water and Irrigation 
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NEMC National Environmental Management Council 

NRW  Non-revenue Water 
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WoP  Water Operators Partnership 

WSDP  Water Sector Development Program 

Measurement Units and Symbols 

cfu/100ml colony forming units per 100 millilitres 

km   kilometre 

km
2
   square kilometre 

kWh/m
3
 Kilowatts hour per cubic metre 

m   metre 

m
3
   cubic metre 

m
3
/day  cubic metre per day 

nr/km  number per kilometre 

%   per cent 

TZS  Tanzania Shillings  

USD  United States Dollars
1
  

                                                           

1 For the purpose of this report, 1USD = TZS 1350 
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DEFINITIONS OF KEY PERF ORMANCE INDICATORS    

NO. INDICATOR  DEFINITION  UNIT  

WATER SUPPLY 

1 Proportion of 

population living 

within the area with 

water network  

The proportion of population living within the area 

with water network expressed as a percentage is 

obtained by dividing the population living within 200 

metres of water network by the total population living 

in the service areas multiplied by 100. 

(%) 

2 Proportion of 

population served with 

water  

 

The proportion of population served with water 

expressed as a percentage is obtained by dividing the 

population served (household connections and public 

stand posts) by the total population living in the 

service areas multiplied by 100. The number of 

household connections shall be multiplied by the 

average members living in a household. The number 

of public stand posts, kiosks, etc. shall be multiplied 

by the average number of the population served by 

one of them. Both results added will provide the 

number of persons served by the provider.  

(%) 

3 Ratio of the total 

number of connection 

to households. 

Ratio of the total number of water connections to the 

total number of households (derived from census 

figures).  

Ratio 

4 No. of public water 

kiosks. 

Total number of active water kiosks at the end of the 

financial year. 

Number 

5 Average hours of 

supply. 

Service hours of water supply are defined as the hours 

per day a consumer can draw drinking water from the 

tap at his household connection or the public stand 

post. These numbers of hours are not necessarily 

identical with the operation time of treatment plants or 

wells, as tanks, part of the distribution system, are 

used for storage. The target is 24 hours for category A 

and 18 hours for Category B and C authorities. 

Hours 

6 Water quality 

compliance 

This indicator measures the % of the water samples 

that pass all tests for potability = Total Number of 

Samples Passed / Total Number of Samples Tested x 

100. 

(%) 
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NO. INDICATOR  DEFINITION  UNIT  

7 Response to written 

complaints  

Number of written responses within the target time (5 

working days) during the assessment period / number 

of written complaints during the assessment period x 

100. 

(%) 

8 Metering ratio Number of connections that have operating meters as 

a percentage of the total number of connections. The 

target is 100% for category A and 80% for category B 

and C. 

(%) 

9 Unaccounted for 

Water (UfW) 

 

UfW is the amount of water that the Licensee 

produces (or purchases from other entities) minus the 

amount that is sold to consumers or distributed for 

free (e.g. Firefighters), presented as a percentage of 

water produced or as an amount per length of the 

distribution system. UfW can be the result of physical 

(leaks, overflow) and commercial (illegal connections, 

collection of revenue) losses. The recommended value 

is less than 20%. 

(%) 

10 Payment of electrical 

bills  

 

The amount set aside by the Licensee for payment of 

electricity bills as percentage of the total electricity 

bill. The target is 100% for category A Licensee and 

the targets for category B and C Licensees are as 

agreed between the Licensee and the MoWI. The 

remaining percentage is paid by the MoWI. 

(%) 

11 Revenue collection 

efficiency  

This indicator measures the ratio of collection to 

billings during the year = Amount Collected /Amount 

Billed x 100. 

(%) 

12 Working ratio. 

 

This is the ratio of operational expenses / operational 

revenue. The operational expenses do not include 

depreciation, interest and debt service. Sound financial 

management requires that this ratio should be well 

below 1. 

Ratio 

13 Operating ratio Ratio of operating costs to operating revenues. 

Operational costs include all the expenses together 

with depreciation and interests costs (but no debt 

service payments). Sound financial management 

requires that this ratio should be less than 1. 

Ratio 

14 Contribution to 

investment 

 

Percentage contribution to investment is the 

proportion of capital expenditures financed by the net 

internal cash generated by the Licensee. The target is 

15% for category A and 10% for category B and 0% 

for category C Licensees. 

(%) 
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NO. INDICATOR  DEFINITION  UNIT  

15 Personnel expenditure 

per m3 of water 

produced. 

Total personnel expenditures (TZS) / total amount of 

water produced (m
3
)  

TZS/m
3
 

16 Personnel expenditure 

as % of current 

collection from water 

and sewerage bills. 

Total personnel expenditures (TZS) / total collection 

from current water and sewerage bills + collections 

from other water and sewerage related services 

excluding grants and subsidies x 100%. The target is 

30% or less. 

(%) 

17 Administration costs 

per m3 of water 

produced. 

Total Administration expenditures (TZS) / total 

amount of water produced (m3). 

TZS/m
3
 

18 Treated water storage 

capacity  

Total capacity of treated water reservoirs (private 

storage tanks excluded) / average daily consumption 

X 24hours. 

Hours 

19 Water Mains 

rehabilitation  

Length of mains rehabilitated during the year / total 

mains length x 100. 

(%) 

20 Water service 

connections 

rehabilitation  

Number of service connections replaced or renovated 

during the year / total number of connections x 100. 

(%) 

21 Mains failures  Number of mains failures leading into service 

interruption in a year / total mains length. 

nr/km/year 

22 Personnel/1000 

(W&S) connections 

This indicator measures the staffing level:  Total 

Employees / (Total active water and sewerage 

connections/1000). The target is 8 staff/1000 

connections for category A, and 10 staff/1000 

connections for category B and C UWSAôs. 

Staff/ 1000 

Connections 

23 Revenue per staff per 

year 

Total Revenue per year / total number of staff TZS/Staff 

24 Energy consumption  

 

Energy consumption during the assessment period / 

Total amount of water produced (m3). 

 

kWh/m
3
 

SEWERAGE 

25 Proportion of 

population connected 

with sewerage 

network  

Population served (household connections) / total 

population living in the service areas multiplied by 

100. The number of household connections shall be 

multiplied by the average members living in a 

household or using a sewer connection. The target is 

30% by 2010. 

(%) 

26 Number of people 

sensitized and trained 

in sanitation 

Total number of people sensitized and trained in 

sanitation 

Number 
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NO. INDICATOR  DEFINITION  UNIT  

27 Number of latrines 

constructed at 

household levels 

Number of latrines constructed in a year Number 

28 Number of households 

with connection to 

sewerage 

Total number of households with a sewerage 

connection 

Number 

29 Response to written 

complaints  

Timely worked upon complaints / Total complaints 

received x 100. 

(%) 

30 Treatment of collected 

wastewater  

Maximum daily volume of sewerage treated in 

treatment plants during the assessment period / 

maximum daily capacity of the existing treatment 

plants x 100. 

(%) 

31 Sewerage Mains 

rehabilitation  

Length of sewer mains rehabilitated during the year / 

total sewer mains length x 100. 

(%) 

32 Sewerage service 

connection 

rehabilitation  

Number of sewer connections replaced or renovated 

during the year / total number of sewer connections x 

100/ 

(%) 

33 Sewer blockages  Number of sewer blockages in a year / total sewer 

length.  

nr/10km of 

sewers/year 

34 Sewer collapses  Number of sewer blockages in a year / total sewer 

length. 

nr/100km of 

sewers/year 

35 Wastewater quality 

compliance  

This indicator measures the % of the sewerage 

effluent samples that pass all allowable quality tests as 

per Tanzanian sewage quality standards:  Total 

Number of Samples Passed / Total Number of 

Samples Tested). 

(%) 

36 Energy consumption  

 

Energy consumption for pumping during the 

assessment period / Sum of the volume elevated 

during the assessment period. 

kWh/m
3
 

37 Safe disposal of sludge  

 

Volume of sludge safely disposed / total volume of 

sludge. 

(%) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

INTRO DUCTION  

This report details performance of Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities (UWSAs) for 

the period of 2008/09.  The report covers comparative performance analysis and performance 

ranking of 19 Regional UWSAs, performance analysis of the Dar es Salaam Water Supply and 

Sewerage Corporation (DAWASCO), and performance evaluation of 102 District and Small 

Towns UWSAs and 9 National Water Projects. The Regional UWSAs comprise Arusha, Babati, 

Bukoba, Dodoma, Iringa, Kigoma, Lindi, Mbeya, Morogoro, Moshi, Mtwara, Musoma, 

Mwanza, Shinyanga, Singida, Songea, Sumbawanga, Tabora and Tanga UWSAs. 

The report aims at assisting UWSAs in identifying their strengths and weaknesses as well as 

best practices existing within the country in order to uncover potential partnerships for 

improving performance. The report also provides the MoWI, Development Partners and other 

stakeholders an overview of the current status of water supply in the country for developing 

effective and efficient investments projects in the sector. The respective customers of UWSAs 

will also have an opportunity to compare the performance of their service providers. 

The report has been split in two volumes; Part A contains a general introduction of the whole 

report and discusses the performance assessment of Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO, and 

Part B discusses the performance assessment of District, Small Towns UWSAs and National 

Water Projects. This executive summary covers the discussion of the performance assessment of 

Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO (Part A) whereas the executive summary for the 

performance assessment of District, Small Towns UWSAs and National Water Projects is 

included in Part B of this report. 

ASSESMENT BASED ON KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO performances were assessed in terms of Technical 

Operations, Business and Commercial Operations, Financial Operations and their compliance to 

regulatory directives and requirements. Regional UWSAsô performance were compared to the 

agreed performance targets set out in the Performance Agreement signed between EWURA and 

the Regional UWSAs  
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The assessment of Regional UWSAôs and DAWASCO performance in terms of key 

performance indicators in Technical, Financial, Business and Commercial operations has 

revealed an appreciable  improvement in the provision of water supply and sewerage services as 

compared to the year 2007/08. For Regional UWSAs, remarkable improvements were observed 

in an increase in the number of water connections, staff productivity, customer metering and 

revenue collection. DAWASCO also recorded an appreciable improvement in revenue 

collection. The following are the general observations on the assessment of Regional UWSAs 

and DAWASCOôs key performance indicators:  

Water Production and Demand: Water production has increased by 7% from 104.05Mill m
3
 in 

2007/08 to 110.93Mill. m
3
 in 2008/09. This increase is mostly contributed by increased water 

production in Mwanza UWSA as a result of the increased installed capacity due to the 

implementation of Water Supply and Sanitation Project in Mwanza. DAWASCO has also 

slightly increased its water production by only 2% as compared to the previous year. Despite the 

improvement in water production, still water utilities are faced with the challenge to meet the 

current water demand on which the ratio of water production to demand has remained at 71%  

over the past two years. For some utilities such as DAWASCO, Arusha, Dodoma, Musoma, 

Tabora, Sumbawanga and Singida UWSAs, their water production capacities are far less than the 

current water demands in their respective operational areas, which signifies the importance of 

new investments in water sources and water production infrastructures to enable such UWSAs to 

cater for their current and future water needs. 

 

Water Quality: Water quality compliance was assessed based on compliance with some main 

water quality parameters for drinking water which are E-coli, Turbidity , Residual Chlorine and 

pH. During the reporting period, 10 Regional UWSAs (Arusha, Moshi, Dodoma, Mbeya, 

Morogoro, Mtwara, Shinyanga, Singida, Kigoma, Songea and Babati UWSAs) have reported 

100% compliance with all the above parameters, while Bukoba and Lindi UWSAs have shown 

the least average compliance of 77% and 81% respectively. DAWASCO reported to have 

attained water quality compliance with the aforementioned parameters to an average of 97%. 

However, EWURA has not established the authenticity of these data. 
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Wastewater Quality: Wastewater quality was only assessed to 10 water utilities having a 

sewerage system. These utilities include UWSAs of Arusha, Moshi, Tanga, Morogoro, Dodoma, 

Mwanza, Songea, Iringa, Mbeya, Tabora and DAWASCO.The wastewater quality  was assessed 

based on the samples of wastewater effluents that was reported to comply with BOD5 and COD 

standards. Regional UWSAs that reported 100% compliance with BOD5 and COD were   

Songea, Morogoro, Mbeya and Dodoma UWSAs, while Arusha, Iringa, Moshi, Mwanza and 

Tabora UWSAs ought to take appropriate measures to improve performance of their wastewater 

treatment processes. Tanga UWSA does not have wastewater treatment plant, thus it is 

discharging its wastewater into the Indian Ocean. DAWASCOôs wastewater effluents did not 

comply with BOD5 and COD standards owing to the ongoing rehabilitation works and poor 

quality of industrial influents which were confirmed to contain heavy loading for biological 

pollution. 

