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ABSTRACT 

 

The study investigated how public-private partnership arrangements have perfomed in the 

provision of water services in Kenya.  This is with a view to explain the extent to which  this 

increasingly preferred public service delivery approach has improved access to water in terms 

of coverage, affordability, quality of water and customer service. 

 

The broad objective of the study was to investigate outcomes of the Private -Public 

Partnership policy for provision of water as a public good as a challenge in Kenya.  Specific 

objectives are as follows:  First, to analyze the nature and scope of Public- Private Partnership 

arrangements in the water sector; secondly, to examine the gains from organizational 

managerial strategies in the provision of water services, and finally, to analyse appropriate 

interventions adopted to enhance the accessibility of water services notably by vulnerable 

consumers.   

 

The study used secondary data and primary data from a household survey of 288 respondents, 

seven (7) Focus Group Discussions, and 28 Key informant interviews from seven (7) WSPs 

(Mogombet, Chemosit, Boya, KIWASCO, SNWSCO, MIKUTRA and Nyasare) of the Lake 

Victoria South Water Services Board (LVSWSB) umbrella.  The study was conducted under 

two mutually reinforcing theories: governance theory and public choice theory. We used both 

qualitative and quantitative techniques to analyze the data.  The techniques included use of 

content analysis of secondary data, frequency tables and cross tabulations to measure the 

central tendencies and dispersions. 

 

The main finding was that public institutions that have adopted more private sector 

participation have performed better than those that have not, hence the more the public 

private sector partnership, the better the quality of public service delivery.   
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Highlights of findings specificically include the following: that there are various 

stakeholders, both institutional and individual involved in water service provision either 

through interventions or as facilitators, for example, the government through WSTF provides 

funds to community water projects  in the provision of water services.; there is more private 

participation independence as WSPs increasingly become less involved together with the 

government in service operations and management; the existing policy on organization of 

water resources management does not guarantee effective popular participation given the 

formal governance structure; community water projects with more public private sector 

participation implemented better, on average, the required managerial strategies such as 

Enterprise Design; Operational roles; Network management; and Human resource functions.   

 

The study recommended first, a realignment of the national water regulatory agency (WSRB) 

to be in charge of both service provision and resource management. Secondly, the “Service 

Provider” role of the state should be changed to that of a regulator of services and facilitator.  

The idea is to make a shift which necessitates strengthening of  institutions responsible for 

planning, implementation and management of water resources.   Water service operation 

should be left to the community and private operators. Third, the Water Service Trust Fund 

(WSTF) funding level should be enhanced substantially to finance community or private 

water operators with viable proposals to provide water to the community without having to 

go through Water Service Boards. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
This chapter presents background  information about the study.  It specifically comprises: 

Statement of the Problem, Study objectives, Significance of the study as well as the scope of 

the study. 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND  

 
Recent political and economic crises in the public sector in post Structural Adjustment 

Programmes period, have led to the realization that neither the state nor the private sector alone 

can spur economic growth and development.  There is consequently an emerging tendency to 

set up Public-Private Partnerships as a way of fulfilling public tasks.  A Public Private 

Partnership (PPP) arrangement refers to cooperation between the public and private sectors in 

providing public goods.  According to Tochitskaya (2007), the functioning principles of private 

enterprise are incorporated in public administration with a view to improving the quality and 

efficiency of public service delivery. 

 

Public Private Partnership as a strategy of public service management reform was 

acknowledged in the 1990s as crucial to sustainable development initiatives especially in the 

developing countries (World Development Report 1993).  The reform was at the time 

universally sanctioned as a means to bring about efficiency, effectiveness and value for 

money in the public sector which was recording development failures and disappointments as 

a result of, not only inappropriate policy choices, but also bureaucratic red tape leading to 

poor performance by state institutions (Turner and Hume, 1997).  The expansion of the public 

sector consequently ceased to be the automatic policy preference in most developing 

countries (World Bank Report, 1983).   
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An emerging consensus was that the state was overextended, inefficient and needed to be 

rolled back, from mainly economic ventures in order to concentrate on the core business 

activities it could do best, essentially, provision of public goods.  At the same time, the state 

recognized the need to relate the social and economic goals set in light of a consideration that 

the private sector has comparative advantage in delivery of certain services which when put 

to good use, would facilitate the achievement of these goals (Hume 1992, Naya 1990).   

 

In the period between 1988 and 1993, through privatization policy, over 2700 public 

enterprises, in more than 60 developing countries, were transferred to private hands bringing 

to government revenue of US $ 96 billion (World Bank, 1995b).  In general, the reform 

process adopted by different governments has embodied one or a combination of the 

following characteristics: market orientation, productivity, service orientation, 

decentralization, policy to purchase services and accountability for results (OECD: 1997).  

According to Osborne (2000), partnerships were seen as effective means of implementing 

public policies and a means of developing socially inclusive communities.  The pressure to 

maintain certain levels of public service, and financial constraints placed on public service 

delivery, compelled governments to look for alternative mechanisms for service provision, 

hence the Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs).  PPPs enabled private sector, not- for profit 

organizations, and community organizations to play a role, not just in the common practice of 

implementation but also to have authoritative voice in public policy making.  Between 1991 

and 2000, the population served by private water operators in developing and transition 

countries grew steadily from 6 million to 94 million. The number of developing and 

transition countries with active water PPP projects increased from 4 to 38 (Marin 2009:2). 

 



3 
 

The water service in Kenya is one of the sectors that have undergone sectoral reform to 

accommodate Public-Private Partnership in the provision of water and sanitation services.  

The Government of Kenya has warmed up to private sector participation on a large scale in 

this sector from 2003.  It formed seven Water Service Boards (WSB), which in turn invited 

agents, known as Water Service Providers (WSPs) to provide water services with licenses 

from Water Services Regulatory Board (WSRB). The WSPs included former water 

departments of each local authority (LA) registered as public limited companies (PLCs), 

Community Water Cycles, Independent Water Service Providers and the National Water 

Conservation & Pipeline Corporation (NWC&PC).  

