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Abstract

For a long time, high urbanisation rate, poor rexeoollection, high levels of non- revenue watenped with
erratic rainfall have been affecting water suppgies in Malawi’'s capital, Lilongwe city. Evenatigh efforts
have been put on supplying potable water to theoritgjof the residents, water intermittence stdhrains a
common characteristic in the city. Information awhwater is delivered and whether its supply meatstomer
expectation has not been explored. Therefore, arnvBERVQUAL model was used to identify specificaarén
which customers' expectations were not being meitpeiavide information on customers' needs to enpblgic
water utility supplier to improve its services. étdl of 266 customers were sampled from Southeentr@l and
Northern water supply zones of the city. The rasultlicated that customer expectations are noasétere are
negative gap scores for all service quality dimemsi Overall, results indicated that central zoag the widest
gap score of -2.76 followed by -2.50 for northemd a2.18 southern zone. The service quality dinmersssuch
as reliability, responsiveness assurance and tisglitad the widest gap even though they were vieasedkery
important by customers. There is a need for thengive Water Board to improve its service delivegy b
focusing on the dimensions that have the widestvgaife taking into account those with nearest gagres for
sustainable water supply.
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1.0 Introduction

Most public water utilities in developing countriase faced with a number of challenges in improsegvice
quality delivery. These challenges are linked térasstructural, financial, environmental and heakbgcial-
political and managerial (OJO 2011). For over thstpgwo decades, more efforts have been made anving
sustainable water supply by many countries. This bheen made possible through the assessment of the
performance of the public water utilities (Tiwari@ulati 2011; Zschille & Walter 2012; Kalulu & Hok2010)
and examination of the impact of public or privatenership on the performance of the water utditie
(Kirkpatrick et al. 2004; Kirkpatrick et al. 2006More studies have also focused on assessing tie¢ dé
customer satisfaction with the service deliveryy@tamu et al. 2014; Zeraebruk et al. 2014) in otdegyrovide
reliable information to policy makers. However, mo§these studies have not assessed the servidigyqyap
between customer(s) expectation and perception thighwater service delivery. This demonstrates that
quality of water service delivery and the satistactlevel of customers are not considered as reteva
performance dimensions for water utilities (Mukokor& van Dijk 2011). OJO, (2011) had asserted that
customers’ expectations act as the bottom line loistwservice quality delivery is evaluated by custos.

Like in other countries, access to potable watevialawi cities is a very big challenge and nea®¥®of all
illnesses recorded in the country are related tem@orne diseases (Manda 2009; Mughogho & Kosabi2)R
The access to water is affected by unreliable amérmittent water supply due to deterioration oftexa
infrastructure (Mughogho & Kosamu 2012), poor rexercollection by the utility providers (Manda 2009
Kalulu & Hoko 2010), high levels of unaccounted evat(Non-Revenue Water) (Harawa et al. 2016) asidgi
urban population (Mpakati-Gama & Mkandawire 201A3cording to Mpakati-Gama & Mkandawire (2015),
the rising population exerts pressure on wateridigion systems and structures originally congedcfor
smaller populations. For instance, in Lilongwe diiyalawi's capital), high urbanisation has not bdalty
tackled by the Lilongwe Water Board (LWB), the @tgole potable water supplier. This has forced LYgB
rationally supply water in all three major watepply zones of the city.

117



Journal of Environment and Earth Science www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-3216 (Paper) ISSN 2225-0948 (Online) “_'i"
Vol.7, No.4, 2017 NS'E

Despite severe urban water issues prevalent imge city, some of which were reported by Mand20@0
UN-HABITAT (2011); LCC (2013), no attention has Ipegiven to understand how the water is delivered to
customers, their expectation and perception anfibymeance gap analysis tapping customer’s voiceréfbee,
this study employed the water SERVQUAL model toleml systematic data on the service expectatiods an
perceptions for the assessment of the urban wateice delivery quality. The model was useful ientifying
specific areas in which customers' expectationsatdeing met and providing information on custosheeeds

to enable the LWB to improve its services accorlying

1.1 SERVIQUAL model literature review

For a long time, provision of public services hagktib inefficient. As a result, a number of initiav(since
1985) have emerged with a common goal to improveicequality delivery. The milestone was reachduemw
Parasuraman et al. (1985) developed SERVQUAL mfmdedervice quality gap analysis. The model wasrlat
revised and presented in an improved form in 198&dsuraman et al. 1988) and 1991 (Parasuramdn et a
1991). The SERVQUAL model is popularly used to assthe quality of service provision in terms of wha
consumers expect and what they actually receives{@nd & Curry 2001). It defines five dimensionétiautes
(tablel) that customers consider when assessinddilnery of the service. The model is useful ientfying
specific areas in which customers' expectationgwet being met and to provide information on thsteamers'
needs to enable service providers to improve saivice accordingly (Ching 2004; OJO 2011; Mukoko$na
van Dijk 2011).