 

Population directly served with water: Water Service coverage in terms of the population 

directly served with water was estimated by considering the population getting water directly 

from the domestic connections and kiosks. The submitted coverage seems to be unrealistic owing 

to the wrongly estimated average number of people using a connection and public kiosks. The 

average number of people per household/connection used by utilities in the computation of 

service coverage ranges from 6 to 15 for Regional utilities, and 39 for DAWASCO as compared 

to the average population per household of 4.9, according to 2002 census. The submitted data 

indicates that the population directly served has slightly decreased from 70.8% in 2007/08 to 

67.1% in 2008/09 in Regional UWSAs, whereas, in DAWASCO operational area, population 

directly served is estimated as 68%  in 2008/09. Bukoba UWSA reported the highest proportion 

of 99.5% of population directly served with water, while Lindi reported the lowest proportion of 

37.7%.  

 

Population living within the area with water network:  Water Service Coverage in terms of 

population living within the area with water network (within 200 metres from the water 

distribution network) has increased from 83.7% in 2007/08 to 86.6% in 2008/09 in Regional 

UWSAs, whereas, in DAWASCO, a constant figure of 85% has been reported over the past three 
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years since 2006/07. Tanga UWSA reported the highest proportion of 99% of population living 

within the area with water network, while Lindi reported the lowest proportion of 62%. 

Metering ratio: The average metering ratio for the Regional UWSAs has increased from 71% in 

2007/08 to 80% in 2008/09. Arusha, Moshi, Tanga and Dodoma UWSAs have maintained a 

good record of 100% metering ratio for the past three years, while Musoma and Shinyanga 

UWSAs have shown unsatisfactory trends in metering ratio for the year 2008/09 whereas 

Musoma UWSA has remained stagnant at 51% metering ratio as in  the year 2007/08, and 

Shinyanga UWSA has dropped in metering ratio to 70.9% from 84.8% as reported in 2007/08. 

For DAWASCO, the metering ratio is still low but has increased from 55% in 2007/08 to 67% in 

2008/09. 

 

Non-revenue Water: The assessment of NRW revealed that there is a slight improvement from 

37% in 2007/08 to 36.1% in the reporting year (2008/09), with the lowest figure of 24.05% 

NRW reported in Morogoro UWSA. DAWASCO has the highest figure of NRW which has 

increased to 56.7% as compared to 55% recorded consecutively in the past two years of 2006/07 

and 2007/08. UWSAsô efforts to manage NRW were also assessed by computing the volume of 

water lost per kilometre of pipe network and by the volume of water lost per water connection. 

Tanga and Mtwara UWSAs emerged to be the overall good performers in the management of 

NRW, while Dodoma, Mwanza and Bukoba were the least performers within the Regional 

UWSAs. DAWASCO is the overall least performer in NRW management. 

 

Service hours: Average Service hours per day for Regional UWSAs remained constant at 18 

hours as in the previous year (2007/08) and DAWASCO maintained a constant figure of 8 hours. 

Songea and Tanga UWSAs have reported a good performance of  an average of 24 hours water 

service provision, while Singida UWSA had the least service provision of an average of  5.5 

service hours. 

 

Water connections / customers: There is an overall increment of about 10% of total water 

supply connections in Regional UWSAs for the reporting period as compared to the previous 

year, whereby, by June 2009, water connections in Regional UWSAs totalled 232,662. 

Shinyanga UWSA reported the highest increase of 46% of water connections which were 
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facilitated by the  Kahama-Shinyanga Water Project, while Moshi UWSA reported a decrease in 

its customers by 2% following customersô database clean-up. DAWASCO has reported an 

increase of about 3% of its customers from the previous year, whereby the total number of water 

supply connections totalled 145,579 by June, 2009. 

 

Staff productivity:  The number of staff per 1000 water and sewerage connections has slightly 

improved from an average of 13.6 in 2007/08 to an average of 10 in 2007/08 for Regional 

UWSAs. For DAWASCO, this indicator has also slightly improved from 16.5 in 2007/08 to 

13.93 in 2008/09. Tanga UWSA reported the best performance of 5.9 staff per 1000 connections, 

while Lindi UWSA reported the least performance of 23.6 staff per 1000 connections. 

 

Average tariff:  During the year 2008/09, the average tariff for Regional UWSAs ranged 

between TZS 229.83/m
3
 for Kigoma UWSA and TZS 640.46/m

3
 for Lindi UWSA. The overall 

average tariff increase for Regional UWSAs was 15% as compared to 2007/08. For DAWASCO, 

the average tariff has remained the same at TZS 689.5/m
3
 (or TZS 94.4/m

3
 as Operator tariff) in 

the same comparison period. It is to be noted that  Kigoma UWSA last reviewed its tariff in 2004 

while DAWASCO did not review its tariff in the period 2007/08 to 2008/09.  

 

Revenue collection efficiency: Revenue collection efficiency for Regional UWSAs decreased 

slightly from 85.7% in 2007/08 to 84.2% in 2008/09, whereas DAWASCO improved its revenue 

collection efficiency from 75.1% to 84.8% in the same comparison period. The highest revenue 

collection efficiency of 98.8% was recorded by Mwanza UWSA, while Mtwara UWSA recorded 

the least revenue collection efficiency of 53.8%. 

 

Working r atio: Average working ratio for the Regional UWSAs has shown a slight 

improvement trend from 0.98 in 2007/08 to 0.96 in 2008/09. DAWASCO has also reported an 

improvement in working ratio from 1.55 in 2007/08 to 1.26 in 2008/09. Lindi UWSA had the 

highest working ratio of 1.82, while Morogoro UWSA was the best performer with working ratio 

of 0.79. Working ratio should be well below 1.0. 
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COMPLIANCE WITH  THE LEASE AGREEMENT BETWEEN DAWASA AND 

DAWASCO 

DAWASCO was further evaluated in terms of its compliance with the performance targets in 

the Water and Sewerage Lease Agreement signed between DAWASA and DAWASCO. It was 

observed that DAWASCO failed to meet more than 50% of the targets set out in the Lease 

Agreement. The main areas which failed DAWASCO include non-attainment of agreed targets 

in water quality, in average monthly revenue collection whereby it could only collect an average 

of TZS. 2.06 billions instead of TZS 3.7 billions, in wastewater quality, in connecting new 

water customers whereby it could only connect 9,934 water customers instead of 10,500 new 

customers, in installation of water meters whereby only 11,184 water meters were installed 

instead of 16,500 water meters, in NRW and  failure to ensure service reliability by increasing 

service hours. It was further observed that some of the set targets were unrealistic and needed to 

be revised. 

COMPLIANCE WITH  REGULATORY DIRECTIVES  

Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO were also evaluated on their compliance with the regulatory 

directives including reporting requirements, compliance with licence and tariff conditions and 

compliance with the performance agreement. 

Reporting obligations: All utilities managed to submit their MajIs monthly report in time, 

which was a great improvement as compared to previous yearôs performance whereby most of 

the utilities failed to submit their MajIs report owing to problems associated with computers and 

the software itself. However, only 5 utilities (DAWASCO, Dodoma, Mwanza, Musoma and 

Moshi UWSAs) submitted their MajIs annual report in time. Also, only 7 utilities (Dodoma, 

Iringa, Singida, Mbeya, Moshi, Kigoma and Musoma UWSAs) could submit their Annual 

reports and draft financial statements in time. No utility has managed to submit their audited 

financial statement punctually.  

 

Tariff conditions compliance: A total number of 85 conditions were supposed to be complied 

with by 17 UWSAs during the period but only 59.3% were complied with as required. Iringa 
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UWSA showed a good performance in compliance in tariff conditions whereby it attained 95% 

compliance, whereas Songea UWSA was the least performer attaining only 26% compliance. 

 

Licence conditions compliance: By June, 2009, only six (6) utilities could fulfill the conditions 

for permanent licensing. The utilities were Arusha, Dodoma, Mbeya, Mwanza, Tabora and 

Tanga, all being Category A water utilities. Although the Water Supply and Sanitation Act of 

2009 gives a leeway of 18 months for utilities to continue operating under provisional licence, 

EWURA recommends that all utilities should fulfill the conditions for being granted a permanent 

licence as soon as practicable. 

 

Compliance with  the Performance Agreement: Compliance with the Performance Agreement 

(PA) was assessed by considering the achievement of each Regional UWSA in attaining PA 

Targets for 2008/09 for the main indicators which are used in performance ranking. The average 

achievement of PA targets for water supply in 2008/09 is 45% and varies from 0% to 75%.  

Moshi, Tanga and Arusha UWSAs are the best performers with each having attained 75% of the 

PA targets and Lindi and Bukoba UWSAs are least performers having attained 0% and 13% of 

the PA targets respectively. This implies that most UWSAs have failed to meet their PA targets.  

The average attainment of PA targets for sewerage services in 2008/09 is 55% and varies from 

25% to 100%. Morogoro UWSA has managed to attain all its PA targets for sewerage services. 

In general, good performers in attaining PA targets for sewerage services are Arusha, Dodoma 

and Morogoro UWSAs having achieved 75%, 75% and 100% of PA targets respectively, while 

Tabora and Iringa UWSAs are the least performers having attained 25% of PA targets each. 

 

RANKING OF REGIONAL UWSAs  

Regional UWSAs were ranked on the basis of the criteria agreed in the signed Performance 

Agreements between UWSAs and EWURA. Arusha UWSA, a category A UWSA, has emerged 

the overall best performer in the provision of water supply services while Lindi UWSA, a 

Category C UWSA, was the overall least performer in the provision of water supply services.  

 

Sumbawanga UWSA was the best performer in the provision of water supply services for 

UWSAs in Categories B and C.  
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Out of 10 Regional UWSAs with sewerage services, Dodoma UWSA, a Category A UWSA, 

was the best performer, while Tabora UWSA, a Category A UWSA, was the least performer. 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS  

The evaluation of the performance of Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO for 2008/09 has 

revealed a variety of challenges which require appropriate interventions in order to guarantee 

sustainable water supply and sewerage services. The recommended interventions include; 

i. UWSAs should focus on the conservation and identification of new water sources so as to 

create a water resource enough to cater for the current and future water demand.  

ii.  UWSAs should plan for the introduction/expansion of the sewerage systems in their 

respective authorities as well as identification and setting aside disposal sites. 

iii.  UWSAs should ensure that funds are always set aside in their annual budgets for 

continuous rehabilitation of their infrastructures including water and sewerage networks. 

iv. UWSAs should require putting in place proper interventions in order to reduce the non 

revenue water to the recommended  value of below 20%. 

v. UWSAs should ensure that appropriate strategies for attaining Performance Agreement 

targets are incorporated in their business plans. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities are autonomous public water utilities established 

by the then Waterworks Act, Cap.272 of the Laws of Tanzania, which was repealed by the 

Water Supply and Sanitation Act, 2009. Notwithstanding the repealed Waterworks Act, section 

60 of the Water Supply and Sanitation Act, 2009, recognizes all water authorities or entities 

which were established before its enactment. Distinctively, the Dar es Salaam Water and 

Sewerage Authority (DAWASA) was established by the DAWASA Act, Cap. 273.  DAWASA 

is the owner of the assets for water supply and sewerage services in its franchise area of the Dar 

es Salaam Region, and of both Kibaha and Bagamoyo Districts.  It is responsible for planning, 

procurement and implementation of strategic capital works.  Dar es Salaam Water and 

Sewerage Corporation (DAWASCO) is a public Corporation responsible for operating the water 

supply and sewerage services in the DAWASA franchise area through a lease contract. Both 

DAWASA and DAWASCO possess Water Supply and Sewerage Licences after they fulfilled 

the licensing requirements set by EWURA.  

The rest of the UWSAs operate in accordance with the Provisional Licences and three-year 

Performance Agreements they have entered into with EWURA during the financial year 

2008/09. A Performance Agreement is a binding MoU between each UWSA on one party, and 

EWURA on the other, with regard to the performance of the utilities with respect to the set 

minimum quality of services and pre-agreed target levels to be achieved within a specified 

timeframe. Additionally, Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities operate according to 

the MoU entered into between UWSAs and MoWI during 2008/09. The MoU outlines the 

responsibilities and obligations of the parties concerned, and promotes good governance, and  a 

commitment to the fulfillment of the MKUKUTA  objectives, the MDGs and the National 

Development Vision 2025 in respect to the development of the Water Sector.  For this purpose, 

all the parties involved are bound to comply with the Licence conditions, the Performance 

Agreement and the MoU. 