 

 

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

 

One of the eight (8) Millennium Development Goals (MDG) declared by UNDP as a means 

to poverty reduction is reducing by half the proportion of households that do not have access 

to safe water by 2015 (Galiani et al., 2005).  In this connection, the World Bank (2005) has 

observed that poor access to water supply is often a result of poor policies and management 

practices.   According to the UNDP (2006), 2040 is a more likely date for this goal to be 

achieved in Africa. The implication is a reduction of  the people potentially exposed to water 

related health risks. As a means to enhancing access to safe water, most governments, Kenya 

included, have embraced privatization of the water sector. The motivation to undertake 

privatization has largely been the perceived potential efficiency gains which is hoped could 

translate into expanded access and enhanced service quality and thereby improve health 

outcomes (Asingo, 2005).   The improvement of public service delivery mechanisms has 

therefore remained a constant challenge to governments as each tries to find better 

alternatives. 
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The Government of Kenya has generally since independence used the public sector to 

provide water services. The Ministry of Water Development was formed in 1963 to develop 

and oversee the country’s water resources.  The Local Government Act Chapter 165 granted 

local authorities powers to engage in the provision of water services especially in urban areas 

(Republic of Kenya, 1986b).  Most local authorities in Kenya have faced a number of 

persistent problems in water supply and management: frequent water shortages and wastage, 

high volumes of unaccounted-for-water, illegal connections, mismanagement of funds from 

water bills, non-reading of meters, and non-payment of water bills, among others.  According 

to the Government’s Sessional Paper No.1 of 1999 on National Policy on Water Resources 

Management and Development in Kenya, access to safe drinking water was estimated at 68% 

in urban areas and 49% in rural areas (GoK, 1999).   

 

 By the 1990s, however, it became clear that the strategy of using local authorities to provide 

water and sanitation services had failed and the government lacked sufficient resources to 

match communities’ water needs and the poor results were largely attributed to poor policies 

and management practices (ROK 2002).  In an attempt to address the management crises legacy in 

the water sector,  the Government of Kenya introduced  reforms in the water sector through the 

Water Act, 2002 (Republic of Kenya, 2002).   Section 113 of the Act provided for the transfer 

of water services from local authorities to new water service undertakers, Water Services 

Boards (WSBs), to be responsible for management and operation of water services.  The Act 

also opened the way to participation of the private sector, civil society and communities in 

the management and development of water resources. Private sector involvement was 

envisaged largely in the form of public-private partnerships.  
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Each WSP is required to apply for a license from the Water Services Regulatory Board 

(WSRB).   Each local Authority has its own Public Limited Company which serves as a 

Water Service Provider (WSP) and an agent of a Water Service Board (WSB) like any other 

entity.  According to the WSRB Impact Report (2009), there are 122 registered WSPs in the 

country  linked to 8 regional WSBs, namely, Coast, Nairobi, Central, Rift Valley, Northern, 

Lake Victoria South, Lake Victoria North, and Tanathi each  in charge of respective regional  

asset management through Service Provision Agreements (SPAs).   

 

Despite the privatization of  water provision units by the government, the provision of water 

services, considered in terms of area coverage, water quality and hours of continuous supply 

is still unsatisfactory.  According to the Impact Report data on continuity of water supply for 

55 Water Service Providers in 2006-2007 financial year, only in seven (7) out of 122 WSPs is 

water supply continuous.   In Nairobi water is provided on average for 16 hours a day and in 

Mombasa for 6 hours.   All in all, instances of water scarcity are still prominent in Kenya as 

shown by statistics on Eldoret, Homa Bay, Kisumu, Nakuru, and Kisii, (Owuor et al 2009). 

 

In a nutshell the major issue addressed in this study is how public-private partnership 

arrangements have worked in the provision of water services in Kenya.  Specifically, to what 

extent has this increasingly preferred public service delivery approach improved access to 

water in terms of affordability, coverage, water quality and customer service quality? 
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1.3  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

 

The broad objective of the study is to investigate outcomes of the Private-Public Partnership 

policy challenge for the provision of water as a public good in Kenya.  Specific objectives are 

as follows: 

 

1.3.1 To analyze the nature and scope of Public-Private Partnership arrangements in the 

water sector.   

1.3.2 To examine the role of organizational managerial strategies in the provision of water 

services through Public Private Partnership.   

1.3.3 To analyse viable interventions for Water Service providers that enhance the 

accessibility of water services by vulnerable consumers.   

 

 

1.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

 
The study is significant on both policy and academic grounds. 

 

Academically, the study appreciates that some work has been carried out on Public-Private 

Partnerships in provision of public services and goods. For example, (Skelcher, 2005), on 

partnerships and hybridity of services; Tochiskaya (2007) on different types and models of 

Public-Private Partnership in Belarus; and World Bank (1995b) on Bureaucrats in Business.  

Other studies include: the theory and practice of Public–Private partnerships (Osborne, 2000); 

Public-Private partnerships and information technologies in India (Kuriyan & Ray 2009); 

Managing the process and institutional characteristics of public-private partnerships 

(Teissman, 2000), challenges of Public-Private Partnerships based on international 

perspectives (Graeme & Carsten,2007); Managing risks and opportunities in PPP 

arrangements (Akintola 2004).  There have been studies on Water supply privatization 

addressing access, quality and price issues.  Many scholars such as Kessides, (2004); Kikeri 

and Nellis, (2004), however address them in isolation or with macro-level (often country) 

data instead of household data.  A few studies like Estache (2006), Clarke (2004);and Clarke 
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and Wallsten,( 2002) which have attempted to bring the issues together are mostly based on 

Latin America, and only certain parts of Africa.  However none of the studies above has 

discussed PPPs in the Kenyan context, with particular regard to provision of water services.  

This study shall attempt to add knowledge to the existing ones on PPP arrangements. 

 

Secondly, the study is a deliberate attempt to explain how private sector management 

techniques can be infused into the public sector using Governance theory. Most research in 

public private sector participation in the provision of water services have examined improved 

performance in terms of efficiency and productivity, and neglects the effects on consumers, 

such as water quality, reliability, and prices yet one of the principal reasons for launching 

privatizations is consumer dissatisfaction with a public firm’s service (Meggison and Netter, 

2001). The study shall also provide a model in which the joint private sector and public actor 

axis could be made accountable for delivering public service.  For instance, how do public-

private partnerships fit in the development process, with particular reference to a developing 

economy? 

