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2006 SURVEY ON INSECTICIDE-TREATED NETS IN UGANDA
KEY FINDINGS

HIGHLIGHTS

In 2000, 23% of respondents were aware of treated nets
In 2006, 98% of respondents were aware of treated nets

In 2000, 30% of households owned a net
In 2006, 44% of households owned a net

In 2000, 1% of households owned a currently treated ITN*
In 2006, 21% of households owned a currently treated ITIN*

In 2000, 21% of children under five slept under a hanging net the prior night
In 2006, 30% of children under five slept under a hanging net the prior night

In 2000, 1% of children under five slept under an ITN the prior night*
In 2006, 14% of children under five slept under an ITN the prior night*

In 2000, 17% of pregnant women slept under a net the prior night
In 2006, 29% of pregnant women slept under a net the prior night

In 2000, 1% of pregnant women slept under a currently treated ITN the prior night*
In 2006, 13% of pregnant women slept under a currently treated ITN the prior night*

*Roll Back Malaria Core Indicator; ITN=long lasting net or one treated within the prior 12 months
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NETMARK 2006 SURVEY ON INSECTICIDE-TREATED NETS IN UGANDA
KEY FINDINGS

BACKGROUND

Malaria is a major cause of morbidity and mortailityJganda, with 90% of the national populatioririyin highly
endemic, primarily rural areas. Insecticide-treatexbquito nets (ITNs) are a central part of thd Ratk Malaria
(RBM) strategy for malaria prevention and also atiz@ component of the National Malaria Control gteomme
(NMCP) of Uganda’s Strategic Plan. Uganda’s NM@B amployed a market segmentation model, where
commercial distribution is promoted among populaiaho can afford to pay, allowing for governmemd donor
funds to be dedicated to those more in need—famele distributing free nets in the conflict-affedtareas of the
north and subsidizing social-marketing nets elseahe

To measure the combined impact of ITN activitied samprovide a reference point for measuring fupnegress,
NetMark conducted household surveys in Uganda iveNdoer 2000 and October — November 2006. Implerdente
by the Academy for Educational Development (AED3tMark is a time-limited investment by the Unitedt8s
Agency for Development (USAID) to reduce the burdémalaria in sub-Saharan Africa by increasing the
commercial supply of and public demand for ITNsisTik achieved primarily through partnerships with
commercial companies and national malaria contayjiimams, and national scale public education aadhptional
efforts. Uganda Chartered HealthNet (UCH), a Ugarid&O affiliated with the Makerere University Faiyubf
Medicine, implemented survey field work with suppioom AED-Satellife Center for Health Information
Technology in 2006, and Research InternationallSAfrica implemented fieldwork in 2000. Unlike miplie
indicator surveys, NetMark surveys focus exclugivel nets and ITNs and so can provide the in-ddata needed
for program and policy decision-making. This sumyramly covers a few key indicators; a full surveyport is
forthcoming.

Survey Methodology

The survey was conducted in five primary siteseceld for their geo-ethnic diversity. For securégsons, the
conflict areas of the north were excluded. The §ites represent the capital and the Eastern, &geatrd Western
regions of the country. Each site consists of &amicenter (Kampala, Masaka, Mbarara, Hoima andti$and
surrounding rural areas in several districts, up@okm from the center (see table 1). In 2000antouseholds
were selected from the urban center only. In 20@i8an households were sampled from all municigalitn the
districts.

Table 1. Survey Sites.

Site Districts

Kampala Kampala, Wakiso, Jinja, Mukono

Masaka Masaka, Rakai, Lyantonde, Sembabule

Mbarara Mbarara, Ibanda, Kabingo, Kiruhura, Bushenyi, Ntungamo
Hoima Hoima, Masindi, Kibaale

Soroti Soroti, Kabermaido, Kumi, Amuria, Katakwi

Using a standardized multi-stage sampling procede&Mark selected independent samples of 1,008¢tmids
in 2000 and 2,000 households in 2006. Interviewastified women of reproductive age who were pesgror
caring for a child under five. These women answegkstions about ownership of mosquito nets and)TiNe of
nets by family members, net treatment practiceskaoavledge and beliefs about mosquitoes and malhna
close-ended questionnaire was translated into §imdluganda, Ateso, Runyoro and Runyakole.