 The report is split into two parts, namely Part A and Part B. Part A is a detailed performance 

analysis of Regional UWSAs including DAWASCO, entities which have a track record of 

compiling performance data for more than 10 years. Part B is a performance analysis of the 
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District, Small Towns and National Projects UWSAs. A comprehensive basic performance data 

for DUWSAs was compiled in 2007/2008 and has been updated with the data for 2008/09. 

1.1 Organizational set-up of UWSAs 

According to the Water Supply and Sanitation Act, 2009, the provision of water supply and 

sanitation services in any declared commercial water utilities are carried out by financially 

autonomous Water Supply and Sanitation Authorities. Commercial water utilities are mainly 

regional and district centers, small towns and national water projects. Provision of water supply 

and sanitation services in the Dar es Salaam Region, Kibaha and Bagamoyo Districts is 

governed by the DAWASA Act, Cap. 273, and it involves two entities, namely the asset holder 

(DAWASA) and the service provider (DAWASCO). 

On the basis of their financial capabilities, autonomous UWSAs have been graded into three 

categories, namely Category A, B and C. 

Category A utilities financially meet all annual costs for Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

including staff costs, energy costs and some contributions to investment. There are thirteen 

water utilities in this category which include the Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities 

of Arusha, Dodoma, Iringa, Mbeya,Morogoro, Moshi, Mtwara, Mwanza Shinyanga, Tabora, 

Musoma, Songea and Tanga.  

Category B utilities financially meet their O&M costs including only part of the energy costs 

and staff costs. These utilities receive Government subsidies to cover the remaining costs for 

energy and staff. Utilities in Category B include the UWSAs of Bukoba, Kigoma, Singida,  and 

Sumbawanga. 

Category C utilities financially meet their O&M costs and receive Governmentôs subsidies to 

cover energy costs and salaries of the permanent staff. Utilities in Category C include regional 

centers of Babati and Lindi, 74 Districts, 21 Small Towns and 9 National Projects. 
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1.2 Objective of the Report 

The purpose of this report is to provide a comparative analysis and performance ranking of the 

19 Regional UWSAs and a performance analysis of DAWASCO. It also evaluates performance 

of 74 District, 21 Small Towns and 7 National Water Projects. 

The report aims at assisting UWSAs in identifying their strengths and weaknesses, and 

comparing their performance with the best practices existing within the country in order to 

uncover potential partnerships for improving performance. 

The report also provides the MoWI, Development Partners and other stakeholders an overview 

of the current status of water supply in the country that will assist in the development of 

effective and efficient investments projects in the sector. 

The respective customers of UWSAs will also have an opportunity to compare the performance 

of their service providers.  

1.3 Methodology  

Data and information for this report were derived from the monthly progress data provided by 

the utilities through MajIs, submitted Annual Performance Reports and Financial statements by 

the Utilities, Reports compiled during the inspection of the Utilities, Utilitiesô Business and 

Strategic Plans, MoU between the Utilities and MoWI, Performance Agreement between the 

Utilities and EWURA, Rapid Assessment Report for Townships, and relevant Laws and 

Regulations. Inputs were also sought from the MoWI regarding the investments. 

Questionnaires were sent to UWSAs to obtain additional data and information which were 

clearly elaborated in the sources aforementioned, and also to get clarification regarding data and 

information inconsistencies. These additional data and information were obtained from the 

respective UWSAôs Managing Directors. 

Performance indicators were mostly derived from basic data provided by UWSAs using the 

formulae as defined on page xiv. Where the utility provided the basic data and the respective 

indicators, the adopted indicator was that derived from computation of basic data if there were 
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discrepancies. Reference was also made to the performance data and indicators published by the 

MoWI in the 2007/08 and 2008/09 Annual Reports. 

1.4  Report Layout  

This report evaluates performance of the commercial water utilities in Tanzania. The report is 

split into two parts: Part A which contains introductory sections of both Part A and Part B of the 

report and discusses the performance assessment of Regional UWSAs and 

DAWASA/DAWASCO, and Part B which discusses the performance assessment of District, 

Small Towns UWSAs and National Water Projects.  

1.4.1 Overview of Part A of the Report 

Chapter One gives an introduction to the report which includes the purpose of the report, 

institutional set-up of commercial water utilities and the methodology used in the collection and 

compilation of data. 

Chapter Two presents an overview of the overall performance for Regional UWSAs and 

DAWASCO during the report year and the previous two years trend.  

Chapter Three discusses the performance analysis and comparison of Regional UWSAs in terms 

of technical, business/commercial, and financial operations, human resources management and 

institutional arrangement. Performance comparison of UWSAs is based on the selected 

performance and efficiency indicators and analysis is made on the various factors affecting the 

utilitiesô performance. Regional UWSAôs are also evaluated on their compliance with the 

Performance Agreement signed between UWSAs and EWURA.  

Chapter Four discusses the performance of DAWASCO in terms of technical, 

business/commercial, and financial operations, human resources management and institutional 

arrangement. The chapter also discusses the performance of DAWASCO and its compliance 

with the Lease Agreement with DAWASA.  

Chapter Five evaluates the compliance with the directives and conditions issued by EWURA to 

Regional UWSAs and DAWASA/DAWASCO. Specifically, in this chapter, utilities are 

assessed in accordance with their compliance with tariff conditions and reporting obligations. 
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In Chapter Six, Regional UWSAs are ranked according to the criteria stipulated in their 

Performance Agreement with EWURA.  

Chapter Seven gives the overall recommendations and way forward for the Regional UWSAs 

and DAWASCO. 

Appendix 1 gives the profiles of all 19 Regional UWSAs and DAWASCO which provides a 

snapshot of the performance of each utility. 

1.4.2 Overview of Part B of the Report 

Part B of the report consists of an overview of the performance of the District, Small Towns and 

National Projects UWSAs , conclusion and recommendations of the measures to be taken by the 

District, Small Towns and National Projects UWSAs to increase their performance and, in turn, 

deliver good and sustainable water services to the people. The profiles of the 102 District, Small 

Towns and National Projects is appended.  
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2.0 PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW  OF REGIONAL UWSAs and 

DAWASCO 

The discussion on the performance assessment of UWSAs is divided into two groups which are 

the Regional UWSAs, and Dar es Salaam Water Supply and Sewerage Corporation.  

The performance overview provides the performance trend of the urban water sector by 

assessing the key performance indicators in the following sections. 

2.1 Water Production and Demand 

There has been almost the same increase in water production (11.8%) as it is for water demand 

(12.2%) over three years from 2006/07 to 2008/09, thus maintaining the ratio of water demand 

to water production for Regional UWSAs of about 71% (Fig. 2.1). The overall increase in water 

production for Regional UWSAs in 2008/09 is mostly contributed by increased production in 

Mwanza UWSA due to the impact of the Water Supply and Sanitation Project in Mwanza. On 

the other hand, the ongoing works under DWSSP have contributed to the increased water 

production by DAWASCO. 

  
Fig. 2.1: Water Production and Demand 

2.2 Population Directly Served with Water  

Water service coverage in terms of the population directly served with water (through domestic 

connections and kiosks) has slightly decreased from 70.8% in 2007/08 to 68% in 2008/09 in 

Regional UWSAs (Fig. 2.2). The decrease in the percentage of population directly served in 

regional UWSAs may be linked to population growth. However, the average number of people 
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served per connection used in the computation, which varies from 7 to 15, seems not to be 

founded on a proper survey. This data needs some improvement. In the DAWASCO operational 

area the population directly served is estimated as 68% in 2008/09. As is the case for regional 

UWSAs, the figure of the average number of people per connection of 45 used to compute the 

population directly served by DAWASCO seems to be on the high side. 

 
Fig . 2.2: Percentage of Population Served 

2.3 Population Living i n Area with Water Network  

The proportion of population living within the area with water network compares the population 

living within 200 metres on each side of the water network with the total population living in 

the service areas. In the regional UWSAs, there has been a positive trend whereby the 

population living in area with water network has increased from 83.5% in 2006/07 to 86.6% in 

2008/09 as shown in Fig. 2.3 below. This increase can be attributed to investments in the 

extension of water networks which had a positive impact mainly in Mbeya and Mwanza. For 

DAWASCO, the population living in area with water network has remained the same for the 

past three years. 
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Fig . 2.3: Population Living in Area with Water Network  

2.4 Metering Ratio  

Average metering ratio for the regional UWSAs has increased from 75.3% in 2007/08 to 80.3% 

in 2008/09 (Fig. 2.4). There has been an almost constant rate of increase in metering (å5%) of 

customers for the past three years. The overall increase in metering is mainly attributed to 

significant increase in Bukoba, Babati and Singida. For DAWASCO, metering ratio is still low 

but has increased by 12% from 55% in 2007/08 to 67% in 2008/09. The best practice is to have 

all customers metered (100% metering ratio). 

 

Fig . 2.4: Metering Ratio 
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2.5 Non-r evenue Water (NRW ) 

Average Non-revenue Water (%) for the Regional UWSAs is still higher than the recommended 

level of 20%. However, the overall trend has been positive as there has been a slight decrease of 

NRW (%) from 39.6% in 2006/07 to 36.2% in 2008/09 (Fig. 2.5). This slight improvement can 

be linked with the increase in metering of customers for the past three years. NRW (%) for 

DAWASCO is also very high and has worsened from 55% in the past two years to 56.7% in 

2008/09. 

 
Fig . 2.5: Non-revenue Water 

2.6 Service Hours 

Service hours have remained constant at 18hrs since 2006/07 for regional UWSAs but there has 

been improvement from 6.8 hrs in 2006/07 to 8hrs in 2008/09 in the DAWASCO operational 

area (Fig. 2.6). Although there was an increase in water production, service hours could not be 

improved since the number of water connections was increased while there was no significant 

improvement in water losses. The best practice is to have 24 hours service. 
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Fig . 2.6: Service Hours 

2.7 Water Connections 

For the past three years, the number of water connections increased by 35,634 new connections 

which represent an increase by 15.3% for the Regional UWSAs while, for DAWASCO, there 

was an addition of 18,505 new connections which represent an increase by 12.7% as shown in 

Fig. 2.7. The increase in the number of connections contributed to the improvement in water 

service coverage for DAWASCO. 

 
Fig . 2.7: Water Connections 

 

2.8 Staff Productivi ty  

Staff productivity in terms of staff per 1000 active connections in the Regional UWSAs has 

been decreasing over the past three years. There has been an improvement from an average of 
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14.3 staff per 1000 connections in 2006/07 to 10.0 staff per 1000 connections in 2008/09 as 

shown in Fig. 2.8 below.   

 
Fig . 2.8: Staff Productivity  

This is mainly attributed to the increase in the number of connections. For DAWASCO, staff 

productivity has also decreased from 16 to 12 staff per 1000 connections, from 2006/07 to 

2008/09. This is due to increase in the water and sewerage connections. Average staff 

productivity for South East Asian water utilities for 2007 was 7.2.
2
 

2.9 Average Tariff  

The average water tariff in the Regional UWSAs has increased by 28% over the past three years 

while, for DAWASCO, it has remained constant at 689.5TZS/m
3
 (or 394.4 TZS/m

3
 as operator 

tariff) in the same comparison period as shown in Fig. 2.9 below. Average tariff for African 

water utilities is TZS 690/m
3
.
3
 

                                                           
2
 Data Book of Southeast Asian Water Utilities, Southeast Asian Water Utilities Network and Asian Development 

Bank, November, 2007 

3
 Africa Utility Performance Assessment, WOP, June, 2009 
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Fig . 2.9: Average Tariff 

2.10 Revenue Collection 

Revenue collection from water and sewerage sales recorded in 2008/09 for the regional UWSAs 

amounted to TZS 31.89 billion which is an increase of 40% over the past three years as shown 

in Fig. 2.10 below. For DAWASCO, water and sewerage sales collections amounted to TZS 

20.97billion and have increased by 20.4% over the past three years mainly owing to an 

improvement in collection efficiency. It is noted that collections by DAWASCO is about 70% 

of the total collections by all Regional UWSAs. 