 

The policy justification for the study is the fact that the findings of the study shall be useful in 

the formulation of policies for Public-Private Partnership arrangements to avoid the identified 

weaknesses.  Despite the fact that several PPP arrangements have been registered in the 

provision of public services/goods especially in Security, Health, Transport, and Water 

sectors  in Kenya, to date there is no official policy on the public-private partnerships in 

Kenya.  
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1.5 SCOPE OF STUDY 

 
The study is limited to the distributive aspects of water as a public good in the Lake Victoria 

South Water Board.  It considers the institutional and governance frameworks under which 

water services reach the consumers.  In this respect, the study considers the instituitional 

interactions amongst the Water Service Providers (WSPs) and stakeholders involved in the 

process of providing water.  The stakeholders are generally of three categories: Water service 

providers, water service regulators, and water service financiers.  Of particular importance, is 

where some kind of partnership has existed between the public and the private sector in the 

provision of water services.   
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 

2.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
 
This literature review provides critical analyses of information on the concept, theory, and 

practice of Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) in the context of public services delivery.  

Specifically, it provides a review of relevant literature on: PPP as a concept; PPP and 

Privatization; the experiences of PPPs in provision of water services globally; and the 

Privatization of water services in Kenya.  Some theoretical frameworks that have been used 

by scholars in such studies are also reviewed, and knowledge gaps identified that should be 

filled by our study. 

 

2.1 THE CONCEPT OF PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS (PPPS) 

 

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) have had different meanings to various scholars. Some see 

PPP as a new governance tool that will replace the traditional method of contracting for the 

provision of public services through competitive tendering. Others see PPP as a new 

expression in the language of public management, one intended to include older, established 

procedures of involvement of private organizations in the delivery of public services (Linder 

1999). There are also those who apparently use the terms “contracting” and “public–private 

partnership” interchangeably. Graeme & Carsten (2007) have categorized, broadly, the 

conceptualizations into two -  A group that regards PPPs as forms of institutional and 

financial arrangements and the other that sees it as basically a “language game”.1 
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The school of thought that views PPPs as institutional and financial arrangement is led by 

Vaillancourt Rousenau (1999).  The proponents of this school of thought argue that both the 

private and public sectors have specific qualities which when combined, result in better 

services/products.  The implied argument is that a synergy of effectiveness of state 

bureaucracy and the efficiency of the private sector shall yield improved quality of public 

services and goods by infusing market principles.  

 

Public management scholars led by van Ham and Koppenjan (2001) define PPP as a 

cooperation of some sort of durability between public and private actors in which they jointly 

develop products and services, share risks, costs and resources which are connected with 

these products.   Linder (1999), like Savas (2000) and Teismann and Klijn (2002), argue that 

the language of PPPs is a game designed to “cloud” other strategies and purposes. One such 

purpose is privatization and the encouragement of private providers to supply public services 

at the expense of public organizations themselves.  Savas (2000) argues that “contracting out” 

and “privatization” are expressions that generate opposition quickly and that expressions such 

as “alternative delivery systems” and “public-private partnerships” invite more people and 

organizations to join the debate and enable private organizations to get a market share of 

public service provision. Thus,  Teisman and Klijn (2002)  and  Savas (2000), all agree that 

the use of the term “public-private partnership” must be seen in relation to previous, more 

pejorative terms, such as “contracting out” and “privatization.”  It is therefore, common to 

find a number of governments avoiding using the terms like “privatization” and “contracting 

out” in favour of partnerships,  Graeme & Carsten (2007). 
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Partnerships are found in many different types and sizes, and the boundaries between public 

and private are sometimes blurred, which makes public-private partnerships (PPPs) difficult 

to classify and to clearly define.  Some scholars have used it interchangeably with the terms 

commercialization, privatization and liberalization.  It is important to note however that 

privatization, commercialization and liberalization are three different concepts.   

Commercialization refers to the use by the public sector of private sector management 

practices, such as commercial practices and goals, management and organizational styles 

drawn from the private sector (Bakker,2003a). 

 
In economic terms, privatization is the transfer of ownership and/or management of supply of 

goods and services from the public sector to the private sector, and thus includes: the total or 

partial sale of assets by the state; the transfer of assets to the private sector under leasing 

arrangements; and management contracting arrangements. Neither privatization nor 

commercialization necessarily implies liberalization (or deregulation), which is the 

introduction of competition and the removal of laws and regulations that restrict market 

competition. For instance, in England and Wales, water companies remained monopolies 

even after privatization (Bakker, 2003a). 

 

In this study, we adopt Akintoye’s definition of PPPs to refer to any “contractual arrangement 

between a public sector agency and a for-profit private sector concern, whereby resources and 

risks are shared for the purpose of delivery of a public service or development of public 

infrastructure” (Akintoye 2004). This can take various forms ranging from service contracts 

to full privatization (see Table 2.1).  
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2.2 FORMS OF PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 

 

There is no fixed nomenclature for the forms taken by PPPs.  Scholars have used different 

features to describe and classify PPPs depending on what is being emphasized.  Some 

classifications also have disciplinary biases.  For example, economists emphasize economic 

relationships, while political scientists and public administration scholars emphasize political 

and governance relationships. Skelcher, (2005) identifies five types or forms of Public-

private partnerships, namely Public leverage, contracting out, franchising, joint ventures, and 

strategic partnering.   

 

Adapting the classification of Stottman (2000), Onjala (2002) and UN-Habitat (2003), O.A. 

K’Akumu (2006) identifies ten (10) types of PPP applicable to water enterprises as shown in 

Table 2.1.  These range, in a continuum from Public Enterprises where the asset ownership, 

management, Tariffs regulation are all under statutory control, followed by Public Limited 

Company (PLC), Service contract, Management Contract, Affermage contract, Lease 

contract, Concession contract, Built-Operate-Transfer(BOT), Joint Venture, to Divestiture.  