Interviewers used handheld computers (PDAS) torce@sponses in the 2006 survey, and collected GPS
coordinates for each interview. Supervisors dowadaldata daily and periodically sent it to an Fk® o0
NetMark researchers could review data as the sypr@yressed. This resulted in improved data quahity
eliminated the potential for error during data gmtf completed paper questionnaires. UCH’s expegausing
handhelds ensured that any technical problems sugcily solved and did not disrupt survey implenagioin.
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KEY FINDINGS

This summary contains results on awareness andrelpeof nets and ITNs, use by vulnerable groups, n
treatment, brands and source and cost of netsreBaéis are summarized on pages 3 through 5wetldby tables
of data beginning on page 6. All results presemteck calculated using sampling weights based onlptipn size.

This summary uses the following definitions, wharle consistent with RBM definitions.
Net: any bednet, whether treated or untreated

ITN or currently-treated net: a net that is an LLIN, or is pre-treated and hesnlgpurchased within the last 12
months, or has had insecticide put on it up toiaolliding the last 12 months.

LLIN: a net that has a long-lasting insecticide treatrtieitis effective for up to 20 washes

Awareness and Ownership of Netsand I TNs

In 2000, less than one in four women surveyed ad leeard of treated nets, but by 2006, awarerfassated
nets was nearly universal in all sites surveyediarmbth rural and urban areas (see table 2).

More households owned at least one net in 2006itha@00, increasing from 30% to 44% overall (sd#d 3).
Ownership in urban areas (66%) continues to beehititan in rural areas (39%), but rural areas saweh
greater change, rising from 24% in 2000. Amongfive sites surveyed, Soroti had the highest neteyghip
(71%), followed by Kampala (52%). Masaka had twdst ownership both years (29% in 2006). Despdeop
in Hoima, just over one third of households thered-an Mbarara—owned a net. While households irhigaest
socio-economic groups were more likely to own athan those in the lowest in both years, the pogmenps
made more progress resulting in increased equi2p06.

Figure 1. Percent of households owning a Figure 2. Percent of households owning a
net, by site net, by SES
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The 2000 survey found very few ITNs, in contrastht® 2006 survey, which found 21% of householdsiogvan

ITN: 25% in urban areas and 20% in rural areast@ae 3). More households in Soroti (49%) ownENd than

in the other sites, where ownership ranged froonadf 9% in Masaka to a high of 19% in Mbarara Kadpala.
Ownership of ITNs was quite equitable in 2006, withclear relationship to socio-economic status.

Figure 3. Percent of households owning an Figure 4. Percent of households owning an
ITN, by site ITN, by SES
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Use by Vulnerable Groups

Children under five and pregnant women are mosterable
to malaria and therefore should be given preferémce
sleeping under a net. RBM set a target of 60% offi @h those
two groups to be sleeping under an ITN by 2010e 2006
survey demonstrated that Uganda has made greaepsog
the proportion of young children and pregnant women
sleeping under nets and ITNs (see table 4).

Very young children and pregnant women were equiakyy
to have slept under a net the night prior to th@s2€urvey.
Overall, 30% of under fives and 29% of pregnant worslept
under a net the previous net, but rates differedraling to

Figure 5. Percent of vulnerable groups
sleeping under an ITN, by urban/rural
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urban or rural residence: half of urban pregnammem and young children had slept under a net, cradga one

in four in rural areas.

Figure 6. Percent of family members sleeping
under a net the prior night, by age group
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ITN use among both growps lower, at 12-13% in rural areas and overatl, E5+17% in

urban areas, but this was an increase from only
1% sleeping under an ITN in 2000.

A common misperception about nets and ITNs is
that if a household owns a net, it will be used by
an adult male, rather than the more vulnerable
children and women, particularly pregnant
women. Data from the Uganda survey confirms
what has been found in NetMark surveys in other
countries—that the most vulnerable groups are
given preference for sleeping under nets. Adults
over 50 and children older than age five, who
have acquired some immunity to malaria, were
least likely to sleep under a net, followed by adul
men.

One of the most dramatic changes measured by thieysu
was the proportion of nets owned that were tre¢ted table
5). In 2000, few nets had ever been treated (88t okts),
and even fewer were treated in the previous 12 hsotie
RBM definition for an ITN. In 2006, approximatellf of
nets owned had ever been treated, and 40% werendyrr
treated ITNs. Nets were about equally likely toenheen
acquired pre-treated (29%) and post-treated (27%).
Pretreated nets include those treated at the falteel as
well as those dipped by health facilities or comityun
groups before nets are sold or distributed, whilgt{reated

Fgure 7. Treatment status of nets
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nets may have been treated at home with treatnismadckaged with the net or bought separatelyaken to a
dipping service at another location. Nets in Hoimgae much more likely to be post-treated (43% timaany

other site.

