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Abstract

Sanitary inspections (5ls) are checklists of quesiions used for achieving/maintaining the safety of drinking-water supplies by
identifying observable actual and potential sources and pathways of contamination. Despite the widespread use of 5ls, the effects
of training on S| response are understudied. Thirty-six spring supplies were inspected on two occasions, pre- and post-training, by
an instructor from the research team and four local inspectors in the Mukono District of Uganda. 51 score agreement between the
instructor and each inspector was calculated using Lin's concordance correlation coefficient. Average Sl score agreement
between the instructor and all inspectors increased post-training for the Yes/No answer type (0,262 to 0.490). For the risk level
answer type (e.g_, No, Low, Medium, High), average Sl score agreement between the instructor and all inspectors increased post-
training (0.301 to 0.380). Variability of 51 scores between the four inspectors was calculated using coefficient of variation analysis.
Average 5| score variability between inspectors reduced post-training for both answer types, Yes/No (21.25 to 16.16) and risk
level (24.12 to 19.62). Consistency of answer agreement between the four inspectors for each individual Sl guestion was
calculated using index of dispersion analysis. Average answer dispersion between inspectors reduced post-training for both
answer types, Yes/No (0.41 to 0.27) and risk level (0.55 to 0.41). The findings indicaie that training has a positive effect on
improving answer agreement between inspectors. However. advanced training or tailoring of S1 questions fo the local context may
be required where inconsistency of responses between inspectors persists, especially for the risk level answer type that requires
increased use of inspector risk perception. Organisations should be aware of the potential inconsistency of resulfs between
inspectors so that this may be recfified with appropriaie training and, where necessary, better S1 design and customisation. View
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