In divestiture, other than quality monitoring which is in the hands of the public, all other 

controls including asset ownership, capital, management, tariff regulation among others are 

under private control as illustrated in Table 2.1.  Although some forms of PPP like contract 

and lease management, might resemble privatization, they are actually not the same thing.  

PPP falls in between public enterprises at one end of the continuum and divestiture to the 

very extreme end.  It is divestiture, which for all practical purposes, involves privatization.  

 

Traditionally, water services have been provided by the public sector.  They have been owned 

and controlled by the public sector in terms of responsibility for day-to-day management of 

the utility.   
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Privatization occurs with any introduction of private sector participation in the ownership 

and/or control of a water service institution.  According to K’Akumu  (2006), the more the 

private sector is involved in the ownership and control of a water institution, the more private 

sector oriented it becomes.  Forms of privatization differ in the magnitude to which they 

move ownership, finance, and accountability out of the public sector and into private sector 

hands. For instance, with a service contract (operations, management and sometimes leases), 

a government subcontracts operations and maintenance for a period of time (typically five to 

seven years). The government pays a predetermined fee for the service and sets a 

performance standard to be met. There is no implied financial risk for the private contractor 

or responsibility for investment, although under a leasing arrangement (the French 

‘affermage’ system) companies may be responsible for network maintenance, which could 

involve significant expenditure. In contrast, with a concession, which usually lasts 20 to 30 

years, the private contractor has full responsibility for all capital and operating costs. In 

return, the contractor receives all revenue and is the residual claimant (receiving whatever is 

left from the income after all other expenses have been deducted). The tariff level is 

established by the concession contract with specified performance targets. Assets are returned 

to the public utility at the end of the contract, and the private firm is compensated for its own 

investment that is not fully amortized (OECD, 2000).  Finally, full privatization is the same 

as a concession but with a transfer of the ownership of assets to the private sector, rather than 

the more lease-like arrangement of a concession. 

 
 
It is worth noting that in all cases, the public sector remains responsible for regulation and 

monitoring performance (see Table 2.1), hence privatization does not necessarily result in 

less government regulation.  
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Water supply has many characteristics that challenge private sector  involvement in its 

distribution hence making regulatory design and enforcement crucial determinants of PPPs 

performance.  The challenges include: high investment specificity, natural monopoly features 

of the sector, buried assets(water pipes buried underground), externalities involving public 

health and environment, the need for universal provision and the fact that water supply is 

location-specific. In England and Wales, fixed costs represent 80 percent of total cost 

(Armstrong, 1994). 

Table 2.1: A continuum of Public– private Partnerships in water enterprises. 

Classification  A1  A2  B1  B2  B3  B4  B5  C1  C2  C3 

Responsibility/ 

Form 

Public 

enterprise 

Public 

PLC 

Service 

contract 

Manag. 

contract 

Afferm. 

contract 

Lease 

contract 

Concess. 

contract 

BOT Joint 

venture 

Divestiture 

  

Asset ownership Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Private Private Private 

Tariff regulation Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public 

Capital investment Public Public Public Public Public Public Private Private Private Private 

Cost and quality Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public 

monitoring 
Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public Public 

Utility 

management Public Public 

Public & 

Private Public & Private Private Private Private Private Private Private 

Operations and 

maintenance 

  

Public 

  

Public 

  

Public & 

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

  

Private 

Working capital           
Public Public Public Public Private Private Private Private Private Private 

Commercial risk Public Public Public Public Private Private Private Private Private Private 

Contract duration Unlimited Unlimited 

1-2 

Years 3-5 years 8-15Years 

8-

15Years 

20-

30Years 

20-

30Years Indefinite Indefinite 

City/country 

examples 

Original 

set-up 

  

Netherland 

Poland, 

Chile 

Mexico 

City, 

Uganda  

Johannesburg, 

Monagas 

State 

(Venezuela), 

Gambia 

Coˆte 

d’Ivoire, 

Senegal, , 

France  

Guinea 

Mozamb

ique  

  

  

  

  

Buenos 

Aires, 

Manila, La 

Paz, 

Nelspruit 

  

  

San 

Jose´, 

Sa˜o 

Paulo, 

Cancu´n 

  

Colombia, 

Czech 

Republic, 

Hungary, 

Poland  

England 

and 

Wales  

  

  

  

    

    

    

    

Public 

 

Private 

  
Low  

 

  

 High 

  Popular participation Autonomy   

                      

Source: Adapted from O.A K’ Akumu /Water Policy 8 (2006) page 543 
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2.3 PPP IN THE WATER SECTOR 

 

According to Bakker (2003b), commercialization refers to “a networking of the management 

institutions (rules, norms and customs) and entails the introduction of markets as allocation 

mechanism, market stimulating decision-making techniques and the displacement of 

Keynesian-welfare state principles in policymaking”.   It is therefore a way of transacting 

business which may be introduced under public or private enterprise.  According to Prasad 

(2006), privatisation is a political strategy which creates new rules and allocates rules among 

the state, the market and  civil society.  Savas, 1987 is even more specific.  He states that 

there are four types of privatization: ideological(less government), populist (more 

government), pragmatic (effective solutions), and commercial (more business). It is important 

to note that PPPs, irrespective of the form adopted, usually imply some form of reduction of 

state/public involvement in the management, ownership, and provision of public utilities and 

services by introducing privatization principles as discussed in the next section.  Although 

different countries follow different modes in terms of degree of public and private sector 

involvement in the provision of public utilities, a common trend was observed across the 

range of country contexts examined.  There in fact seems to be a general consensus among 

policy makers and experts that government should disengage from utilities sectors like 

electricity and telecommunications but not the supply of water services.  Water is seen as 

unavoidably social in nature and evokes political emotions like no other issue (Prasad, 2006). 