A greater proportion of nets were ITNs in ruraleesé44%, compared to 33% in urban areas), in S@&%%) and

in lower SES groups (49% in the lowest quintilenpared to 33% in the highest).

In 2000, no netha@poorest

40% of households had ever been treated. Netsumpdla and Masaka sites were least likely to beqated,

post-treated or currently treated.
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Brands

The 2006 survey found 17 net brands in househot@ispared to only two in 2000 (see table 6). Inex@rs were
trained to identify the various net brands avadahlUganda and also examined the tags of anytimet$iad them.
All ITNs (including LLINS) sold in Uganda currentlyave tags, as do a number of untreated netstvieseers saw
80% of nets and half of these (39% of all nets) &&aly containing information used to verify tharid and type of
net (pretreated, bundled with insecticide or urttén Nevertheless, the brand was unknown for 808l nets.

The most commonly-owned brand was the B52/B58/B6&/group of untreated nets, at 17% of all nets. e
most commonly-owned nets were PSI's SmartNet® aachButch/K-O Net®, both with 10%.

Altogether untreated nets, including the B brahdgky, Victoria and Famous Net had approximatelg-timrd of
market share (30% over all or 40-50% of known bsanelxcept in Soroti, where they made up only 11%.
NetMark partners—Cooper Net®, K-O Net®, PermaNebafi Net® and Sleep Net®—accounted for one-fifth of
market share, or 30% of known brands. Treated metsiding NetMark partners and PSI nets (SmartKehya’s
Supanet and Supanet Extra Power, and Rwanda’s &)zancounted for 40% of all nets. Householdfién
highest socio-economic quintiles were most likelyptvn B52s and other untreated brands, and léasy lio own

a pre-treated or bundled net.

Source and Cost of Nets

The great majority of nets owned were purchased fro
commercial sources (78%), in particular market$gpand
general shops (26%; see table 7). General shostiwe 80% -~
most common source of nets in urban areas, in Klnpa 60% -
Masaka and Hoima, and among the highest wealthilguin
(31-36%), while markets were more common in rureba

Fgure 8. Source of nets owned, by SES
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40% -

(34%), in Soroti (53%) and Mbarara (27%), and amibreg 20% -
lowest wealth quintile (45%). Hawkers were alsogor 0% - ,
source of nets in urban areas, in Kampala and artieng ilow 2 3 4 5 High

wealthiest households.

B Commercial O Non-commercial

Overall, one-fifth of nets came from non-commersialirces,

but these sources accounted for twice as manymaisal

areas (26%) as urban (13%). One-third of netkémborest quintile came from non-commercial s@jrce
compared to only 13% in the wealthiest quintileowdver, the top quintile had 32% of nhon-commenak, since
ownership increased with wealth. Non-commerci#& it urban areas were most likely to come fromthea
facilities (7%) while projects and NGOs were a mooenmon source of nets in rural areas (13%). Proje
included micro-credit group Finca, where ITNs askel st full price but on an extended payment péang others
that provide nets to particularly vulnerable groapsh as people with HIV/AIDS or orphans. In eveupgroup,
nets in 2006 were more likely than nets in 2006ame from non-commercial sources, which is consistéth the
increased presence of net and ITN programs inrindqus five years.

Most nets in 2006 were paid for; only one in tetsrwas reported free, although almost one-thirbof
commercial nets were reported free (see tableABpther seven per cent of nets were “given” tolthasehold.
For half of these, the respondent gave the sowtgifdl’, while most of the other half was from neommercial
sources such as projects. Any of these nets mayhale been free.) The median net price was &billihgs
(US$3.28) in urban and rural areas and all sites excepitBovhere it was 5,000 shillings (US$2.71). Thedian
price rose with socio-economic status, from 5,00@mg the lowest 40% to 6,000 among the highest 40%.
Mbarara had the highest mean price (8,456) anchtist variability in price paid, and Soroti had tbeest mean
price (5,406) and the least variability.

! Dollar conversions are based on average exchatgéar November 2005-November 2006, 1846 Uganillings = $1 US
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Net price varied by source (see table 9). The nmeglice was highest at pharmacies, chemists, drogssand
supermarkets (8,000 — 9,000 shillings, or US$4.84.88) and lowest at markets and from itineraxt tabletop
vendors (5,000). Nearly half of nets from headttilities were free, but among those that were fmicdthe
median price (6,000 shillings) was higher than retl at informal commercial sources such as mardead other
vendors (5,000).