  
Fig . 2.10: Collection from Water Sales 
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2.11 Overall  Revenue Collection Eff iciency 

This is a ratio in percentage terms which compares the volume of water for which the utility 

collects revenue and the total volume it produces. This indicator is calculated as ((1-NRW) x 

Collection ratio). Fig. 2.11 below shows that the overall revenue collection efficiency for 

Regional UWSAs has shown a fluctuating trend by increasing from 52% in 2006/07 to 54% in 

2007/08 but dropping to 53.8% in 2008/09. The drop in this indicator for regional UWSAs is 

due to the fact that collection efficiency decreased appreciably while NRW has improved 

slightly. For DAWASCO, there has been an improvement in the overall collection efficiency 

from 30% in 2006/07 to 39% in 2008/09. High value of NRW highly affected DAWASCOôs 

overall revenue collection efficiency. 

 
Fig . 2.11: Overall Revenue Collection Efficiency 

2.12 Working Ratio  

Working ratio is obtained by dividing operating expenses (excluding depreciation) by operating 

revenue. Average working ratio for the Regional UWSAs has shown an improvement trend 

from 1.02 in 2006/07 to 0.96 in 2008/09 as shown in Fig. 2.12 below. This shows an 

improvement in covering the operation and maintenance costs. Improvement in DAWASCO is 

also noted whereby working ratio has improved from 1.76 in 2006/07 to 1.26 in 2008/09. 

Working ratio should be well below 1.0 
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Fig . 2.12: Working Ratio 
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3.0  REGIONAL WATER UTILITIES PERFORMANCE COMPARISON  

This chapter discusses and compares performance of the 19 regional water utilities for the year 

2008/09 with reference to the performance trend for the years 2006/07 and 2007/08. The 

diagrams and tables in this chapter reflect in detail the performance of 19 Regional UWSAs for 

2008/09. Category A UWSAs are discussed separately and Categories B and C utilities are 

discussed together. Since the magnitude of the operations of DAWASCO is almost equal to the 

combined operations of all 19 UWSAs, DAWASCO is discussed separately so as to provide a 

clear picture of its performance. Performance trend discussion is based on the tables of 

performance summary (Appendix 2,) and the performance assessment for the year 2008/09 is 

based on both the summary tables and histograms and graphs detailed in this chapter. Each 

indicator is discussed separately and then several interrelated indicators are discussed together.  

For the Regional UWSAs, a reasonable target for improving performance was considered as the 

level of the least value within the top quartile (i.e. the top 25 per cent). Therefore, for most of 

the indicators calculated, strong and least performer utilities were identified on the basis of 

performance of the top 25 percent4. Least performer utilities are, therefore, encouraged to move 

up within the top quartile of the group. There are a few indicators on which a least quartile may 

be used to indicate good performance (e.g. staff productivity indicator).  

3.1 Technical Operations 

3.1.1 Water Sources 

3.1.1.1 Available Water Sources 

Water utilities abstract water from surface and ground water sources. The distribution of water 

sources is influenced by geographical location and climatic condition of the respective area. The 

water sources for the 19 regional UWSAs are boreholes, springs, dams, lakes and rivers. 

Depending on the type of water source, the water supply schemes that exist in the 19 UWSAs 

are either gravity or pumping. Most of the UWSAs have both gravity and pumping schemes and 

include Arusha, Iringa, Mbeya, Morogoro, Moshi, Mtwara, Bukoba, Songea, Sumbawanga, 

                                                           
4 Section 2, Africa Utility Performance Assessment, WOP, June, 2009 
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Babati and Lindi. UWSAs with pumping schemes only are Dodoma, Musoma, Mwanza, 

Shinyanga, Tabora, Tanga, Kigoma and Singida. 

The total water abstraction in 2008/09 was 111.454 million cubic metres which is an increase of 

about 6.5% as compared to 

2007/08 as shown in Tables 

A2.1(a) and A2.1(b). It can also be 

noted that most water was 

abstracted from springs which 

constitute 26% of the total water 

abstraction in 2008/09, followed 

by abstraction from lakes and dams 

as shown in Fig. 3.1. Generally, 

the total water abstraction has been 

increasing over the past three years 

as it can be seen in Table A2.1(b). 

However, when one looks at individual water sources, the total water abstraction from 

boreholes, springs, lakes and rivers has been increasing while abstraction from dams has been 

decreasing over the past three years. It is further noted that the proportion of abstraction from 

lakes has increased significantly in 2008/09. Detailed analysis of utilization of individual water 

sources is as discussed below:- 

 (i) Boreholes 

Boreholes are the only sources of water for Dodoma, Mtwara and Singida UWSAs, and they are 

a major water source for Babati UWSA as shown in Table A2.1(a). Abstraction from boreholes 

in 2008/09 was 19.685 million cubic metres which is equivalent to 18% of the annual water 

abstraction. In general, abstraction from boreholes increased by 5.9% over the previous year. 

However, there are both increasing and decreasing trends when one looks at borehole 

abstractions from individual utilities. Abstraction from boreholes has decreased in Shinyanga, 

Arusha, Moshi, Mbeya, Songea and Lindi UWSAs as shown in Table A2.1(a). The decrease in 

abstraction from boreholes in Shinyanga UWSA, which is also noted in 2007/08, is the highest 

Fig. 3.1: Annual Water Abstraction for 2008/09  
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and can be attributed to the impact of importation of bulk water supply from KASHWASA 

whose source is Lake Victoria. 

In Songea and Moshi UWSAs, utilization of boreholes was mainly affected by power 

interruption while, in Lindi, the number of operational boreholes dropped from six (6) to two (2) 

owing to breakdown of pumps. The decrease in abstraction for Arusha UWSA was due to 

drought while the only borehole that was operated by Mbeya UWSA was abandoned in 2008/09 

due to low yield. However, despite the decrease in utilization of boreholes in Arusha UWSA, 

dependence on boreholes in Arusha UWSA increased from 24.9% in 2006/07 to 27.8% in 

2008/09 as a supplement to the abstraction from spring and river sources that were highly 

affected by drought. On the other hand, utilization of boreholes has increased in Dodoma, 

Mtwara and Babati UWSAs. In Dodoma UWSA, abstraction from the boreholes has been 

increasing in order to meet the rapid increase in water demand which has been highly due to the 

recent opening of the University of Dodoma with more than 12,000 people. In Mtwara and 

Babati UWSA, there has been an increase in abstraction since 2007/08 as a result of increase in 

the number of  boreholes from seven (7) to eight (8) in Mtwara UWSA and two (2) to three (3) 

in Babati UWSA in order to meet the growing water demand caused by an increase in the 

number of customers. 

(ii) Springs 

Abstraction from springs in 2008/09 was 28.583 million cubic metres which is equivalent to 

26% of the annual water abstraction, with an increase of 1.8% over the abstraction in 2007/08 as 

shown in Table A2.1(b). Springs are the main water sources in Songea, Moshi, Mbeya and 

Arusha UWSAs whereby more than 50% of their total water abstractions is from springs (Table 

A2.1(a). Although, the overall abstraction from springs has increased, individual utilities have 

shown variable trends. Abstraction from springs has increased in Mbeya, Moshi, Bukoba, 

Babati and Lindi UWSAs as shown in table A2.1(a). In Mbeya UWSA, abstraction from springs 

has been increasing since 2007/08 as result of the ongoing Water Supply and Sanitation project 

which includes the development of water sources as well as rehabilitation and expansion of 

water supply network. In Moshi and Lindi UWSAs, abstraction from springs increased in order 

to supplement abstraction from boreholes. In Babati, increase in abstraction from springs is a 

result of the initiatives taken to protect the springs. Decrease in abstraction from springs is 
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highly observed in Arusha UWSA due to drought which affected water resources in the region 

during the reporting year. The decrease has also been significant in the previous year (2007/08). 

As a result of drought, Arusha UWSA had to reduce abstraction from springs so as to maintain a 

minimum flow in rivers that would meet the requirements of other downstream water users. 

Decrease in abstraction from springs is also observed in Iringa and Songea UWSAs due to the 

effects of drought as well. 

(iii) Dams 

Dams are the only water sources for Tanga and Tabora UWSAs while they are the main water 

sources for Morogoro and Shinyanga UWSAs as shown in Table A2.1(a). The total abstraction 

from dams in 2008/09 was 23.733 million cubic metres which was equivalent to 21.3% of the 

total water abstraction as shown in Table A2.1(b). However, abstraction from dams has been 

decreasing over the past three years whereby there was a decrease by 0.7% in 2008/09 as 

compared to the abstraction in 2007/08. When one looks at individual utilities, it is observed 

that, during the reporting year, the highest decrease in water abstraction was experienced in 

Tabora UWSA followed by Shinyanga and Morogoro UWSAs, as shown in Table A2.1(a). In 

Tabora and Morogoro UWSAs, abstraction decreased due to drought in the catchment areas 

while, in Shinyanga UWSAs, abstraction from the dam was reduced and the water requirement 

supplemented by water from KASHWASA. On the other hand, abstraction from a dam, which 

is the only water source for Tanga UWSA, increased in 2008/09 due to the extension of water 

supply network mainly in peri urban areas. 

(iv) Lakes 

Lakes are the only water sources for Musoma, Mwanza and Kigoma UWSAs as indicated in 

Table A2.1(a). Musoma and Mwanza UWSAs depend on water from Lake Victoria while 

Kigoma UWSA abstract water from Lake Tanganyika. Lake Victoria also serves Bukoba and 

Shinyanga UWSAs. In 2008/09, abstraction from Lakes was 27.074 million cubic metres which 

is an increase by 22.6% as compared to year 2007/08 as shown in Table A2.1(b). A larger 

portion of this increase is due to Mwanza UWSA whereby an additional 4.86 million cubic 

metres were abstracted as compared to year 2007/08, as a result of water source expansion in 

the ongoing Mwanza Water Supply and Sanitation Project. Shinyanga UWSA received about 
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487,350 cubic metres of Water from KASHWASA whose source is Lake Victoria - an amount 

equivalent to 15% of the total water abstraction for Shinyanga UWSA in 2008/09. On the other 

hand, there was a decrease in water abstraction in Kigoma, a situation that was mainly caused 

by unreliable supply of electricity for operating the water pumps. It is also to be noted that the 

decreasing water abstraction trend in Kigoma UWSA has been continuous over the past three 

years. 

(v) Rivers 

Water from rivers is the main source for Sumbawanga and Iringa UWSAs. Abstraction from 

rivers in 2008/09 was 12.379 million cubic metres which is equivalent to 11% of the annual 

water abstraction and was an increase of 3.7% over the abstraction in 2007/08, as shown in 

Table A2.1(b). An increase in water abstraction can be noted in Sumbawanga, Bukoba and 

Mbeya UWSAs as shown in Table A2.1(a). In Sumbawanga UWSA, water flow in the rivers 

improved in 2008/09 as compared to 2007/08 and, therefore, it was possible to abstract more 

water in order to meet the demand. For Mbeya UWSA, more abstraction was made possible by 

expansion of the Nzovwe water source in the Water Supply and Sanitation project mentioned 

earlier. On the other hand, there was a decrease in abstraction from rivers in Arusha UWSA as a 

result of the reduced flows in the rivers caused by the drought. In Iringa UWSA, the river 

abstraction was interrupted by natural diversion of the river course upstream of the intake which 

caused low water level at the intake. 

3.1.1.2 Water Sources Protection  

Water Source protection is vital for sustainability of water supply in terms of quantity and 

quality. Preventing contaminants from reaching water sources is an important step in protecting 

drinking water. UWSAs have an obligation to conserve and protect their water sources in 

collaboration with other stakeholders including Water Basin Offices, and surrounding 

communities within the framework of Integrated Water Resources Management. UWSAs have 

taken different approaches which include mapping and demarcating boundary lines of water 

source catchments; planting of water conserving trees in the demarcated areas; educating and 

sensitizing communities that live in the catchment area; and, where necessary, following up on 

enforcement of legal charges or penalties where there is violation of applicable laws.  
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Furthermore, according to the legal framework that governs water resources management in 

Tanzania, water utilities are required by law to apply for Water Use Permits which are granted 

by their respective Basin Water Boards. Among the 19 regional utilities, 12 utilities have 

acquired Water Use Permits for abstraction from their respective sources. Utilities that have no 

Water Use Permits are Mtwara, Kigoma, Lindi, Shinyanga, Singida, Bukoba and Tabora 

UWSAs. Water Use Permits for these utilities are still being processed. 