Table 1. Water Service Quality model (WASERVQUAL).

Dimensions Description Indicators
Reliability Ability to perform the service *Living to the promises made
dependably and accurately *Showing sincere interest in solving

customer’s problems
*Providing water at the promised time
*Ensuring billing accuracy
*Ensuring few water interruptions
Tangible Appearance of physical *Having up-to-date equipment
(service facilities, equipment, personnel * Having visibly appealing facilities
environment) | and communication materialg *Having water pipes that are well maintained.
*Having employees that are well dressed and
appear neat

Responsiveness Willingness to help customerg *|dentifying customer’s needs
and provide prompt services *Having customers’ interests at heart
*Prompt handling of complaints
Assurance Knowledge and courtesy of the *Customers trusting employees
employees and their ability to, ~ *Customers considering water to be safe
convey trust and confidence. *Employees being polite

*Employees having knowledge to address
customer’s questions
Empathy Caring, individualized attentign *Timely information on likely water
provided to customer. disconnection
*Adequate time given for water bill clearange
*Length of queues while clearing water bill
*Willingness of employees to help

Source: (Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011)

12

1.1.2 SERVIQUAL model application

SERVQUAL model is a tried and tested instrumentoltis comparatively used in service quality researde
tool has been applied in different sectors suchducation (Li et al. 2011; Asogwa Brendan e2@1.4), health
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(Peprah & Atarah 2014), airlines (Chou et al. 204114 banking (llyas et al. 2013; Gajah et al. 20KuBnar et
al. 2010; Aghdaie & Faghani 2012), tourism (Kouthiset al. 2005; Ho et al. 2013) and agriculturn{ds et al.
2012). Notably, a few studies have applied the modéhe water sector (Lee, 2004; Mukokoma & varkDi
2011; OJO, 2011).This demonstrated how importaatttiol is in the service quality research. Its allews

investigation of the performance of the firm on gervices it delivers (Mukokoma and Van Dijk, 20111}

performs a gap analysis of organisations’ servigaity needs by assessing the gap between whausiemers
expect and their evaluations of the performance jdrticular service provider (OJO 2011).

1.1.3 Measuring service quality-The SERVQUAL instrument

Measuring service quality is a key management iggtas it provides information necessary for moriitg
performance and for allocating resources (Lee, POPdrasuraman et al. (1988) stressed that sequiakty is
measured by comparing customers' expectations eofsévice with their perceptions of the actual iserv
delivered by a particular service provider. Sengecelity measurement is based on the assumptiaritbayap

is determined by computing the difference betweastamer's expectations of a service and the cust®me
perceptions of an actual service delivered by avicerprovider. According to Lee (2004), customers'
expectations and perceptions are determined by -eBndouth communications, the personal needs of the
customers and the past experience of the customéially, Parasuraman et al. (1985) presenteddierensions

for measuring service quality; tangibles, relighjliresponsiveness, competence, courtesy, cragjtscurity,
access, communication and understanding the custdrhese dimensions were later grouped into fivgoma
SERVQUAL dimensions (Parasuraman et al. 1988) ffacve service delivery performance assessment as
shown in table 1. The theoretical model for meagpservice quality gap is shown in figure 1 below.

Service quality Expected service l¢_

dimensions ) )
Tangibles Perceived service

Reliability quality gap
Responsiveness » Perceived service
Assurance
Empathy

Nature of servic

Figure 1. Theoretical framework showing the peredigervice quality gap.
Source: (Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011)

The dimensions and indicators/features shown ihetdbare generally used twice to measure customer's
expectations of performance of the service provéder perceptions of performance of the same seprviméder
(Lee 2004; Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011). The scoremgs for both expectation and perception are meashy

a seven-point Likert scales. However, some studaég& modified the scale to a ten-point in ordegitee a
respondent wide rating margin (OJO 2011). For tiverést of this study, a 7- point Likert scale \adspted as

it is mostly used in similar studies. Service qyadjap is therefore computed by subtracting overgfiectation
mean scores from perceived mean scores for eacWQBRL dimension.