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

= Net ownership increased in Uganda from 2000 to 206 the greatest increases occurring in rureharand
lower socio-economic groups. This suggests thategjies to reach these under-served groups hawe bee
successful and should be continued until ownershipral and poorer households reaches the leyeler
urban and wealthier counterparts.

= All household members were much more likely tolerder an ITN in 2006 than in 2000, and differanog
urban/rural and socio-economic status are modestdifferences by site are quite dramatic, parédyl
among pregnant women, and suggest a need foredrdetribution of ITNs and supporting communicatio
messages—for example, through counseling and vosieh@ntenatal clinics.

= Many more nets were treated in Uganda in 2006 ith2000, yet untreated nets owned still far outnemb
ITNs. While LLINs are a long-term solution, implentang mass treatment campaigns and making treatment
kits more widely available in the commercial seetdl help enable people to convert existing nets iITNs.

= Most nets in Uganda continue to be purchased frammneercial sources, even among the poorest groups,
indicating that people value nets and are williogay for them. The number of net brands availabléganda
has increased exponentially since 2000, furthetende of the dynamic commercial market.

= Virtually everyone has heard of ITNs, but peopke less familiar with specific brands and their elegeristics.
Generic communication messages should focus olpethefits of ITNs over untreated nets, while brand-
specific messages can help people identify whielmdis are ITNSs.

= Most respondents allowed interviewers to examied thets, and information contained on the tag wsesful
in identifying the type of net when the responde&as unsure. As manufacturers and distributoreasingly
put tags on their nets, these tags can be usegtify the type and origin of the net. Where mantifegrs put
batch numbers or other information on tags, evererdetail can be obtained.

= Kampala and Hoima had the highest levels of netepgiip in 2000 but by 2006, ownership in these sites
was surpassed by Soroti. Located in the north8astti is close to the conflict areas in the nonthere large
numbers of ITNs have been distributed to displgugullations, which may account for greater avdilgtnf
and demand for nets. Nets and ITNs of every &pealso available in Kampala, while there are fayutlets
in the south and west. The reasons for the drogtrownership in Hoima are unclear, but it appdaasthe
rural sample in 2006 included more remote villagek poor road access than the sample in 2000.

= Although the different survey designs limit direcmparisons to the 2006 Uganda Demographic andtHeal
Survey (DHS), net and ITN ownership rates fromDS Preliminary Report are comparable to NetMark
findings.

= Using handheld computers for data collection in tutgais feasible and preferable to paper in ternspeéd
and data quality. Both interviewers and respondessisted positively toward the tool.
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TABLES

Table 2. Percent of respondents who have ever heard

Among all households

of treated nets

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL | Urban Rural ]|Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima | Mbarara| 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High
2000 23.3 19.3 24.3 17.9 35.3 334 23.3 18.1 16.1 18.6 28.2 28.2 25.7
2006 97.6 99.1 97.2 98.1 97.5 96.6 99.1 96.5 95.7 96.2 97.6 99.4 99.0
BASE
2000 995 404 591 199 180 210 195 211 181 167 164 205 278
BASE
2006 2122 950 1172 767 348 247 286 474 319 333 355 452 663
Table 3. Percent of households owning any netanda nITN
Among all households
Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL | Urban | Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima |Mbarara] 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High
Own 2000 30.4 58.2 23.5 41.3 14.8 29.6 39.7 19.0 8.4 11.6 23.9 43.9 64.1
net 2006 44.4 65.6 39.2 52.1 29.2 70.6 34.4 33.6) 37.1 32.3 32.1 49.3 715
Own 2000 1.4 1.9 1.3 1.0 .2 2.3 1.7 2.3 .0 .0 2.8 2.2 2.2
ITN 2006 20.9 24.5 20.0 19.2 9.3 49.4 16.3 18.6) 22.4 16.2 17.7 21.3 27.2
2000 1000, 405 595 200 181 211 197 211 182 169 166 205 278
BASE 2006 2122 950 1172 767 348 247 286 474 319 333 355 452 663