3.1.2 Water Availability and Demand 

3.1.2.1 Installed Water Production Capacities 

The overall installed water production capacity for the 19 regional water utilities during the 

reporting period was 173.495 million cubic metres which represents an increase of 17% as 

compared to the previous year 2007/08, as shown in Appendix 2: Table A2.2. The overall 

increase was due to reported increased capacities for few utilities including Mwanza, Mbeya, 

Shinyanga and Mtwara UWSAs. The Water Supply and Sanitation Project in Mwanza UWSA 

increased its installed capacity from 15.120 million cubic metres per year in 2007/08 to 40 

million cubic metres per year in 2008/09. The major components undertaken were rehabilitation 

of the existing intakes, plants and equipments. The upgrading of Capri Point intakes along Lake 

Victoria involved the extension of the pumping house and addition of 3 new pumps. In Mbeya 

UWSA, the installed water production capacity increased by 15% after upgrading of Nzovwe 

intake whose production capacity was increased from 5,000 to 10,000m
3
/day. The increase in 

installed capacities for Mtwara (by 4%) is due to minor improvement of the existing system. 

Installed water production capacities for the 13 utilities of Arusha, Morogoro, Moshi, Musoma, 

Shinyanga, Tabora, Tanga, Songea, Babati, Songea, Iringa, Kigoma and Sumbawanga UWSAs 

remained unchanged over the past three years while the installed water production capacities for 

the remaining utilities of Singida, Dodoma and Lindi UWSAs decreased during the reporting 

period when compared to the previous year 2007/08, mainly owing to pump breakdowns at their 

borehole sources. The installed capacity for Dodoma UWSA dropped by 8%, Singida UWSA 

by 2% and Lindi UWSA by 6%, as compared to the previous year. However, the previous two 

year records from 2006/07 to 2007/08 show that the installed water production capacities for 

Dodoma and Lindi UWSA remained the same. Singida UWSA, which is mainly depending on 
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boreholes, had a fluctuating trend over the three year period with the highest capacity of 1.8 

million cubic metres in 2007/08. In Singida UWSA, the fluctuation in installed water production 

capacity was reported to be due to the abandoning of some boreholes following the breakdown 

of pumps, collapse of boreholes and low yield. 

Generally, the analysis has shown that, there is a decreasing trend of installed capacities for 

boreholes and springs sources which might be due to prolonged drought conditions and 

abandonment of boreholes owing to low yield. Other reasons are replacement with other reliable 

sources which happened in Shinyanga and Mbeya UWSAs where some boreholes were 

abandoned following acquisition of other reliable surface sources. 

3.1.2.2 Water Production 

Water production volumes for the individual 19 UWSAs over the past three years are as detailed 

in Appendix 2: Table A2.2. During 2008/2009, the overall water production was 110.928 

million cubic metres which is equivalent to an increase by 7% over the year 2007/08. The 

average water production of the 19 UWSAs for 2008/09 was 5.838 million cubic metres 

compared to 5.476million cubic metres in 2007/08 and 5.202 million cubic metres in 2006/07. 

Generally, the overall increase in water production was mainly due to remarkable increase in 

water production in Mwanza UWSA, whereby more than 36% of the overall increase in 

2008/09 is contributed by Mwanza UWSA. Water production for Mwanza UWSA increased 

from 13.83 million cubic metres in 2007/08 to 18.69 million cubic metres in 2008/09. Other 

UWSAs whose water production increased as compared to the previous year, are Mbeya, 

Tanga, Dodoma, Moshi, Kigoma, Sumbawanga, Singida and Babati UWSAs. Water production 

decreased in six UWSAs namely Musoma, Iringa, Shinyanga, Bukoba, Songea, Arusha, 

Morogoro, Tabora, Lindi and Mtwara. Furthermore, it is noted that water production in Arusha, 

Morogoro, Tabora and Lindi UWSAs has been continuously decreasing over the past three 

years. These variations in water production for each utility are linked with the variations in 

water abstraction as discussed in the previous sections. The decrease in water production for 

Shinyanga is due to increased dependency on bulk water supply from KASHWASA 
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3.1.2.3 Water Demand 

The total water demand for the 19 regional UWSAs is presented in Appendix 2: Table A2.2. It 

was estimated that total water demand for 2008/09 was 154.5million cubic metres which is an 

increase of 6.7% as compared to the year 2007/08. However, it has been observed that most 

utilities do not carry out regular assessments of their water demand thus the data presented may 

not be realistic. There is a need for UWSAs to carry out water demand assessment at least every 

three years in line with their business/strategic plans. 

3.1.3 Comparison of Water Demand, Installed Capacity and Water Production 

Generally, a good relationship between water demand, installed capacity and water production 

is the one having:-installed water production capacity Ó water production =water demand. This 

means that there should be sufficient installed capacity that will facilitate production of enough 

water to meet the water demand.  

  

Fig. 3.2: Comparison of Water Demand, Installed Capacity and Water Production 

Upon looking at the 19 UWSAs altogether, it is noted from the previous sections that, for 

2008/09, this good relationship is not observed since although the total installed capacity 

(173.5million cubic metres) is sufficient, the water demand has been higher than water 

production. Overall comparison of water demand, installed capacity and water production for 

the 19 regional UWSAs is illustrated in Fig. 3.2 above. It is apparent that installed capacities for 

Arusha, Dodoma, Musoma, Tabora, Sumbawanga and Singida UWSAs are less than the water 

demands for the respective UWSAs.  
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3.1.4 Water Supply Network 

3.1.4.1 Utilization of Water Supply Networks 

Utilization of water supply networks has been analyzed by looking at the density of connections 

in the water supply networks (number of water connections per km). During the reporting year, 

the average number of water connections per km for the 19 regional UWSAs was 52 which is 

the same as in 2007/08. Category A UWSAs have an average of 54 connections per km while 

Category B and C UWSAs have an average of 44connections per km (Table A2.3). Fig. 3.3 

below shows that the lowest density of water connection is recorded in Lindi (19 water 

connections/km) while the highest is in Arusha UWSA (113 water connections per km).  

 

Fig. 3.3: Number of Water Connections per km  

 

It is to be noted that, in order to have economies of scale, UWSAs are required to have a 

customer base of active connections that will guarantee efficient utilization of their water 

networks. The density of connections can also help to assess the likely costs and benefits of 

extending the distribution. 

3.1.4.2 Water Mains Rehabilitation 

The extent of rehabilitation of water supply mains was analyzed in terms of the percentage of 

the water mains that was rehabilitated in a year (length rehabilitated divided by the total length). 

Fig. 3.4 presents the water mains rehabilitation (% year) for the 19 UWSAs in 2008/09. It is 

noted that Tabora, Shinyanga, Morogoro, Musoma, Songea, Bukoba and Kigoma did not 



 

Water Utilities Performance Report 2008/09  32 

undertake any rehabilitation of water mains. Sources of funds for the rehabilitation works were 

for UWSAôs own funds (for Arusha, Moshi and Singida UWSAs), Governmentôs grants (for 

Babati UWSA), WSDP (for Lindi and Mtwara UWSAs) and KfW (for Mbeya UWSA). 

Assuming that the average lifespan of the water distribution network is 40 years, the minimum 

required mains rehabilitation should be 2.5% annually. 

 
Fig. 3.4: Water Mains Rehabilitation  

 

Fig. 3.5: Compliance with  PA Targets on Water Mains Rehabilitation 

Comparison with PA targets reveals that UWSAs that have achieved their respective PA targets 

on water mains rehabilitation for 2008/09 are Mtwara, Arusha, Mwanza, Moshi, Babati and 

Singida (Fig. 3.5). 
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3.1.4.3 Water Service Connection Rehabilitation 

It has been observed that most of the water leakages occur in the service connections, hence 

timely rehabilitation of the service connection is essential so as to reduce NRW. Rehabilitation 

of water service connections was analyzed in terms of the percentage of the water service 

connections that was rehabilitated in a year (number of service connections rehabilitated or 

renovated divided by the total number of connections).  

 
Fig. 3.6: Water Service Connections Rehabilitation  

  

Fig. 3.7: Compliance with  PA Targets on Water Service Connections Rehabilitation 

Fig. 3.6 presents the water service connections rehabilitation (% year) for the 19 UWSAs in 

2008/09. It is also noted that Tabora, Shinyanga, Morogoro, Songea, Bukoba and Kigoma 

UWSAs did not report implementation of this indicator. For the other utilities, it is apparent that 
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Singida UWSA rehabilitated its water service connections at the highest percentage while 

Musoma and Iringa did not rehabilitate any of its connections. 

Furthermore, comparison with PA targets reveals that UWSAs that have achieved their 

respective PA targets on water service connections rehabilitation for 2008/09 are Dodoma 

Mbeya, Moshi, Singida and Lindi UWSAs (Fig. 3.7).  

3.1.4.4 Performance of the Pipe Network 

The proportion of pipe breaks per kilometre per year is an indicator which measures the 

performance of the pipe network and is linked to the type of pipe materials, physical conditions 

of the pipe, deterioration of the pipe due to aging, pressure exerted in the system and operation 

and maintenance of the system. A number of measures have been reported by utilities in an 

effort to reduce the number of breaks including replacement of worn-out pipes, timely repairs of 

leakages and pressure zoning of the system. The overall number of pipe breaks per kilometre 

per year during the reporting period was 35.44. Singida UWSA recorded the highest number of 

12 pipe breaks per kilometre per year followed by Lindi, Bukoba, Babati, Morogoro and 

Dodoma UWSAs. It is also observed that utilities with a high number of pipe breaks per 

kilometre are those with several booster stations in their network and geographically located at 

flat areas. Songea UWSA has the lowest number of 0.14 pipe breaks per kilometre per year 

followed by Tanga and Iringa UWSA. For Songea UWSA, the few number of pipe breaks per 

kilometre was a result of the recently completed water supply project which, among other 

things, replaced the old pipes. 

For Category A UWSAs the overall number of pipe breaks per kilometre per year was 0.89 pipe 

breaks/km/year whereby Songea UWSA had recorded the lowest number followed by Tanga, 

Iringa and Moshi UWSAs (Fig. 3.8). This can be explained by the nature of their distribution 

system which is mainly gravity, efforts reported in replacement of worn-out pipes, good 

operation and maintenance practices, and balancing of pressure through pressure zoning. Under 

Category A, utilities with a high number of pipe breaks are Morogoro, Arusha, Dodoma, 

Musoma and Shinyanga UWSAs. The reasons for the high number of pipe breaks reported by 

some of the utilities are lack of pressure zoning in the system and aging of the pipes. However, 

Morogoro reported inconsistent data among NRW, number of pipe breaks per km and the length 
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of mains rehabilitated. It can be seen that Morogoro had the lowest NRW (%), while it had the 

highest number of pipe breaks per kilometre and at the same time did not report any water 

mains rehabilitated during the reporting year. 

 

Fig. 3.8: Number of Pipe breaks/km/year  

The overall number of pipe breaks per kilometre per year for Category B and C utilities in 

2008/09 was 4.0 pipe breaks/km/year whereby Kigoma had recorded the lowest number, 

followed by Sumbawanga and Babati UWSAs (Fig. 3.8). The highest number of pipe breaks was 

recorded by Singida UWSA followed by Lindi UWSA. Most utilities under category B and C 

have not performed well in reducing the number of pipe breaks as compared to Category A. It 

can be explained that not much investment has been done for UWSAs under category B and C in 

rehabilitating their aged pipe networks. Generally, UWSAs whose networks had good 

performance in 2008/09 are Moshi, Iringa, Tanga, Kigoma and Songea UWSAs. 

3.1.5 Non-revenue Water (NRW) 

Non-revenue water is an indicator which represents water that has been produced and is not 

billed or is lost before it reaches the customer .The water lost is either through leakages, theft or 

through illegal usage. Non-revenue water captures physical losses as well as commercial losses 

due to inefficient billing or illegal connections. High levels of NRW might be due to poor 

system management, pipe condition of network, poor commercial practices including illegal 

connection, unmetering and inadequate network maintenance. Non-revenue water was 

calculated on the basis of the water consumption and is expressed as a percentage, volume of 
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water lost per unit length of the network per day, and volume of water lost per connection per 

day for appropriate comparison as appears in Appendix 2: Table A2.4 

3.1.5.1 NRW as a Percentage (%) 

The average NRW (%) during the reporting period has slightly decreased to 36.2% compared to 

the NRW of 37% and 39.6% recorded in 2007/08 and 2006/07 respectively. There has also been 

a decreasing trend of NRW (%) over the past three years in each Category of UWSAs. 

However, it is observed that NRW in Moshi, Songea, Arusha, Dodoma, Mwanza and 

Sumbawanga has been increasing ï a trend that is not preferred. It is also noted that, despite the 

observations on Morogoro UWSAôs pipe network performance indicated in section 3.1.4.4, 

Morogoro UWSA has achieved a good level of NRW (%) among all 19 regional UWSAs while 

Bukoba has the highest NRW among all 19 Regional UWSAs. 