 

Privatisation and other varieties of private sector participation in water services tend to be 

associated with neo-liberal reform strategies which emphasize the importance of market, 

fiscal discipline, trade, investment and financial liberalization, deregulation, decentralization, 

privatisation and a reduced role for the state (Robinson and Hewison, 2005).   
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According to Prasad, 2006, the objectives of privatization are a limited welfare state, flexible 

labour market and restrictive fiscal policies which are given priority over those of traditional 

social policies.  It was hoped that private sector participation would bring in much needed 

investment, increase access and improve quality of water supply in the developing world in 

the same way it did to the developed world. By the end of the 1980s, water supply systems in 

most cities of the developing world were facing growing problems of quality, reliability, and 

coverage.  A vicious circle had developed: without maintenance, systems deteriorated, 

delivery became unreliable, and water quality worsened. Ill-served customers neglected to 

pay their water bills and resisted tariff increases, leaving even fewer resources to maintain the 

infrastructure (Marin, 2009). 

 

The private sector involvement in the provision of water services has been controversial.  It 

has attracted three different schools of thought (Prasad, 2006).   First, there is the group 

dominated by major international financial institutions like the World Bank arguing that since 

the government has failed to provide access for everyone, it is worth turning to the private 

sector and market principles to solve the problem.  The second group argues that water is a 

common good whose supply should not be in the hands of the private sector since it should 

never be treated as a commodity based on market principles being essence of life itself.  This 

school of thought holds that access to water is a human right and it is the government’s 

obligation to provide such a vital resource to everyone.  The third group believes that better 

services could be realized by considering water as an economic good and a human right at the 

same time.  It is the position of the third group that has given rise to the Public-Private 

Partnerships (PPP) in the supply of water by emphasising both access and sustainability.  
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 In practical terms, it means that the supply of water should not be left to any one sector 

alone, but in a partnership in order to realize a synergy.  Individuals, community groups, 

private firms and the state are therefore welcome to form partnerships to enhance provision of 

water services. 

 

The following questions are therefore pertinent while analyzing the PPP arrangements in 

water service provision.  To what extent is the nature and scope of PPP responsible for 

change in the water services provision by a WSP?  To what extent is the quality of water 

service provision dependent on novel effective and efficient managerial strategies 

implemented by a WSP? What are the challenges that impede the performance of WSPs 

under PPPs? Are there particular PPP programme features that enhance and sustain 

accessibility of water services preferred by the disadvantaged population? 

 

2.3.1 EXPERIENCE OF PPP AND PRIVATIZATION  

 
 
This section presents a review of experiences realized globally in water utilities sector where 

PPPs and/or privatization have been applied.   Generally, there are two main models that exist 

in the water sector: the English model of full privatization, where ownership and management 

are private, and the French model of delegated management (lease and concession contracts), 

where the ownership is in public hands and the management is a mix of public and private 

systems. The English model occurs mainly in England and Wales, whereas the French model, 

particularly promoted by the World Bank, has been exported in various forms to other 

developed and developing some countries. 
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Private water infrastructure projects in developing countries increased in the1990s with a 

peak in 1997, and have declined since 1999.  Chile, China and Mexico accounted for 90 

percent of investment flows and 70 percent of projects in 2004 and there were no new 

projects in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa in 2004 (Marin, 2009).  The trends in 

developing countries show that water projects became smaller in 2001-2004 compared to 

1995-2000 and involved more management contracts than concession or lease contracts. The 

average annual investment flows in water utilities decreased from US$3.6 billion in 1995-

2000 to US$1.1 billion, while the annual number of projects changed from 28 in 1995-2000 

to 27 in 2001-2004 (Ibid). The number of lease contracts fell from 19 in 1995-2000 to 9 in 

2001-04, while management contracts increased from 10 to 18.  Similarly, concessions 

declined in both number and size.  By the end of 2007, there were more than 220 active water 

PPPs in 41 developing countries. Water PPP projects have been developing in different ways, 

depending on the country or region, responding to the specific features of reforms, country 

risks, and financial markets, and to the local political economy. 

 

In practice, the performance of a PPP project depends on the actions of both the private 

operator and the contracting government, with the government playing a more or less 

important role depending on the PPP scheme adopted.  Although the general perception is 

that water PPPs in developing countries are on the decline, the population served by private 

water operators in developing countries has continued to increase steadily, from 94 million in 

2000 to more than 160 million by the end of 2007. Large countries such as Algeria, China, 

Malaysia, and the Russian Federation have started to rely on private water operators on a 

large scale. Out of the more than 260 contracts awarded since 1990, 84 percent were still 

active at the end of 2007, and only 9 percent had been terminated early.    
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In Sub-Saharan Africa, approximately half of the PPPs awarded either have been terminated 

early or have expired with a return to public management.  It is also noteworthy that most of 

the cancelled PPPs in Africa were for combined power and water utilities, in which water was 

a secondary activity. The rate of active projects for combined water and power utilities is 

only about 20 percent, with half of the contracts having been terminated early, contrasting 

sharply with the rate for water-only PPPs, for which about 90 percent of the contracts are still 

active (Marin, 2009).  The termination of contracts were seen in Chad, Comoros, The 

Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Madagascar, Mali, Rwanda, and São Tomé and Principe. 

 

The reasons for privatization, and or public private partnerships have been different from one 

country to another.  In Asia, privatization was introduced to reduce budgetary deficits, 

increase economic growth, develop capital markets and improve services. In Latin America, 

privatization was launched mainly because of heavy political control of public utilities and 

alleged government corruption in most of the countries.  At the end of the 1990s almost all 

Latin American countries had some form of private sector participation in the water sector or 

were considering reforms to facilitate it. By the end of the 1990s, 14.8 percent of urban water 

consumers in Latin America were served by some form of PPP (Foster, 2005). 

 

Water supply is managed differently in various countries, with various results.  In Europe, 

apart from France and the United Kingdom, water is predominantly publicly supplied.  In 

France, the private sector provides water to 75 percent of the population, in the U.K. 86 

percent, and in Spain 27 percent (Hall, 1997).  In France, municipalities are in charge of 

water supply and they award concessions or contracts to private companies, whereas in the 

U.K., water companies own state-allocated regional firms and each company operates only in 

a particular region.  
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Three major groups in France operate almost all the privatized water utilities through local 

subsidiaries; Suez, Veolia (formerly part of Vivendi) and Saur. Italy continues to pursue 

industry consolidation and to increase private sector participation. In contrast, in the 

Netherlands, water is provided through public utilities.  A law was indeed passed in 

September 2004 preventing any privately owned company from providing drinking water 

services to the public (Hall et al., 2005).  In the United States, private involvement in the 

provision of water remains limited but is expected to increase.  The public has more 

confidence in government supplied services, which is also seen to be cheaper and more 

reliable. 