NetMark 2006 Survey on Insecticide-Treated Netdganda — Key Findings



Table 4. Percent of household members sleeping unde

Among all households

ra net and ITN the prior night

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic Status
TOTAL | urban | Rural |Kampala] Masaka | Soroti | Hoima |Mbarara| 1tow| 2 [ 3 [ 4 [5High
Age 0-4
2000 20.5 37.0 16.6 26.0 8.3 27.3 29.4 12.8 6.4 10.4 16.0 27.8 41.9
Slept under net 2006 29.6 47.9 25.4 34.1 115 58.9 24.7 20.2 27.5 20.5 20.3 27.3 56.2
2000 1.2 1.4 1.1 .8 2 2.2 1.7 1.7 .0 .0 2.4 1.6 2.0
Slept under ITN 2006 13.5 16.4 12.9 11.1 2.8 37.6 11.2 11.8 15.3 10.6 10.7 12.6 19.3
2000 1361 542 819 254 261 276 279 291 243 237 231 277 373
BASE 2006 3124 1328 1796 1092 537 397 434 664 523 518 526 683 874
Age 5-14
2000 12.2 28.9 10.0 15.2 1.3 19.3 26.3 5.4 5.2 6.3 11.1 16.0 34.9
Slept under net 2006 13.9 24.5 12.2 13.5 4.6 31.9 9.5 8.2 15.6 7.8 9.4 11.0 314
2000 .6 1.3 .5 .0 .0 1.0 7 1.2 .0 .0 1.2 14 1.0
Slept under ITN 2006 5.5 6.3 54 3.1 2.1 16.1 5.8 2.2 6.7 3.3 5.9 3.6 8.6
2000 1244 457 787 126 253 375 239 251 291 242 180 226 305
BASE 2006 3018| 1073 1945 1011 557 532 374 544 614 526 598 622 658
Pregnant Women
2000 17.3 39.5 12.7 18.4 10.0 29.5 46.4 2.2 3.3 3.1 10.2 13.7 58.0
Slept under net 2006 29.4 48.2 25.4 29.4 13.4 72.0 9.8 21.3 31.2 14.5 22.2 33.2 45.4
2000 1.3 .0 1.5 2.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.4
Slept under ITN 2006 13.3 17.3 12.4 11.0 .0 44.3 N 9.6 17.3 2.1 10.2 20.4 15.1
2000 130 52 78 40 21 19 22 28| 23 23 19 29 36
BASE 2006 362 160 202 110 47 58 49 98| 67 48 59 76 112
Age 15 - 49 Female
2000 20.4 37.1 16.3 25.2 9.0 21.8 333 12.8 5.9 7.8 15.7 32.5 40.9
Slept under net 2006 30.5 45.7 26.6 34.9 13.8 53.6 25.7 23.1 27.3 20.8 21.2 30.9 51.9
2000 .9 4 1.0 .8 1 1.8 1 1.7 .0 .0 1.1 1.5 2.1
Slept under ITN 2006 14.0 17.3 13.2 13.0 3.7 34.0 11.8 11.9 15.7 8.9 114 14.4 19.8
2000 1219 497 722 250 212 249 233 275 226 209 197 234 353
BASE 2006 2544 1159 1385 944 416 324 330 530 385 395 426 529 809
Age 15 - 49 Male
2000 15.3 23.1 13.8 17.7 9.5 9.8 27.1 12.5 5.5 3.9 15.0 23.0 35.0
Slept under net 2006 22.3 40.6 18.2 30.3 10.2 25.2 15.2 20.6 13.1 15.5 14.4 23.4 44.8
2000 .8 .3 .9 .0 .0 .9 1 2.8 .0 .0 1.7 2.1 .3
Slept under ITN 2006 8.5 13.3 7.4 9.3 2.6 10.7 5.8 11.5 5.3 5.2 6.3 10.7 15.0
2000 819 298 521 143 129 212 175 160 180 143 130 167 199
BASE 2006 1837 780 1057 640 297 258 249 393 282 294 309 374 578
Age 50 or older
2000 7.6 47.3 2.0 9.6 .0 5.7 22.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 23.3 28.6
Slept under net 2006 10.9 15.9 10.2 10.4 9.9 9.7 17.4 11.2 8.3 4.0 14.8 18.7 17.1
2000 1 11 .0 .0 .0 14 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .8
Slept under ITN 2006 5.2 5.2 5.2 3.0 6.1 8.7 5.8 3.0 .0 2.1 14.8 7.1 4.9
BASE 2000 99 30 69 35 5 23 16 20 24 22 14 11 28
2006 224 68 156 66 46 47 20 45 53 53 43 44 31
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Table 5. Treatment status of nets

Among all nets owned

Urban/Rural Sites Socio-economic status

TOTAL | Urban Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima | Mbarara| 1 Low 2 3 4 |5 High

Pre-treated (treated | 2000 4.4 2.6 5.6 .9 6.8 4.0 2.4 20.8 .0 .0 172 3.9 2.3

before acquired) 2006 29.1 21.7 32.6 19.5 21.0 47.7 25.1 37.8] 42.3] 289 39.3] 261 219