A comparison of NRW (%) in 2008/09 is shown in Fig. 3.9 below. Analysis of NRW (%) for 

2008/09 shows that the cut-off point for identification of good performance is 27.4%. 

Henceforth, Morogoro, Tanga, Arusha, Tabora and Mtwara are the good performers with 

respect to NRW in 2008/09 among Category A UWSAs and also among all Regional UWSAs. 

However, none of these UWSAs has attained the good practice in developing nations of 20%. It 

is further observed that all Category B and C UWSAs have NRW of more than 30%. 

 

Fig. 3.9: Non-revenue Water (%) 

Comparison of Perfomance Agreement (PA) targets for NRW (%) targets in 2008/09 (Fig. 3.10) 

reveals that Category A UWSAs that have managed to achieve their respective PA targets are 
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Morogoro, Tanga, Tabora and Mtwara UWSAs only. On the other hand, among the seven 

Category B and C UWSAs, it is only Singida UWSA that has managed to achieve its PA target 

for 2008/09.  

 

Fig. 3.10: Compliance with  PA Targets on NRW (%)   

3.1.5.2 NRW in m
3
 lost per km per day 

Average NRW expressed as volume lost per km per day (m
3
 lost/km/day) in 2008/09 was 24.03 

m
3
/km/day and has slightly decreased from 24.32 m

3
 lost/km/day reported in 2007/08. This 

indicator has also on average shown improvement in each Category of UWSAs.  

  

Fig. 3.11: NRW in m
3
 lost per km per day  

 

However, at UWSAs level, it is observed that NRW (m
3
 lost per km per day) has increased in 

Dodoma, Mwanza and Arusha UWSAs - a trend that is not preferred. Among the 19 regional 
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UWSAs, NRW (m
3
 lost per km per day) is good in Lindi UWSA and the worst is in Mwanza 

UWSA. It is further noted that the average performance of Category B and C UWSAs is better 

than that of Category A UWSAs (Fig. 3.11). Analysis of NRW (m
3
 lost per km per day) for 

2008/09 shows that the cut-off point for identification of good performance is 13.2 m
3
 per km 

per day. Therefore, the good performers for NRW (m
3
 lost per km per day) are Tanga, 

Shinyanga, Songea and Mtwara UWSAs among Category A UWSAs and Lindi among 

Category B and C UWSAs. 

3.1.5.3 NRW in Volume lost per connection per day 

NRW when computed as volume lost per connection per day (m
3
 lost/conn/day) shows that, in 

2008/09 it was 0.43m
3
/connection/day and has slightly decreased from 0.45m

3
/conn/day 

reported in 2007/08. In other words, in 2008/09 an equivalent of about 430 liters of water were 

lost at each connection every day.  

 

Fig. 3.12: NRW in m
3
 lost per connection per day 

This indicator has on average shown improvement in each Category of UWSAs. It is observed 

that NRW (m
3
 lost/conn/day) has increased in Dodoma, Mwanza, Moshi, Arusha and 

Sumbawanga UWSA- a trend that is not preferred. Among the 19 regional UWSAs, NRW (m
3
 

lost/conn/day) is the best in Mtwara and worst in Mwanza (Fig. 3.12). 

The performance of the lower quartile for 2008/09 shows that the cut-off point for identification 

of good performance is 0.31 m
3
 lost/conn/day. Therefore, the good performers for NRW (m

3
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lost/conn/day) are Mtwara, Morogoro, Tanga and Shinyanga UWSAs which are among 

Category A UWSAs, and Lindi among Category B and C UWSAs. 

3.1.5.4  Overall Performance in NRW Management 

Overall good performers in NRW are utilities that are within the top performance quartile for the 

three measurements of NRW, i.e. as percentage, as water lost per km per day and as equivalent 

of water lost per connection. These utilities are Tanga and Mtwara UWSAs and their 

performance is as indicated in Table 3.1. Similarly, overall unsatisfactory performance which 

lies in the lowest quartile for all the three measurements of NRW are Dodoma, Mwanza and 

Bukoba UWSAs (Table 3.2) whereby appropriate interventions are required for these utilities. 

Table 3.1: Good Performers in NRW Management  Table 3.2: Least Performers in NRW Management 

Name of 

UWSA 

NRW 

(%)  

NRW 

(m3/km/day) 

NRW 

(m3/conn/day) 

 Name of 

UWSA 

NRW 

(%)  

NRW 

(m3/km/day) 

NRW 

(m3/conn/day) 

1. Tanga 24.6 13.2 0.31  1. Dodoma 44.3 45.4 0.6 

2. Mtwara 27.4 7 0.22  2. Mwanza 44.2 50.7 0.88 

     3. Bukoba 51.6 39.7 0.54 

3.1.6 Adequacy of Water Storage Capacities  

Comparing water storage capacities with demand indicates the balancing volume required to be 

stored in the system which can absorb variations in water demand against constant supply from 

the production plant. Storage tanks are also needed to balance the variations in the water 

consumption during the day to ensure a continuous supply during power supply outages and 

breakdown of pumping plant and pipes. The storage volume should, therefore, be large enough 

to accommodate the cumulative differences between water supply and demand. According to 

the Design Manual prepared by the MoWI, it is recommended that the total capacity of water 

storage tanks for urban areas should lie between 30% and 50% of the average daily water 

demand which is also equivalent to 7 to 12 hrs storage. 

Appendix 2: Table A2.3 shows a summary of water storage capacities (hrs) for all the 19 

utiliti es. The results of analysis indicate that the overall average storage capacity has increased 

from 10.2hrs in 2007/08 to 12.2hrs in 2008/09, with Category A UWSAs having more storage 
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capacity (12.3hrs) than Category B and C UWSAs (6.8hrs). The overall increase was due to 

increments noted for few UWSAs of Mwanza, Shinyanga and Tanga.  

 
Fig. 3.13: Storage Capacities 

The increase for Mwanza and Shinyanga UWSAs is a result of the Project for Rehabilitation 

and Upgrading of the Existing Mwanza Water Supply System which added four new storage 

tanks while, in Shinyanga, the Kahama/Shinyanga Water Supply Project from Lake Victoria has 

increased the storage volume (4 towers each of 250m
3
 and 1 reservoir of 18,000m3). A good 

storage capacity has been achieved by Dodoma followed by Shinyanga, Mwanza and Songea 

among Category A UWSAs (Fig. 3.13). Category A UWSAs with ratios below the minimum 

limit of 7hrs are Musoma, Iringa, Tabora, Arusha and Mtwara. However, Category A UWSAs 

are generally better in terms of storage capacities than the other Categories. It can be noted in 

Fig. 3.13 that, among Category B and C UWSAs, only Lindi UWSA has sufficient storage 

capacities. 

Comparison of UWSAs storage capacities and PA targets for the 19 regional UWSAs is shown 

in Fig. 3.14 below. It can be noted that UWSAs that have managed to achieve their PA targets 

are Shinyanga, Mwanza, Tanga, Moshi, Morogoro, Iringa, Lindi, Songea, Bukoba and Babati. 

The other UWSAs have failed to meet their PA targets on storage capacity 
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Fig. 3.15: Density of Sewer Connections 

 
Fig. 3.14: Compliance with  PA Targets on Storage Capacity. 

3.1.7 Sewerage Network  

3.1.7.1 Utilization of Sewer Networks 

Utilization of sewer networks in the 10 regional UWSAs with sewer networks is judged by 

comparing the density of sewer connections in their respective sewer networks (number of 

sewerage connections per km) as shown in Fig. 

3.15. It is observed that Mbeya UWSA has the 

lowest density of sewer connections (only five 

sewer connections per km) while Mwanza 

UWSA has the highest density (86 connections 

per km). The average density of sewer 

connections in the 10 regional UWSAs is 

45.2connections/km. Furthermore, Fig. 3.15 

shows that UWSAs that can be considered as 

having their sewer networks sufficiently 

utilized are Tanga, Arusha and Mwanza UWSAs. It can also be noted that the sewerage 

networks for Mbeya, Songea, Morogoro and Tabora UWSAs are still underutilized.  

A figure of 65 connections/kilometre can be considered to be good sewer utilization. However, 

too many connections per kilometre can indicate connections to high-rise buildings with 

numerous living apartments. 
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Fig. 3.17: Comparison of Performance of Sewer 

Networks with PA Targets 

 

 

Fig. 3.16: Performance of Sewer Networks 

3.1.7.2 Performance of Sewer Networks 

Performance comparison of sewer 

networks has been done by analyzing the 

number of sewer blockages expressed in 

number of blockages/10km/year. Sewer 

blockages give an indication of the ability 

of the sewer network to provide service to 

customers. It can reflect a number of 

issues including the hydraulic performance 

of the network, the general condition of 

the pipes and the effectiveness of routine operations and maintenance activities. Fig. 3.16 shows 

the number of sewer blockages (number/10km/year) as reported in 2008/09. It is notable that 

Arusha had the highest number of blockages per 10km while Songea UWSA has the lowest. 

The performance of the lower quartile implies that sewers with good performance are Songea, 

Tabora and Mwanza UWSAs. It is also notable that Mwanza UWSA has the highest density of 

sewer connections but has managed to be one of the UWSAs with good performing sewers 

among the 10 UWSAs. This might have been caused by a high cleansing velocity within the 

sewer lines. 

Comparison with PA targets for sewer 

blockages in Fig. 3.17 shows that none of the 

utilities has managed to achieve its PA target 

for 2008/09. While acknowledging the fact 

there is a wide range of causes for sewer 

blockages - which include build-up of grease, 

debris or foreign objects; tree root intrusion 

into sewer pipes - sewer line collapse caused 

by old and deteriorated sewer pipes; and 

debris entering the sewer system from illegal 

pipe connections; utilities should identify specific causes of high-rate sewer blockages and 

implement appropriate corrective measures. 
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3.1.8 Water Quality  

3.1.8.1 Water Quality Compliance 

UWSAs are obliged to supply water that is clean, safe and acceptable to their customers. 

Potable water for domestic use should, at a least as a minimum, be disinfected and, depending 

on the quality of raw water, it might require full-scale conventional treatment. About 47% of the 

19 utilities are using the conventional treatment plant either full or partial, and the rest are only 

disinfecting their water using either chlorine dosing plant or manual chlorine dosing 

 

Fig. 3.18: Average Water Quality Compliance  

Water quality compliance was assessed on the basis of compliance with some main water 

quality parameters for drinking water which are E-coli, Turbidity, Residual Chlorine and pH. 

These are the most frequently tested parameters by the utilities and are being reported regularly. 

The sampling process and laboratory testing was carried out by the utilities themselves and 

therefore the summary of the results is the submission from the respective utilities (Appendix 2: 

Table A2.6). During the reporting period, 11 utilities (Arusha, Moshi, Dodoma, Mbeya, 

Morogoro, Mtwara, Shinyanga, Singida, Kigoma, Songea and Babati UWSAs) have reported 

100% compliance with all the above parameters. In the reporting period, two utilities of Bukoba 

and Lindi UWSAs have shown the least average compliance of 77% and 81% respectively (Fig 

3.18). 
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Fig. 3.19: E-coli Compliance 

Among the water parameters discussed above, E-Coli and Turbidity have got targets that 

utilities were required to achieve in the Performance Agreement. From Fig. 3.19 above, it can 

be noted that most of the regional UWSAs have achieved their PA targets for E-coli in 2008/09. 

Category A UWSAs that have failed to attain their PA targets are Tabora and Musoma UWSAs 

while, for Category B and C, Sumbawanga UWSA is the only UWSA that has failed to attain 

the PA target.  

Fig. 3.20: Turbidity Compliance 

With respect to turbidity, Fig. 3.20 shows that all Category A UWSAs have attained their 

targets. However, Musoma UWSA did not monitor turbidity of their water supply. On the other 

hand, with the exception of Sumbawanga, all other Category B and C UWSAs have attained PA 

targets on turbidity. 
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3.1.9 Wastewater Quality 

Wastewater treatment aims at removing physical, chemical and biological contaminants so as to 

ensure that the effluents are suitable for discharge into the environment. With the exception of 

Tanga UWSA, all other utilities treat collected wastewater by using Waste Stabilization Ponds 

(WSPs). Tanga UWSA disposes collected wastewater directly into the Indian Ocean through the 

sea outfall. Appendix 2: Table A2.7 summarizes BOD5 and COD results for the past three years. 