Service Quality (SQ) = Perception (P) - Expectafigh 1)

The results of the service quality gap score magdsitive, negative and/or a zero depending orctistomers
perception and expectation of the particular seri@e (2004) and Mukokoma & van Dijk (2011) stessthat
quality is unsatisfactory when expected serviceeedls perceived service (negative gap score). Bhahe
bigger the negative gap scores the higher the lef/einsatisfactory service. When expected servipeaks
perceived service (zero gap score), quality isstattory and when perceived service exceeds expsetwice
(positive gap score) then service level is more twtisfactory.

119



Journal of Environment and Earth Science www.iiste.org
ISSN 2224-3216 (Paper) ISSN 2225-0948 (Online) “_'i"
Vol.7, No.4, 2017 NS'E

1.2 Criticism of service quality

Even though the SERVQUAL instrument is accepted @alid and reliable instrument (Parasuraman et95;
Parasuraman et al. 1988; Parasuraman & Berry 200®, 2011; Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011; Bhagwandin
2011), it is subjected to some criticism (CroninT&ylor 1994; Hill et al. 2007) . The model is @ised on its
methodology especially on the use of ten-point micakscale over a seven point Linkert scale amdutbe of
expectations and perception scores (Lages & Feasa®d05; Hill et al. 2007). For instance, Hill &t@007)
criticized the use of seven-point scale and a t@ntfscale as a major factor leading to developroédifferent
thoughts. He then proposed for the use of numeta@point scale than the verbal or Likert scaleitas
statistically suitable for monitoring and improviogstomer satisfaction. On expectation and peraep€ronin

& Taylor (1994) criticized on operationalization tfe SERVQUAL instrument which mainly confounds on
satisfaction and attitude [see OJO (2011)]. Crdifaylor (1994) later proposed performance-based the
performance-minus-expectations as an appropriais k& use in the measurement of service quafiopwever,
these modifications have lacked enough backup nmdition to be considered valid. After the refinemehthe
SERVQUAL instrument, Parasuraman et al. (1994) kated that the instrument is the most reliable &oy
service quality research. Although SERVQUAL dimensi have been criticised, the instrument is widelgd

in published and modified form for performance gaglysis.

2. Materials and methods
2.1 Study area description

The study was conducted in Malawi’s capital, Lilemgcity (fig.1). Lilongwe city lies between 33’6 and 34.5

%E longitudes and between 14% and 13.8S latitudes (Chidya et al. 2016). It became thetahpf Malawi in
1975. The city has a total land area of 328 sql#oeneters with population density of 1479 perspes knf
(UN-HABITAT 2011). The city is faced with rapid wihization and is regarded as the fastest growitygiri
Malawi (National Statistical Office 2008; Chidya &t 2016). Water supply in the city is operated aomd
supplied by the Lilongwe Water Board (LWB). LWB risandated by the act of parliament to supply quality
drinking water in all Lilongwe City Council (LCCy@as. However, water supply in the city has besor due

to prevalent water intermittence (UN-HABITAT 2013lCA 2010; Chidya et al. 2016) which may affect
customers’ levels of satisfaction with thervice delivery.

The city has about 58 Lilongwe City Council (LCGeas and it intends to expand through inclusiontbér

areas such as areas 59, 60 and 61 (JICA 2010)ofTdére 58 LCCs namely areas 36, 22, 24, 3, 474498

(Mchesi), 1 (Falls estate) and 58 (Chinsapo) wempgsefully selected and used as study sites. ity sites

were selected based on the availability of watppBudistribution system/network. Areas 36, 24,828 located
in the southern part of the city, areas 3, 47, Glirgsapo) and 44 in the centre while, area 49datéd in the
northern part of the city. These areas are furthessified by the LWB into three major supply zagnderthern,

Southern and Central. Areas 36, 22, 24, 44, MdiiediChinsapo are all in the southern zone, areasl 317 in

the central zone while, area 49 in the northerrezédi the study sites had interrelated charadiessuch as the
presence of large low-class working population aater supply intermittences.
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Figure 2. Map of Lilongwe city showing the studgas
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2.2 Framework of the study

The study was guided by the Water SERVIQUAL motble 1. Then the theoretical framework, figure dsw
employed to determine the service quality gap fribim three water supply zones (Northern, Central and
Southern).