Post-treated (treated | 2000 6.1 6.2 6.1 4.9 1.4 8.2 3.5 14.7 .0 .0 9.8 9.2 5.1

since acquired) 2006 26.8 22.5 28.8 23.9 22.3 27.1 42.5 27.8] 23.0] 32.2| 342 265/ 238

Net ever treated 2000 7.7 6.8 8.2 4.9 8.2 8.6 3.5 23.5 .0 0| 17.2 9.2 6.3

(pre or post-treated) | 2006 48.1 38.5 52.4 38.3 35.0 61.9 58.2 58.00 57.9] 514/ 605/ 459 395
Currently treated

(treated <12 months | 2000 4.6 2.8 5.8 2.3 1.9 7.9 2.3 14.4 .0 .0 9.8 6.1 3.6

ago; ITN) 2006 40.4 32.6 43.9 32.3 27.7 55.4 44.0 472 49.1| 421 52.0/ 387 328

2000 586 341 245 123 50 181 140 92 30 40 64 126 326

BASE 2006 1734 1044 690 693 236 334 199 272 175 145 178 339| 897
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Table 6. Net brands owned — 2006
Among all nets owned

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL | Urban Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima | Mbarara| 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High

ITNs 40.1 35.5 42.2 35.7 40.1 43.6 48.5 41.6 43.4 44.4 43.3 40.4 35.8
KO Net 8.1 9.6 7.3 10.7 16.9 2.2 7.1 3.9 55 11.5 2.2 8.3 9.9
Siam Dutch 1.5 1.0 1.7 1.1 .0 1.3 7.0 4 1.4 1.3 1.8 1.9 1.3
Smart Net 9.7 7.2 10.9 6.2 12.7 10.7 20.9 9.5 7.6 12.0 13.5 10.7 7.9
PermaNet 6.4 6.8 6.2 6.4 1.5 6.0 8.1 9.0 7.1 4.4 9.8 4.3 6.6
Supanet 4.1 3.3 4.5 2.2 0 13.6 0.6 0.1 10.2 3.7 3.9 4.1 1.9
Tuzanet 2.8 1.2 3.6 1.7 0 0.4 0.1 13.5 2.6 2.9 3.5 3.4 2.3
Olyset 2.2 0.4 3.1 0.7 1.3 7.5 0.9 0 6.2 3.4 3.8 1.2 0.2
Sleepnet 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.8 2.9 0 2.8 1.9 0 2.4 1.1 2.5 2.8
Coopernet 1.5 2.2 1.2 2.1 3.4 0.5 1 0.2 1.3 1.4 0.8 1.9 1.6
Safinet 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.1 0 3.1 1.5 1.4 2.8 1.3 0.8
NetMark* 0.2 0 0.3 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.3
Mmbu 0.1 0.4 0 0.1 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.3 0.2
Untreated nets 29.5 35.5 27.0 36.2 34.3 10.5 30.2 36.0 15.1 24.8 26.8 35.3 35.1
B52, B58, B62,

B68 17.2 19.6 16.2) 23.4 11.8 7.8 26.5 10.6] 7.8 12.7 16.3 21.3 20.8
Lucky 8.7 9.6 8.3 7.4 19.3 0.9 3.7 21.5 5.8 8.2 10.5 9.3 9.1
Unknown

Chinese brand** 3.3 5.6 2.2 5.0 2.0 1.8 0 3.2 1.5 3.9 0 3.4 4.9
Victoria 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.1
Famous Net 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0.5 0
Ndoto Njema 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mark 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0
Best 0 0.2 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1
Bamboo Hut 0 0.2 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1
Tailor-made 7 1 1.0 .0 .0 3.1 1 .0 .6 2.9 1.4 1 .0
Don't know 29.6 28.9 30.0 28.0 25.6 42.7 21.1 22.4 41.1 27.9 28.5 24.2 29.0
BASE 1734 1044 690 693 236 334 199 272 175 145 178 339 897

*NetMark is not a brand, but the NetMark logo appears on nets supplied by partners. Some respondents identified their nets as NetMark brand.
**Tag says “NewStar International, Made in China” but brand unknown. NewStar is distributor of B52 etc. and Lucky

Table 6a. Net brands owned — 2000
Among all nets owned

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL Urban Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima | Mbarara] 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High