 
In France and Spain, however, an alternative way of involving private companies in water 

operations, different from outright privatization, had been emerging over more than a 

century. The concept was that of a partnership with shared responsibilities, in which local 

governments delegated the management of a water utility to a private operator while retaining 

the assets as public property. Various contractual forms evolved, with differing levels of 

responsibility and risk for the private partner, ranging from concessions to management 

contracts. In France, the most original concept was the affermage (a newly established private 

utility operates a publicly owned system and collects revenues that it then shares with the 

public owner, who remains in charge of investment), whereas in Spain, empresas mixtas 

(mixed-ownership companies) emerged (Marin,2009).   

 

The perfomance of Public Private Partnerships in water supply can be assessed under the 

following customer satisfaction dimensions: Access in terms of coverage; Water quality, 

Affordability and Customer Care (efficiency). 
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2.3.2 ACCESSIBILITY OF WATER 

Accessibility of water services refers to increased coverage of piped water, thereby reducing 

the distance covered by consumers to collect water. Different countries have used different 

variants of public private partnerships and it is not easy to have a comprehensive assessment 

of the performances.  It is however possible to do assessment  in individual country contexts.  

Generally, Affermage contract type has been used mostly in Franco phone West Africa.  

Other African countries including Namibia, Congo, Zambia, Uganda and Tanzania which 

have used commercialization referred to by Schwaatz (2006) as New Public Management 

approach. It is estimated that PPP water projects consequently have provided access to piped 

water for more than 24 million people in developing countries since 1990 (Marin,2009).   

 

The affermage approach, with investment carried out by a public asset-holding company, has 

been very successful resulting in expanding access in Sub- Saharan Africa, particularly in 

Senegal and Côte d’Ivoire.  In the latter case, 3 million people have gained access to piped 

water through household connections since 1990 entirely financed through cash-flow 

generated from tariff revenues without any government money (Marin, 2009).    In most 

instances accessibility was assessed in terms of increased connections to piped water.   

 

Clarke (2004), in assessment of success of privatization of water services in Latin American 

countries especially in Argentina and Colombia, points out that it is not sufficient and 

conclusive to only show that the private sector was responsible for increased coverage since 

similar improvement had also been realized in areas under public sector management.  There 

are also cases in Latin America of private financing of concessions was complemented by 

public funding and registered good performance.  These included  Guayaquil in Ecuador, and 

Cordoba in Argentina. 
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 In Argentina, water and sewerage network in Buenos Aires was operated by the state owned 

enterprise Obras Sanitarias de la Nacion until 1993 when it was privatized through 

Concession for a 30 year period.   It increased portable water production by 26%, eliminated 

water shortages and improved services reliability among other improvements (IFC, 1995; 

Turner & Hume, 1997).  The two year water improvement infrastructure was funded by 

International Finance Corporation (IFC). 

 

In Colombia, water service provision was devolved to local governments in 1994 and the 

federal government adopted an overall regulatory role.  Within 3 years, an additional 3,500 

people were connected to the system, Cardone and Fonseca, (2003). 

 

In a study of the difference in efficiency of public and private water companies in Asia,  

Estache and Rossi (2002) found that competition is more critical than matters of ownership 

since it facilitates quality service to the customer and to avoid losing business customer to a 

competitor due to either cost or quality reasons.   

 

The views on impact of privatization of water services on the poor have remained divergent.  

Proponents including Van Dijk and Nordholt,( 1994); Estache (2001), Kikeri and Nellis, 

(2004); Kessides, (2004) argue that water privatization is made with expectation that it leads 

to an increase in access to the utility and improvement of its quality while allowing its supply 

at an affordable price to all, irrespective of their income, tenure or location.  Kikeri and 

Nellis, (2004) further argue that although the privatization has in some cases resulted in 

increased prices, it has also increased access to services and the positive distributional gains 

far outweighed the impact of increased prices. 
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In Africa, privatization has not always resulted into increased access to water services in all 

cases.   The reasons vary from one country to another.  In Congo Brazziville, failure by the 

central government to deliver the services through its centralised agency, the Societe 

Nationale de Distribution d'Eau (SNDE), National Company for Water Distribution, paved 

the way for the liberalization of public services under the Structural Adjustment Programmes 

by allowing private sector participation in the delivery of public services.  With connections 

being sublet to a general construction company, La Ge'neral des Travaux de Baitiments 

(GETRAB), the number of connections rose to 11 per day compared to 1 under SNDE, thus 

resulting into over 3400 connections to established networks in Pointe Noire and 2000 in 

Brazzaville after two years.   

 

A technical construction company, Societe Construction Technique (SCT) was awarded 

tender to work on connections for areas without water pipeline connections, slum areas, 

unplanned settlements, peri-urban areas based on anticipated demand.  The connection costs 

of 400,000 cfc was beyond reach for  many.  Very few people applied for connections (Tati, 

2005).  The success was attributed to reduced bureaucracy wherby the duration between 

application and connection time was reduced to 48 hours from between six months to two 

years when under SNDE. 

 

In Zambia, after the commercialization of water services, the accessibility to safe water rate 

decreased from 73% in 1990 to 53% in 2005 (World Bank, 2006).  The access to piped water 

remained a privilege of the urban population along the narrow railway from Livingstone to 

the Copper belt while the population of the households increrased.   
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The households that were not reached by the pipelines had to rely on alternative sources like 

boreholes, communal public taps built by NGOs, commercial utilities, and some solely by the 

communities to source water (Dagdeviren, 2008). 

 

2.3.3 WATER QUALITY 

Water quality has two indicators; objective based on scientific data,  and subjective based on 

the user’s perception of water based on its drinkability, the physical features including colour 

and turbidity.  In the developing world, water quality is of serious concern apart from 

accessibility.  Water could be accessed from various sources including natural sources but the 

quality remains of concern.  It is expected that privatization is to improve the quality of water 

supply if accompanied with regulations relating to quality standards such as safety, pressure, 

service levels, equipment, technologies, and procedures (Kessides, 2004).   