2.3 Sampling

The sample size was determined based on the tata@ber of domestic/residential customers in Lilongitg. A
confidence Interval (Cl) of 95% with a sampling diax of Error (MoE) of +3% was selected as previgusted
in a similar study by (OJO 2011). The required letwdd sample size was then determined by usingsahe
formula that (OJO 2011) used as shown below.

2
n= %tp) )
Where;
n = required sample size
t = confidence level at 95% (having a standardat@n value of 1.96)
p = estimated prevalence of population in the studa (0.92)
m= margin of error at 3% (having a standard demmatialue of 0.03)

Using the preselected CI of 95%, MoE of +3% anddkpected probability of 0.92 to calculate the ezl
sample size (n), a total of 342 household sampke was determined for the interviews. Random sargphias
then applied to select 10 existing LCC of the cibue to missing data on the total number of regiden
customers of LWB in some LCCs, at least 34 respatsdeere targeted per LCC. Household were thercteele
randomly from the LCC in the city’s water supplynes.

2.4 Data collection

In order to achieve the intended objective of thsearch, a questionnaire was designed. The questien
contained the SERVQUAL instrument (table 1) relaq@@stions to better capture the actual performahtiee
LWB through customer voice. The questionnaire wasighed to collect data pertaining to customer
expectations (quality expected) and perceptionsalityu perceived). Mean scores for expectations and
perceptions for every feature of the SERVQUAL disiens were compared for accurate service quality
evaluation. Then 7-point Likert scales was usedat® the perceived and expected service qualityafbr
attributes, where 1 was considered as the low#sd r@and 7 being the highest rated. The respondatad the
service quality based on their expectation andg@ien on a 7-point Likert scale as used by (CHi004b;
Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011) where;

1 Strongly disagree
Disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor Disagree
Somewhat agree
Agree
7 Strongly agree
Overall, data was collected from 266 of the 34@eted customers, thereby achieving responsiveofaf®&%
which is higher than responsive rates achievedrifes studies (Ching 2004b; OJO 2011). This simgiypws
the eagerness of the household to take part isttity which may be implicated to poor service dualelivery.

OO0k WN

2.5 Data analysis

The statistical package for Social Scientist (SR8BFwas used to analyse data. Data processingvetidhe
five stages of quantitative data analysis as enguldyy Ojo (2011). Mean score ratings for expeatatiad
perception for each service dimension were caledlathen the service gap was calculated by computie
mean difference between the ratings that custoassigined to the paired expectations and percefaainres
(Lee 2004; Mukokoma & van Dijk 2011). Positive seevquality gap indicated that customer(s) expemntat
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were exceeded hence were satisfied with the sereiceived. While, a negative SQ score gap indic#tat!
customer(s) perceived quality service were belair thxpectation, thus dissatisfied with the servaeeived. A
zero SQ gap indicated that the service receivedleduhe customer (s) expectations. The overaliGequality
gap mean was then calculated by summing up akéngce gap mean scores for the five dimensiongsaited
sample test was conducted to determine if thereansignificant difference between mean expectasicores
and perception scores. Excel was used to dishayesults visually in graphs and tables.

3. Results and discussions
3.1 Service quality mean scores for expectation anmgerception for the southern zone

Table 2. Mean scores for expectation and percefdiothe five dimensions in the southern zone

Dimensions Expected Quality Standard | Perceived quality Standard | Sig.

mean score deviation | mean score deviation | (2-taled)
Reliability 6.29 0.674 3.23 1.634 0.001
Responsiveness| 6.05 0.816 3.76 1.021 0.001
Tangibles 6.03 0.847 4.04 1.089 0.001
Assurance 5.68 0.907 3.96 0.940 0.001
Empathy 5.87 0.713 4.02 0.987 0.001
Average 5.98 3.80

As can be seen in table 2, the overall expectetitgiead high average mean value (5.98) than thegieed
quality (3.80). This demonstrates a shortfall inetheg customers’ expectation in this water suppipez The
expectation for all the dimensions were high witham scores above 6, except for assurance and empaik
agrees to other service quality gap analysis ssudfewater utility companies, where expected mezores
above 6 for the dimensions were reported (Chingd200ukokoma & van Dijk 2011). The computed mean
score on a 7-point scale for expectation and pémreshowed significant difference (p=0.001) acradis
dimensions. Lower perceived scores may be attribtdewater intermittences in the service areastdugipe
bursts and dilapidated water distribution systemseported by JICA (2010) and UN-HABITAT (2011).this
zone alone, 944 faults (36 pipe bursts), were tedadn the year 2009. Furthermore, LCC (2013) repvealed
that LWB prioritizes on providinghe population with safe water supply system thaproving the service
levels. Therefore, balancing the resource allooatioservice distribution system expansion and tea@nce
may improve customer satisfaction with the sertiereby reducing the performance gaps.