PowerNET 16.1 19.2 14.2 28.6 5.4 8.4 4.4 9 6.0 7.9 5.8 6.6 27.1
RAID .2 .0 .3 .0 .0 14 .0 .0 3.0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Foreign .2 .0 .3 .0 .0 .0 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .8 .0
Other .6 .2 .8 .0 5.4 1.3 .0 3 3.0 .0 .0 1.2 1
Tailor-made 8.4 13.2 5.4 10.2 5.8 21.4 .0 0 32.8 7.9 5.0 3.2 9.0
Don't know 74.5 67.3 79.0 61.2 83.4 67.5 94.5 98.8 55.2 84.1 89.2 88.3 63.7
BASE 586 341 245 123 50 181 140 92 30 40 64 126 326
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Table 7a. Source of nets - 2006
Among nets where source is known (Don’t know = 10%)

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL | urban Rural |Kampalal Masaka | Soroti | Hoima |Mbarara] 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High
COMMERCIAL 78.0 86.7 74.5) 85.3 74.8 73.2 75.1 68.0 66.1 71.6 75.8 78.2 86.8
Open Air/ structured
market 24.1 11.9 29.5 13.7 12.9 51.6 20.8 17.4 41.9 31.6 324 21.6 11.4
Enclosed market 4.8 54 4.6 5.0 8.9 N 3.8 9.5 35 8.1 5.2 1.9 5.6
Local kiosk .6 1.6 .2 1.1 .0 4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .6 1.3
Itinerant vendor /
hawker 12.1 22.2 7.8 21.2 5.5 4.1 7.4 6.2 4.4 8.2 8.0 13.6 18.0
Street /table top vendor .9 1.7 5 1.3 1.8 1 .0 9 .0 3 .8 1.6 1.1
General shop / duka 25.7 31.3 23.2 33.1 31.9 11.8 35.5 16.9 12.1 14.5 17.9 31.2 36.2
Pharmacy/ chemist 2.5 2.9 2.3 2.1 5 .3 .0 9.9 7 .0 2.5 1.2 4.9
Drug shop .5 .8 3 4 .0 .0 1.5 1.0 .0 .0 .0 1 1.2
Supermarket 2.4 5.1 1.2 4.3 1.0 .2 2.0 1.7 .0 .0 1.6 1.6 5.1
Tailor .3 .0 .5 .0 .0 1.3 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Wholesaler 2 .8 .0 5 .0 1 .0 A A .0 .0 3 5
Employer 4 .2 .5 1 .0 1.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 24 .0 2
Gift 3.5 2.8 3.9 2.5 12.3 1.3 4.1 4.4 1.4 8.9 5.0 4.5 1.3
NON-COMMERCIAL 22.1 13.4 25.8 14.4 25.2 26.7 24.9 32.0 33.9 28.6 24.5 21.8 13.1
Project/ NGO 9.8 3.7 12.5 2.3 16.7 12.7 20.1 15.7] 16.1 14.3 11.2 9.5 4.8
Health facility 8.1 6.7 8.7 9.7 2.3 8.7 4.7 8.0 8.7 7.8 11.5 8.1 6.5
Child health week/
vaccination campaign 4 4 4 A .0 1.0 .0 4 17 .0 .0 1 .2
School 4 .0 .5 .0 2.9 4 .0 .0 7 .0 .0 1.3 .0
Women's Group 1.0 1.6 .8 1.5 1.6 .0 1 1.6 N4 2.6 .8 1 1.2
District/local
government 1.1 2 1.4 .0 1.6 .0 .0 6.3 2.2 1.5 .9 1.8 .0
Other 1.3 .8 1.5 .8 1 3.9 .0 .0 3.8 24 A .9 4
BASE 1527 903 624 597 191 325 176 238 166 135 157 300 769
Table 7b. Source of nets - 2000
Among nets where source is known (Don’t know = 3%)
Urban/Rural Sites Socio-economic status
TOTAL Urban | Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima | Mbarara| 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High