Compliance has been obtained by expressing in percentage the ratio between the total number 

of samples that met BOD5/COD standards and the total number of samples that were tested for 

BOD5 and COD respectively.  

Generally, compliance with BOD5 and COD declined during 2008/09 as compared to 2007/08. 

As shown in Table A2.7, for the past three years, effluents for Dodoma, Mbeya, Morogoro and 

Songea UWSAs were within the acceptable limits for both BOD5 and COD. Fig. 3.21 below 

shows that the compliance status for Arusha, Iringa, Mwanza and Tabora UWSAs suggests that 

these utilities are required to take appropriate measures so as to improve performance of their 

wastewater treatment processes. Furthermore, it is to be noted that sampling for analysis of 

COD was not conducted in Moshi UWSA.  

 

Fig. 3.21: Compliance to BOD5 and COD Requirements 

On the basis of the performance of the top quartile, 100% compliance is the cut-off point for 

both BOD5 and COD compliance. Therefore, good performers for both BOD5 and COD 

compliance are Songea, Morogoro, Mbeya and Dodoma UWSAs while Moshi UWSA is a good 
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performer for BOD5 only. Furthermore, comparison with the respective PA targets (Fig 3.22) in 

2008/09 has shown that Dodoma, Mbeya, Morogoro, Songea and Arusha UWSAs have 

achieved their PA targets for both BOD5 and COD. 

 

Fig. 3.22: Compliance with  PA targets on BOD and COD 

3.1.10 Energy Consumption 

Consumption of energy is influenced by a number of factors which include type and location of 

water source, topography of the service area and the efficiency of the pumping units. The 

energy consumption efficiency for the 19 regional UWSAs has been compared by analyzing 

monthly MajIs data on electricity consumption for water production and distribution per unit 

amount of water produced. Fig. 3.1.23 below shows the comparison of energy consumption for 

the 19 regional UWSAs. The overall average energy consumption in 2008/09 was 0.46kWh/m
3
 

and has slightly decreased from 0.47kWh/m
3
 recorded in 2007/08. In this regard, utilities that 

have reduced their energy consumption are Arusha, Dodoma, Moshi, Kigoma, Singida and 

Lindi. It is further noted that, in year 2008/09, Moshi UWSA had the lowest energy 

consumption while Dodoma UWSA had the highest. Most of the utilities that have low energy 

consumption which include Moshi, Songea, Arusha and Mbeya - mainly utilize gravity schemes 

in their areas of operation. Dodoma and Mtwara UWSAs have highest energy consumption - 

which can be linked to utilization of boreholes as their only water sources. However, Singida 

UWSA also utilizes boreholes as their only water source but has managed to be more efficient 

than Dodoma and Mtwara.  
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Fig. 3.23: Energy Consumption 

3.1.11 Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures 

Submission of Environmental Impact Assessment reports for new projects and Environmental 

Audits for ongoing projects is one of the licence conditions that UWSAs are required to fulfill. 

For operational projects, UWSAs are required to submit to EWURA a copy of Environmental 

Audit Certificate accompanied by approved Environmental Audit report, while, for new 

projects, UWSAs are required to conduct Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) studies and 

submit to EWURA a copy of the EIA certificate accompanied by the EIA report. Both 

Environmental Audits and Environmental Impact Assessment are required to be conducted as 

per EIA regulations and requirements as published by NEMC. With the exception of Kigoma, 

Iringa, Mtwara and Lindi, the other UWSAs had submitted to EWURA EIA/Audit reports by 

the end 2008/09. However, none of these reports were certified by NEMC. These UWSAs are, 

therefore, required to follow EIA/Audit procedures provided by NEMC.  

Environmental sustainability of UWSAs operations can be assessed in terms of energy 

consumption, wastewater quality compliance and the extent of safe disposal of sludge. As 

discussed in the previous section, Arusha, Dodoma, Moshi, Kigoma, Singida and Lindi are the 

only UWSAs that have shown improvement in energy consumption. Other UWSAs have either 

shown little or no improvement in energy consumption. With regard to wastewater treatment, it 

is noted that, with the exception of Tanga, all other UWSAs with sewerage networks utilize 

waste stabilization ponds for sewerage treatment. As mentioned earlier, only effluents from 

Songea, Moshi, Morogoro, Mbeya and Dodoma have complied with TBS standards. 
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Furthermore, UWSAs are required to have mechanisms for safe disposal of sludge. Safe 

disposal of sludge (%) compares the total volume of sludge that was safely disposed off to the 

total volume of sludge generated. Reports from UWSAs indicate that safe disposal of sludge 

generated by the UWSAs varies from 26% to 100%. 

3.1.12 Assets Management and Control 

Asset management in the UWSAs has been assessed by looking at the availability of title deeds, 

assets registers, and the depreciation and disposal policy. An asset register is a useful tool for 

management and control which, among other things, shows all assets and their locations, tracks 

expenses incurred for any asset, shows maintenance history for each asset, indicates estimates of 

the remaining useful life of each asset and gives reports on disposals, revaluations and/or 

acquisitions. Information from the UWSAs has shown that, by the end 2008/09, Mtwara UWSA 

was the only UWSA that had not established an asset register. Each of the other UWSAs had an 

asset register. Mtwara UWSA is advised to take steps to establish the assets register. 

Furthermore, all UWSAs have a depreciation and disposal policy for their assets. It has also 

been observed that not all UWSAs have acquired title deeds of their assets. UWSAs that by end 

of 2008/09 had not acquired title deeds of their assets include Iringa, Mbeya, Mtwara, Musoma, 

Shinyanga, Bukoba, Kigoma, Songea, Babati and Lindi. These UWSAs are at various stages in 

the process of acquisition of the title deeds. 

3.2 Business and Commercial Operations  

3.2.1 Customer Base and Growth 

3.2.1.1 Water Connections 

Table A2.8 in Appendix 2 summarizes data for water supply connections from 2006/07 to 

2008/09, which shows an overall increment of about 10% of total water supply connections 

during the reporting period, from 212,366 water connections in 2007/08 to 232,662 water 

connections in 2008/09. Fig. 3.24 below shows percentage increase of water supply connections 

for Category A UWSAs as well as Category B & C for the year 2008/09.  
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Fig. 3.24: Percentage Increase of Water Supply Connections in 2008/09 

Shinyanga UWSA has led by increasing its customer base by 46% followed by Mwanza and 

Musoma UWSAs each with 17% increase in their customers. This high increase in Shinyanga 

UWSA is associated with the 50% discount for new customer connection costs which was 

offered by the President when inaugurating the Kahama/Shinyanga Project. Moshi UWSA, on 

the other hand, has decreased its customers by 2%, following database update which was done to 

remove moribund customers from the database. Apart from Moshi UWSA, which had shown a 

decreasing trend, Tabora, Kigoma and Lindi UWSAs had the lowest percentage increase in its 

customers. 

 

Fig. 3.25: Composition of Water Supply Customers in Category A UWSAs 
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Fig. 3.26: Composition of Water Supply Customers in Category B & C UWSAs 

UWSAsô customers are mainly categorized into domestic, institution, commercial, industrial 

and kiosks customers. Figs 3.25 & 3.26 show the percentage composition of customers in 

UWSAs. It can be observed that domestic customers constitute the major part of UWSAsô 

customer base whereby commercial customers constitute the major part of the remaining 

customer categories. 

3.2.1.2 Metering Ratio 

Table A2.9 in Appendix 2 summarizes trends of metering ratio for three years since 2006/07 

whereby it can be observed that the overall average of metering ratio stands at 80% as compared 

to 71% reported in the previous year (2007/08). Arusha, Moshi, Tanga and Dodoma UWSAs 

have maintained a good record of 100% metering ratio for the past three years. Musoma and 

Shinyanga UWSAs have shown unsatisfactory trends in metering ratio for the year 2008/09 

whereby Musoma UWSA has remained stagnant at 51% metering ratio as in year 2007/08, while 

Shinyanga UWSA has dropped its metering ratio to 70.9% from 84.8% reported in 2007/08. 

None of the Category B & C UWSAs has entered into a group of good performers (top quartile) 

in metering ratio, although all of them show a good increasing trend over the three years. Bukoba 

UWSA has the highest metering ratio (in Category B & C UWSAs) of 89.4% with a good 

increasing trend over the past three years, while Kigoma UWSA has the least metering ratio in 

all the 19 UWSAs. Fig. 3.27 below provides a graphical overview of metering ratio over the 

reporting period. 
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Fig. 3.27: Metering Ratio 

Fig. 3.28 compares metering ratios attained by individual UWSAs with their PA Targets. Apart 

from Moshi, Arusha, Tanga and Dodoma UWSAs which had maintained 100% metering ratio, 

Morogoro and Tabora UWSAs in Category A, have shown remarkable efforts by attaining their 

PA targets. On the other hand, Musoma UWSA has the lowest metering ratio in Category A 

UWSAs and still has a long way to go to attain its PA target. For Category B & C UWSAs, only 

Babati and Lindi UWSAs have managed to attain their PA targets.  

 
Fig. 3.28: Metering Ratio compared to PA Targets

Fig. 3.29 below shows average metering ratios as presented by different customer categories. It 

can be observed that metering ratio for domestic customers is the lowest in all the UWSAs, 

whereas emphasis seems to be put on metering industrial customers. Category B and C should 

put more efforts to meter at least all kiosks, commercial and institution customers since it is in 

most cases not easy to arrive at realistic assessed water consumption. 
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Fig. 3.29:  Overall Metering Ratios by Customers Categories 

3.2.1.3  Domestic Water Connections 

In this sub-chapter, domestic connections are compared with the total number of households in 

UWSAsô service areas with the aim of exploring the extent to which UWSAs have been able to 

reach people with the water service. Out of a total number of about 488,000 households, only 

about 215,000 have water connections, which is just about 44%. The data reported by 

Shinyanga UWSA showed that the total number of domestic connections exceeded the total 

number of households in Shinyanga urban. Due to the unreliability this data, the data for 

households in Shinyanga urban has been taken from the NBS website. Shinyanga UWSA 

reported to have household size of 15 persons (instead of 2 persons as per NBS), which then 

computes to a low number of about 9,000 households instead of 67,500 households. 

Fig. 3.30 below gives a graphical presentation of the ratios of domestic water connections to the 

total number of households in individual UWSAôs service area. UWSAs that are within the 

band of good performers in connecting households with water include Moshi, Arusha and 

Tanga UWSAs in Category A, and Bukoba UWSA in Category B. On the other hand, the 

unsatisfactory performing UWSAs in connecting households with water include Shinyanga and 

Morogoro UWSAs in Category A, and Lindi, Babati and Sumbawanga UWSAs in Categories B 

and C. 
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Fig. 3.30: Percentage of Domestic water connections to the total households  

 
Fig. 3.31: Comparison of % Households with Domestic water connection and PA Targets 

 

Fig. 3.31 above presents comparison between the achieved ratios of domestic water connections 

to total households with the set performance agreement target. It can be observed that there are 

variations from the PA targets for most of the UWSAs. This may be highly attributed to by the 

fact that most UWSAs did not use correct data for the number of households. 

3.2.1.4  Sewerage Connections 

Table A2.11 in Appendix 2, shows that sewerage connections have increased by only 8% from 

2007/08 to 2008/09, and by 10% from 2006/07 to 2007/08.  By June, 2009, the overall total 

sewerage connections were 16,780. It is to be noted that Dodoma, Arusha and Tanga UWSAs 

have the highest number of sewerage connections, with Dodoma leading by having 3,571 

connections. On the other hand, Songea, Tabora and Mbeya UWSAs have the lowest number of 
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sewerage connections. However, when one 

looks at the percentage increase of sewerage 

connections over the year 2008/09, Songea 

and Mbeya had the highest percentage 

increase of their sewerage connections. 

Fig. 3.32 compares the total number of 

sewerage connections with the set target in 

the performance agreement whereby it can be 

observed that Dodoma, Songea and Tabora 

UWSAs have failed to meet their performance 

targets during the year 2008/09.  

3.2.2 Level of Service 

3.2.2.1 Water Service Coverage 

This indicator is discussed twofold; firstly, the proportion of population served with water and 

secondly, the proportion of population living within 200m from the water distribution network. 