3.2 Service mean scores for expectation and percept for central zone

Similar to the southern zone, the mean scoreshfocéntral zone for expectation were also abovedneeived
mean scores. The highest expectation mean scordowaaliability (6.55) while the lowest was forsasance
(6.32) and empathy (6.32). On the other hand, itleelst mean score for perceived quality dimensiwvas for
empathy (4.29) and the lowest was for tangible68Rand reliability (3.32). This means that theceéred
quality was below the actual expectation of theamers. Although literature reports that it is wotmmon for
water utility to meet customer’s expectation (Mugola & van Dijk 2011), lower perceived mean scotengs
less than three (3) should be an area of concerpaifed sample test results revealed significafierdince
(p=0.001) between expectation and perception sdoresll dimensions tested. The results presemietdble 3
show that the performance needs to be improved dmycemtrating more on tangibles and reliability
features/indicators. If more resources are alletateeach dimension to address the causal factotswer
perception ratings, the service quality deliverll improve in the future.
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Table 3. Mean scores for expectation and percejfidiocentral zone
Dimensions Expected | Standard Perceived Standard | Correlation Sig. (2-
Quality deviation quality mean deviation taled)
mean score score
Reliability 6.55 0.624 3.32 0.541 -0.344 0.001
Responsivenesy 6.26 0.729 3.97 1.169 -0.186 0.001
Tangibles 6.39 0.667 2.68 0.653 -0.163 0.001
Assurance 6.32 0.702 3.77 0.805 0.015 0.001
Empathy 6.32 0.653 4.29 0.643 0.405 0.001
Average 6.37 3.61

3.3 Service scores for expectation and perceptioarfnorthern zone

Table 4 reveals that actual service requirememsftations by customers are higher than the pexdeservice
quality delivery. Reliability has the lowest expest mean, 5.97 than tangibles (6.16), assuran26é)(G&mpathy
(6.32) and responsiveness (6.39). However, it ladsothe least perceived quality/satisfaction meacoanpared
to responsiveness, tangibles, assurance and emgdteycomputed average mean score on a 7-poirg fmal
expectation and perception are 6.22 and 3.73 régplsc Lower perceived scores for the dimensiamdidate
that customers perceived the utility's performat@de below their expectations. A paired samplé riesults
revealed significant difference (p=0.001) betwegpeetation and perception scores for all dimenstested.
This means that we accept the alternate hypotlesisreject the null hypothesis that there are fflerénces
between perception and expectations rating foSEBRVQUAL dimensions in the study zone. The ovarahn
scores, standard deviation values for expectatnghperception and the correlations are presentéukitable 4

below.
Table 4. Mean scores for expectation and percejfidionorthern zone
Dimensions Expected Standard | Perceived Standard | Correlation | Sig. (2-
Quality deviation | quality mean deviation taled)
mean score score
Reliability 5.97 0.795 2.77 0.717 -0.189 0.001
Responsiveness| 6.39 0.558 3.35 0.486 0.214 010.0
Tangibles 6.16 0.779 4.06 0.854 0.134 0.001
Assurance 6.26 0.514 4.29 1.216 -0.230 0.001
Empathy 6.32 0.702 4.16 0.638 0.029 0.001
Average 6.22 3.73

4. Overall Service quality gap

The quality of service delivery is computed by deti@ing the difference (gap) between the perceivad
expected quality for each water SERVQUAL dimensidi®e gap scores for the three water supply zores a
shown in table 5 below.

Table 5. Performance gap analysis for LWB

Southern zone Central zone Northern zone

Dimensions Qe *| Qp** Service| Qe Qp Servicg Qe Qp Service

Quality Quality Quality

Gap Gap Gap
Reliability 6.29 | 3.23 -2.03 6.55| 3.37 -3.23 597 772. | -3.20
Responsiveness 6.05 3.76 -2.24 6.26 3.p7 -2.29 6,39.35 -3.04
Tangibles 6.03 | 4.04 -1.99 6.39 268 -3.71 6.16 4.06-2.10
Assurance 5.68| 3.96 -1.72 6.32 3.77 -2.5b 6.26 4.291.97
Empathy 5.87 | 4.02 -1.85 6.32 4.29 -2.03 6.3R 416 2.16-
Average 5.98 | 3.80 -2.18 6.37 3.61 -2.76 6.2P 3.7R 2.50-