COMMERCIAL 94.8 97.8 92.9 99.0 94.6 92.6 84.0 98.8 97.1 99.9 88.6 94.5 95.8
Market 16.9 15.0 18.0 15.0 10.5 37.2 11.2 11.2 51.8 37.1 17.0 14.7 9.9
Kiosk 1.0 .0 1.6 .8 .0 .0 3.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2.2
Street vendor 14.3 23.6 8.6 25.4 5 29 35 11.2 17.0 3.2 .0 12.4 20.9
Hawkers/moving
kiosk 2.4 4.8 1.0 3.6 .0 2.7 1.1 9 .0 5.3 .0 5.0 1.6
General shop 39.3 42.1 37.6 42.2 32.3 39.3 28.2 49.3 25.3 42.5 43.9 36.6 41.0
Textile shop 4.7 1.2 6.8 .0 12.4 7.0 14.0 9 3.0 2.7 3.2 7.0 4.4
Wholesaler 6.8 3.0 9.1 4.2 7.0 .0 18.2 6.6 .0 .0 10.8 9.9 5.9
Pharmacy 2.6 2 4.0 .8 5.0 .0 2.2 11.5 .0 4.9 4.9 4.0 1.1
Supermarket 7 9 .6 .0 5 9 .0 4.2 .0 .0 .0 1.3 .8
Gift 6.1 7.0 5.6 7.0 26.4 2.6 2.2 3.0 .0 4.2 8.8 3.6 8.0
NON-
COMMERCIAL 5.2 2.1 7.1 0.9 5.5 7.5 15.9 1.2 3.0 0 11.3 5.4 4.3
Project 1.5 1.6 1.3 9 5 35 24 .0 .0 .0 3.1 25 .8
Clinic 3.3 5 5.0 .0 5.0 3.9 11.3 1.2 3.0 .0 8.2 1.3 35
Organization 2 .0 A .0 .0 1 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .8 .0
Other 2 .0 4 .0 .0 .0 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .8 .0
BASE 568 329 239 115 46 180 136 91 30 38 62 122 316
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Table 8. Cost of nets — 2006

Among all nets

Urban/Rural Site Socio-economic status
TOTAL | Urban Rural |Kampala| Masaka | Soroti | Hoima |Mbarara] 1 Low 2 3 4 5 High
Trade/barter .3 A4 .3 .3 .0 A4 .0 7 1.3 0 0 0 3
Free 9.1 5.0 11.0 5.5 13.7 13.9 2.2 14.4 18.9 7.1 12.6 10.0 4.2
Given by someone* 7.3 3.6 9.0 4.0 19.3 10.0 4.5 7.4 13.1 17.6 4.4 7.0 25
Don't know price** 15.5 18.2 14.3 20.1 15.2 7.3 15.1 15.0 8.5 9.2 13.2 17.4 20.5
Price specified 67.7 72.8 65.4 70.2 51.8 68.4 78.2 62.6 58.2 66.1 69.8 65.6 72.5
BASE 1734 1044 690 693 236 334 199 272 175 145 178 339 897
AMONG NETS PAID
FOR
Mean price (shillings) 7,184 7,692 6,924] 7,965 7,140, 5,406 6,109| 8,456] 5,839 6,017 6,286 8,301 7,777
Standard Deviation 6256 5289 6688 8081 3281 1759 2228 6755 2167 2861 3213| 11463 4903
Median price (shillings) 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,0000 6,000 5,0000 6,0000 6,0000 5,000 5,000 5,500 6,000 6,000
BASE 1206 752 454 498 142 240 152 174 100 97 123 226 660
*Nets that were “given by someone” include gifts and other nets that may have been paid for or may have been received for free
**Nets that were paid for but respondent does not know price
Table 9. Cost of nets by source — 2006
Among sources of 10 or more nets
District/
Open Air/ Itinerant | Street/ | General Project local
structured | Enclosed | vendor/ | table top shop/ |Pharmacy Super (e.g., Health | Women's | governme
market market hawker vendor duka / chemist |Drug shop| market NGO) facility Group nt

Trade/barter 5 14 .0 .0 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 10.4
Free .2 .0 1 .0 .9 .0 .0 .0 41.8 43.3 13.7 44.4
Given by someone* .0 .0 .9 .0 9 4.5 .0 .0 27.3 4.2 9.3 33.8
Don't know price** 7.3 3.7 7.1 13.2 19.9 9.1 2.7 8.7 1.9 7 5.2 13
Price specified 92.0 95.0 91.8 86.8 78.1 86.4 97.3 91.3 29.0 51.8 71.8 10.0
BASE 285 73 221 17 446 42 11 51 136 119 16 14
AMONG NETS PAID
FOR
Mean price (shillings) 6,330 5,681 6,176 6,052 7,858 9,367 10,922| 11,116 5,030| 10,859 5,216/ 12,000
Standard Deviation 4509 1510 2546 3005 3896 2499 5490] 12166 2884 19306 4434 0
Median price (shillings) 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 7,000 9,000 8,000 8,500 4,000 6,000 5,000/ 12,000
BASE 258 66 206 14 361 38 10 46 45 69 12 1
*Nets that were “given by someone” include gifts and other nets that may have been paid for or may have been received for free
**Nets that were paid for but respondent does not know price
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