 

However, the opponents of privatization including Ghosh, (2000), Budds and McGranahan, 

(2003) argue that the poor, due to inability to pay or the fringe location of their communities, 

are excluded from the privatized service since the private operators are reluctant to extend 

piped water to low-income settlements because the service extension to the areas are 

perceived to be either not possible due absence of way leave (access) or less profitable.  In 

order to remain in business, the privateers have often “cherry picked” locations or 

populations for the service delivery and coverage in order to ensure profits (Smith and 

Hanson, 2003).    The implicit argument here is that the poor in low income areas are not a 

priority in terms of being connected to clean piped water at the eyes of investors because they 

cannot afford the demanded prices. 
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Although poor quality water is usually associated with poor access to water, this does not 

happen all the time.  For example, the country of Guinea was not faced with water 

accessibility problems but poor quality water and low coverage of connected piped water.  

There were several alternative sources of water such as well water, connection through 

neighbours’ meter, and collected rain water.  The main challenges included: unaccounted for 

water, low collection rate from the public sector, and high price of water.  Menard and Clerk 

further observed that despite the challenges, and with the availability of water for 24 hours 

daily, the provision of water services improved under private than it could have been under 

public ownership(Menard and Clarke, 2000). 

 

Despite the fact the fact that there has been no standard gauge for measuring  the impact of 

privatization of water services, some scholars have used household data while others have 

preferred the use macro level data.  Estache,( 2001)  is among the scholars who prefer the use 

of a data set of household-level observations on a wide range of socio-economic variables; 

expenditure, physical consumption of utility services, connection or non connection to 

services measure the micro-economic impacts on the consumers, (Estache, 2001).   In support 

of this proposition, Saeed and Amin (2009), argue that the effects of water privatization on 

urban poor are best assessed by analysing the micro- or household level outcomes that 

concern the poor most; and what matters most to the poor is access to good quality water and 

at an affordable price.  The benefits of access to water are manifold: improved health, 

increased productivity and avenues to engage in economically beneficial activities. 

 

In a study of water supply privatization in Thailand, Saeed and Amin, (2008) found out that 

there was improvement in access, water quality and service quality for affected households 

and urban poor in general irrespective of tenure status, or price.   
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The price did not increase to level of making piped water inaccessible to the poor.  Instead it 

eliminated poor households to hitherto single legal connection which required higher rate for 

collective bulk consumption.  The findings corroborated that of Gilbert (2007) from his study 

of Bogota’s (Colombia) water company on ways to combine public management with 

commercial practice for the benefit of the poor. 

 

It is clear from the literature, that water quality is tied to accessibility in the sense the quality 

of water is compromised when it is not delivered through appropriate medium like pipes from 

the source to the consumers.  Usually investors will lay pipes to the more affluent population 

where they are guaranteed of returns fro the sale of water.  The poor are therefore not 

prioritized by investors for fear of not getting profitable returns from their capital implying 

that the poor’s access to water still get compromised.  It is also noted that private capital has 

concentrated in expensive piped water as the major source of supplying clean water and 

neglected other alternative sources like roof harvesting of rain water which might turn out to 

be cheaper. 

 

2.3.4 AFFORDABILITY OF WATER  

The affordability of water includes considerations for connection costs and monthly charges 

or tariffs.  Opponents of privatization argue that the water costs will increase as a result of 

privatization.  However, it is argued by Kikeri and Nellis,( 2004) that the urban poor are not 

necessarily going to be losers as a result of privatization and that price increases shall be 

outweighed by increase in access and service can also be muted by regulations and subsidies 

aimed specifically to cater for the poor.  This is however not always the case.  

In a study of ten cases of commercialization of water services in Zambia, Dagdeviren (2008) 

observed that the World Bank sponsored management contract of water services in the 
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copper belt mining towns of Zambia had to be reverted to public utility, Nkana Water Service 

Company because the performance under management contract was no better than those of 

public companies.  The unaffordability rate of water tariff in Lusaka, as measured by the ratio 

of household monthly expenditure to household income, increased from 40% in 2002 to 60% 

in 2006 using 3% benchmark (Dagdeviren, H. 2008).  Most households in peri-urban areas 

due to the informal nature of most of the settlements depend on boreholes, communal or 

public taps built by commercial utilities, NGOs, and donors. The management of the schemes 

for the water service provision in the informal settlements have taken various forms: solely 

by community, some are managed by communities in co-operation with public utilities, while 

others are managed by vendors (Dagdeviren, 2008).  

  

In terms of impact of the form of ownership on the performance of water companies, 

different observations have been raised.  Crain and Zardakoohi (1978), in a study from cost 

of production function, found that publicly owned water utilities in the United States had 

higher costs than their privately owned counterparts.  Feigenbaum and Teeples (1984) using a 

translog approximation concluded that the operational costs for water utilities were identitical 

for government and private operation.  Orwin (1999) and Houstma (2003) both provide 

evidence that, on average, private firms charge higher prices than public ones in France and 

California, respectively. Ballance and Taylor (2005) report on a study of water prices in 

France in May 2001 and covered 68 percent of the French population found that, on average, 

water delivered by private companies is 27 percent more expensive than that delivered by 

public operators.  

 

 



28 
 

However, Buller (1996) shows that there are more private firms in areas where costs of 

supply are higher, suggesting that privatization is more likely where costs are higher, and 

giving a possible explanation of why prices to consumers living in high income areas are 

relatively higher than other areas. 

 

Privatization does not necessarily lead to positive outcomes to the consumers.  The results of 

the privatization across the globe have been varied.  The World Development Report (2004) 

indicates that the poor people feel the greatest negative impact of inefficient water supply and 

sanitation services.  Very few poor people are connected to a water network, and even those 

who are, share water points with many people.  Ironically, the poor pay relatively higher 

prices than the more affluent households connected to the piped system.  The reason being 

that the poor who are not connected to the water pipeline access water through middlemen 

who sell to them at a profit.    In extreme cases like the city of Lima, Peru, a poor family pays 

on average over 20 times what a middle class family pays, yet the poor family uses on 

average, one-sixth as much water as the middle class family that has a network connection 

(Webb and Iskandarani, 2001). 