*symbol represents quality expected
** represent quality perceived
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As can be seen in table 5 above, there are negsgivice quality scores for all dimensions. Thidi¢ates that
customers’ expectation are not met across all déimes in all three water supply zones. The findin§shis
study are similar to previous studies by OJO (20Chjng (2004) and Mukokoma and van Dijk (2011inich
negative service quality gap scores were repofted.the southern zone, the highest service qugéty is for
responsiveness (-2.29) followed by reliability 02), tangibles (-1.99), empathy (-1.85) and ass@drl.72).
In general, the southern water supply zone hasteeall service quality gap of -2.18 which is smatien
compared to the gap scores for northern (-2.50)camdral (-2.76). Smaller average gap score forsthehern
zone may be attributed to timely response to custaromplaints and faults management due to itsimibxto
the LWB Head office and the southern zone officentleentral and northern zones. Contrary to thehsont
zone, tangibles have the highest service qualipysgare of -3.23 in the central zone, followed élability (-
3.23), assurance (2.55) responsiveness (-2.29¢anpdithy (-2.03). Gap analysis for northern zonevshithat
reliability (-3.20) and responsiveness (-3.04) htéheewidest service quality gaps than empathy ¢Xtadngibles
(-2.10) and assurance (-1.97). According to Paeasan et al. (1988), a gap score of -2.5 and abseve i
significant and requires urgent managerial actiés.shown in the table 5 above, all gap scoreshifersouthern
zone are less than -2.50, but if no any improvensedbne on service delivery, the gaps will stdhtinue to
widen thereby, continue to affect customer perogpfor the service delivery. There is a need taicedthe
service quality gaps for responsiveness and rétialiefore they reach a critical point (-2.5). Gamy to the
southern zone, the gap score for central zoneslhedove -2.50 except responsiveness and empédiily i
the northern zone the gap scores are all abov@ €xBept for tangibles, assurance and empathy. (Q00L)
suggested that areas with the widest gap scoreldshm considered as a priority for any improvement.
Therefore, the priority areas for improvement iis ttase are the central (-2.76), northern (-25vieed by the
southern zone (-2.18).

In order to establish a valid reason for wide ser\quality gap scores for reliability and tangiblése annual
volume of water produced and sold from the year32fl 2015 was analysed (figure 3). Volume of water
produced since 2013 has been increasing with atsiigprovement on the volume sold. In 2013 alohe, t
utility encountered significantly high level of weunted water (NRW) of 11.87 million®*mwhile, in 2014 and
2015 it registered 11.89 and 12.34 millioAi raspectively. This means that large volume of waiteich could

be supplied to customers is lost every year thrqigrsical and management losses (LCC 2013; UN-HABIT
2011) leading to persistent water interruptionghe city. To augment for water supply shortages,B.Was
embarked on provision of potable water to househtiicough rationing (JICA 2010). This initiative ynaot be
considered as acceptable long-term permanent seprinvision standard if the SERVQUAL gaps are to be
reduced. More effort should therefore be put orucewy the SERVQUAL gaps scores by expanding themwat
sources, rehabilitating the old existing water ager tanks, pumps and pipes, provisioning of prapservice
staff training in customer care, installation oBledetective systems, provisioning of incentiveswell
performing staff and having customer needs and svanheart and eager to improve the quality ofiserv

0
-:_: 31 58 33.86 3443
30 Volume produced
E 25 2071 21.97 23,00
i 20 Volume sald
Z 15
T o Expon. (Volume
5 produced )
0 Expon (Volume sold )
2013 2014 2015
Year

Figure 3. Volume produced and sold
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5. Conclusion

LWB is striving to achieve high standard water gmrvquality delivery in all its water supply zonekhe

performance gap analysis had shown that the utgitglose to meeting its customer expectation. Géwtral

zone has a service quality gap of -2.79 while, Tt and southern have a gap of 2.50 and -2.1&ctgely.

The gaps are significantly small as compared terostudies. Therefore, if LWB concentrates on rauythe

gaps for dimensions such as reliability, respomsgs, tangibles and assurance in the three zarad,ahe level
of service will improve which will lead to higheustomer satisfaction and improved service delivery.

The allocation of investments should target theasneith the wide gaps, more specifically on watnvise
quality model indicators as shown in the tablet Will be more interesting if the utility comes wgth different
programs that will specifically reduce the gaps BERVQUAL dimensions.
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