The proportion of population served with water is taken as a percentage of population with 

direct access to water (either from domestic connection or from the public kiosk) to the total 

population under a utilityôs area of responsibility. Table A2.10 in Appendix 2 gives an overall 

picture of the proportions of population served with water and that of population living within 

the area with water network. Most of the data for the reporting year (2008/09) were taken from 

June, 2009, MajIs report. This was highly attributed to inconsistencies of data presented by 

UWSAs in their Annual reports and in the submitted data sheet. Some UWSAs reported to have 

supplied more population than that living in the service area; some reported to have served more 

population than the population living within the area with water network. It was observed that 

most utilities had not done thorough surveys to establish this data and, therefore, the data 

presented is merely guesswork. Even though most of the MajIs data portrays more or less 

reliable data, this still seems to be unreliable to some of the utilities, even after getting 

clarifications from the respective UWSAs. 

Fig. 3.32: Sewerage Connections compared to PA 

Targets 
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3.2.2.2 Proportion of Population Served with Water 

Fig.3.33 below gives an overview of performance on this indicator whereby it is noted that the 

cut-off line for good performers stood at 82.3% with Bukoba UWSA being the only utility in 

Categories B & C entering the group of good performers with Tanga, Arusha, Mtwara and 

Mbeya UWSAs in Category A. 

Fig. 3.34 presents the implementation of the performance agreement, whereby it is noted that 

only two UWSAs in Categories B & C (Bukoba and Kigoma UWSAs) could meet their PA 

targets, while only Songea UWSA in Category A could meet its PA target. 

 
Fig. 3.33: Proportion of population served with water 

 

Fig. 3.34: Proportion of population served compared to PA Targets
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3.2.2.3 Proportion of Population Living in Area with Water Network 

Fig. 3.35 compares UWSAsô performance in proportion of population living in the area with 

water network. It is noted that Tanga, Arusha, Moshi, Morogoro and Iringa all in Category A 

have a higher ratio of population living in the area with water network. None of UWSAs in 

Category B & C is within the group of good performers 

 

Fig. 3.35: Proportion of population living in area with water network

 

Fig. 3.36: Proportion of population living in area with water network as compared to PA Targets 

Fig. 3.36 compares the proportion of population living in the area with water network, with the 

PA targets. It is observed that only three utilities in Category A (Tanga, Songea and Arusha 

UWSAs) have met their PA targets, while it is only Kigoma and Singida UWSAs in Categories 

B & C which have met their PA targets. 
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Fig. 3.37 below compares the two coverage indicators (i.e. Proportion of population living in 

area with water network and proportion of population served with water). Normally, it is 

expected that population served should be less or equal to population living in area with water 

network, but for some utilities (Mtwara, Bukoba and Songea UWSAs) this rule is not obeyed. 

This could highly be attributed to data inaccuracies in these utilities. Apart from these utilities, 

most UWSAs have great potential of increasing their water supply coverage, since it is observed 

that the percentage of people served with water is still far below the percentage of people living 

in the area with water network. 

 

Fig. 3.37: Comparison of Proportions of Population Living in area with water network and population 

served with water

3.2.2.4 Water Service Provision 

Two indicators show the extent of water services offered by UWSAs, these are Average Hours of 

Service and Percentage of Water Connections with 24 Hours of Service. Fig. 3.38 below 

compares the average service hours for all the UWSAs whereby it is observed that the cut-off 

point for good performers stands at 23 hours, with Mbeya, Moshi and Tanga UWSAs of 

Category A within a good performers group, together with Bukoba and Songea UWSAs of 

Category B. The least average service hours can be observed in Singida, Lindi and Kigoma 

UWSAs of Categories B & C. 
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Fig. 3.38: Average Service Hours 

Fig. 3.39 below shows the accomplishment of the Performance Agreement targets on average of 

service hours whereby it can be seen that only six utilities in Category A (Tanga, Moshi, Mbeya, 

Musoma, Songea and Shinyanga UWSAs) have managed to meet their PA targets, while one 

utility in Category B (Sumbawanga UWSA) has managed to meet its PA targets. 

 

Fig. 3.39: Average Service Hours compared to PA targets 

3.2.2.5 Sewerage Coverage 

Fig. 3.40 gives a graphical presentation of sewerage coverage for all UWSAs. The overall 

average coverage of sewerage services is about 14% of the total population living in the service 

areas of utilities with sewerage services, the fact which clearly indicates that, sewerage coverage 

is still very low. Tabora, Morogoro and Songea UWSAs have the least sewerage coverage. Only 

Moshi, Mwanza and Morogoro have managed to meet their PA targets 
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Fig. 3.40: Proportion of Population with Sewerage Services 

3.2.3 Water Consumption 

This discussion dwells on domestic water consumptions per connection with the essence of 

exploring the extent to which customers are supplied with and/or consume water. The data used 

for this discussion has been entirely extracted from MajIs. Fig. 3.41 below gives graphical 

presentation of average monthly water consumption per metered domestic connections for the 

year 2008/09, as extracted from MajIs 

 
Fig. 3.41: Average Monthly Water Consumption at Metered Domestic Water Connections 

Overall average water consumption at metered domestic connection for all UWSAsô categories 

stands at 17.4m
3
/month, with the average for Category A UWSAs amounting to 19.6m

3
/month 

and for Category B & C UWSAs amounting to 12.7m
3
/month. As it can be seen from Fig. 3.41, 

Arusha has the highest average domestic water consumption for Category A UWSAs while 

Tabora has the least average domestic water consumption; whereas for Category B & C, Babati 
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leads for having the highest average monthly domestic water consumption, while Kigoma has the 

least average monthly domestic water consumption. 

3.2.4 Complaints and Complaints Resolution 

During the year 2008/09, a total of 25,835 complaints were received by the Regional UWSAs. 

Among the Category A water utilities, Tanga, Iringa and Mtwara recorded the highest number 

of complaints, and Tabora, Shinyanga and Mbeya recorded the lowest number of complaints 

among the Category A UWSAs. In Category B and C, Babati, Kigoma and Sumbawanga 

recorded the highest number of complaints while Singida, Bukoba and Lindi recorded the 

lowest number of complaints. Most complaints in all UWSAs were about billing followed by 

lack of water or low water pressure.  

3.2.5 Billing and Collection 

Billing and collection performance is explained by the analysis of performance of collection 

efficiency, collection of receivables, and overall collection efficiency.  

3.2.5.1 Collection Efficiency 

Collection efficiency is measured as the ratio of collections to billing from water sales. A high 

collection efficiency ensures that utilities maintain a sufficient cash flow for their operations.  

 
Fig. 3.42: Collection Efficiency during 2008/09 

The values of billing were obtained from the draft financial statements whereas collections were 

obtained from the annual reports of the regional UWSAs.  
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During the year 2008/09, regional utilities did not perform well in terms of collection efficiency 

compared to the period 2007/08. Collection efficiency averaged about 84.2% during 2008/09 

compared to 85.7% achieved during 2007/08 (Appendix 2: Table A2.13). 

For Category A UWSAs, collection efficiency ranged between 53.8% and 98.8% (Fig. 3.2.18), 

whereas for Category B and C regional UWSAs collection efficiency ranged between 61.4% and 

94.5%. The overall highest performers in terms of collection efficiency were Mwanza, Tanga, 

Moshi, Dodoma and Arusha recording collection efficiency of more than 95%. The least 

performer was Kigoma recording a collection efficiency of only 61.4%.  

Comparison with PA targets shows that seven Category A UWSAs and three Category B and C 

UWSAs managed to score a collection efficiency above the PA target during 2008/09 (Fig. 

3.43). Category A UWSAs who met the PA target were Mwanza, Tanga, Moshi, Arusha, 

Dodoma, Morogoro and Mbeya, and from Category B and C were Lindi, Sumbawanga and 

Singida. 

 
Fig.3.43: Compliance with  PA Targets on Collection Efficiency 

3.2.5.2 Receivables 

Accounts Receivables, which can be broadly defined as uncollected sales, are one of the largest 

assets of a business. The ability of the UWSAs to finance their operations is very much 

associated with their ability to manage their account receivables. Receivables are expressed in 

revenue months equivalent to the average number of months required to collect the outstanding 

debts under the prevailing revenue collection trend.  
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Fig. 3.44: Account Receivables (months) 

Regional UWSAs did not improve their performance in terms of collection of receivables. 

Receivables averaged about 3.6 months during 2008/09 compared to 2.8 months achieved during 

2007/08. For Category A regional UWSAs, receivables ranged between 1 and 5 months (Fig 

3.44), whereas for Category B and C regional UWSAs receivables ranged between 2.1 and 12.9 

months. The overall highest performers in terms of receivables were Morogoro, Dodoma, Tanga, 

Shinyanga, Sumbawanga and Singida. The unsatisfactory performer was Kigoma recording 

receivables of 12.9 months. 

3.2.5.3 Overall Efficiency Indicator (OEI) 

The above discussion on financial performance based on collection efficiency and account 

receivables just only takes a partial look on operational performance as some utilities were seen 

to perform well on one indicator and worse on the other. It is, therefore, difficult to tell which 

Utilities are the most efficient, and we cannot reach any overall conclusions on performance. 

One way of providing a global indication of utility efficiency is to compare the volume of water 

for which the utility collects revenue and the total volume it produces. This comparison leads to 

a formulation of an overall efficiency indicator (OEI) given as revenue from water sales divided 

by the average tariff and expressed as a percentage of total water production. In other words, this 

indicator is calculated as ((1-NRW) x Collection ratio)). All regional UWSAs had data to enable 

the calculation of OEI.  
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Fig 3.45: Overall Efficiency Indicator  

 

During 2008/09, OEI for all utilities ranged from 35.3% to 74.0% (Fig. 3.45). Among all 

UWSAs, the most overall efficient utilities were Tanga, Arusha, Morogoro, Moshi and 

Shinyanga whereas the least efficient was Kigoma. On average, during 2008/09, all utilities 

recovered about half (53.8 per cent) of the water they produced. This is an improvement if a 

comparison is made with the 51% registered during 2007/08 (Table A2.13). For Category A 

regional UWSAs, OEI averaged about 59%, whereas for Category B and C regional UWSAs 

OEI averaged about 45%.  

3.3 Financial Operations 

3.3.1 Revenue Generation 

3.3.1.1 Revenue Composition 

Revenue from water and sewerage services is the utilityôs greatest and most stable source of 

funding to cover costs of operation and maintenance in all water utilities. The sustainability of a 

water utility depends mainly on the ability to bill their customers and to collect revenue. For 

Category A utilities, some of the revenues generated, apart from covering operation and 

maintenance costs, also cover the investment for water and sewerage infrastructures.  
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Fig. 3.46: Composition of Billing for Category A UWSAs 

 
Fig. 3.47: Composition of Billing for Category B and C UWSAs 

During 2008/09, as expected, water billing in the regional UWSAs contributed the highest share 

of total revenue generation, with an average of 85%. Sewerage billing contributed 2% whereas 

other operating income contributed about 13%. Only 10 regional UWSAs, namely Arusha, 

Dodoma, Iringa, Mbeya, Morogoro, Moshi, Mwanza, Songea, Tabora and Tanga had revenue 

from sewerage billing. Figure 3.46 shows that, for Category A UWSAs, the distribution of the 

billed amount was on average 82.8% for water, was 3.3% for sewerage, while other operating 

income was 13.9%. Among the Category A Regional UWSAs, Tabora UWSA had the highest 

proportion of water billing (98.2%) while Moshi had the lowest (69.4%). For Category B and C 

UWSAs (Fig. 3.47), the total billed amount constituted water (88.3%), and other operating 

income (11.7%). Bukoba had the highest percentage contribution of water billing amounting to 

99.7% in the total billed amount while Singida had the lowest (82.5%).  
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3.3.1.2 Average Household Water Billing 

As utilities strive to increase their billing amount, customers are affected by increased payment 

obligations of water and sewerage services. The average household monthly bill is estimated as 

the ratio between monthly domestic billing and the number of active domestic connections 

(Appendix 2: Table A2.8 and A2.14). Fig. 3.48 shows that, during 2008/09, average household 

monthly bill ranged between TZS 1,214 for Kigoma UWSA to TZS 10,130 for Morogoro 

UWSA. The average monthly household bill for regional water Utilities was TZS 7026 during 

2008/09, and has increased from TZS 6,221 recorded in 2007/08. The average monthly 

household water bill for Category A UWSAs was TZS 8,144 per month whereas for Category B 

and C UWSAs was TZS 4,603 per month. The variations in average household bill can be 

linked to the tariff structure and water consumption patterns. 

 
Fig. 3.48: Average Household Monthly Bill for Regional UWSAs 

3.3.2 Expenditure and Budget Control 

3.3.2.1 Cost of Water Production 

Total costs of water production increased from TZS 319.1 per m
3
 recorded in 2007/08 to TZS 

352.7 per m
3
 recorded in 2008/09.  