 

2.3.5 SERVICE QUALITY 

 
Service quality includes reliable supply of clean and safe water in the required quantity and at 

the right time.  It has been argued that service quality considerations far outweighs the cost of 

water in the eyes of the poor.  According to Zaki (2010), the poor are willing to pay up to 10 

percent of their income compared with the general norm of 3 per cent for a formal connection 

to water supply that usually guarantees safe water and better service. 
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PPPs have substantially improved service quality, especially by reducing water rationing. 

Rationing is possibly the number one service quality challenge for many water utilities in the 

developing world.  In Colombia, private operators have consistently succeeded in improving 

service continuity in many cities and towns, often starting from highly deteriorated systems. 

Private operators also have a good track record of reducing water rationing in West African 

countries of Guinea, Gabon, Niger, and Senegal.  However, not all PPPs have succeeded in 

improving service continuity. For instance, in Manila (the Philippines) the concessionaire in 

the Western zone failed while that in the Eastern zone succeeded (Marin, 2009). 

 

Byrnes, Grosskopf, and Hayes (1986) while measuring efficiency from the point of 

production function, found no evidence that publicly owned utilities are more wasteful or 

operated with more slack than privately owned utilities. Fox and Hofler (1986), from the 

point of extent and cost of technical and allocative inefficiency found no statistical difference 

in inefficiency for public and private firms although there were allocative differences.     The 

argument advanced by the two authors is that there is do direct relationship between service 

quality and form of ownership of a water utility. 
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2.4 GOVERNANCE OF PPP ARRANGEMENTS 

 
In a study of privatization of water services in Kenyan Local Authorities, Asingo ( 2005), 

identifies five governance issues that have affected the privatization of water sectors globally.  

First, is the reason why the water services has to be privatized; secondly, the identification of 

the service provider, and how the service provision is transferred from public to private 

providers; Third, the impact of the water privatization on the poor; Fourth, the concern that 

the privatization of a public utility service delivery tends to shift accountability of service 

providers to policy makers rather than the service users, particularly where privatization 

grants service monopoly to a private provider.   

 

The essential role of government in all forms of PPPs is to define the scope of business, to 

specify priorities and outputs, and set the tools (through contracts, regulatory agencies, laws, 

market tools, etc.) for successful PPPs. Experience shows that when legal and institutional 

frameworks are lacking or too complex and incoherent, the quality and reliability of water 

provision may be at risk and public-private partnerships may fail.  

 

Private companies also need to be assured of return on investments because investments in 

the water sector are high and irreversible.  Further, there is no ‘one size fits all’ approach and 

the choice of a particular form of partnership should depend on the local context and on its 

feasibility.  

 

The fact that water infrastructure is capital intensive also means that a water company’s 

revenues are principally returns to capital and that amortization periods are long (Kessides, 

2004). Moreover, if the industry is mature and demand becomes stagnant, profits will depend 

heavily on price increases (Bakker, 2003a).  
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The private sector may face political difficulties when prices need to be raised for example 

riots and protests by consumers and civil rights organizations.  The high fixed costs of water 

systems lead to economies of scale that contribute to conditions of natural monopoly. Only 

infrastructure construction is competitive. Transportation, treatment and distribution of water 

are all normally spatial monopolies. Since competition in the water sector is limited, it is 

unlikely that only a change in ownership or management will improve performance. 

Improvement in performance will depend on the ability to introduce competitive pressure in 

the sector and on the regulatory system, not on the ownership structure. 

 

Once PPPs are implemented, they need to be regulated to give incentives to the private sector 

and to protect consumers from monopoly abuse, which can be a difficult and costly task. 

“France’s experience with private provision of water services clearly demonstrates the 

importance and difficulty of regulating providers of basic services.  Sharp increases in 

customer fees, reports of contamination of ‘post-privatization’ drinking water, and corruption 

between company executives and elected officials have been reported.” (OECD, 2000). 

 

Water companies will prefer to invest in urban areas and will neglect rural ones where the 

need to improve access to water is the greatest for fear losing out on their capital investments 

in the rural areas.  Private operators investing in poor areas will seek to obtain compensation 

through non-market mechanisms such as voluntary work, collective provision of materials, 

and cross-subsidy from richer to poorer. In Buenos Aires, four barrios (illegal settlements) 

that were not in the initial contract were connected to water by Aguas Argentinas because of 

political and consumer pressure. Municipalities played a crucial role in the last set of 

renegotiations, and connection charges were financed through a solidarity tax on all 

consumers. The community also provided free labour (Schusterman, 2002). 



32 
 

The success of PPPs depends on the support of consumers, as they contribute directly through 

fees or indirectly through taxes to financing PPPs. It is also important to have tools legislative 

rules, monitoring schemes, and access-to-information guarantees to ensure high levels of 

transparency and accountability (Ouyiah, 2006). 

 

With the “Dublin principles” that emerged from the International Conference on Water and 

the Environment in Dublin and were reiterated during the 1992 UN Conference on 

Environment and Development in Rio, market-driven approaches for water resources 

management, water was recognized as an economic good, i.e., a commodity that should be 

priced at its cost of provision including environmental externalities and its true value to 

society.   

 

Countries have used different methods to transfer service provision from public to private 

providers and registered different experiences.   Nelspruit city, South Africa used open 

tendering method to identify a private company to manage water services on a concession 

basis for an initial period of 30 years.  The Local Authority was to retain the role to regulate 

tariffs and set water and sanitation service quality standards according to the national 

government policy (Cardone and Fonseca, 2003). 

 

In Guinea, water privatization proceeded through a franchise arrangement where the 

government transferred the ownership of urban water supplies to major cities including 

Conakry to a state owned national water authority, the Societe Nationale des Eaux Giunea 

(SONEG) in 1989.  SONEG in turn invited private companies to bid for a franchise to 

operate and manage water services in the seventeen urban centres.   
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In Mauritania, the government delegated Water Management in small towns to private 

providers called Concessionaires in 1993.  Each concessionaire was expected to supply water 

to a community on a yearly basis for those with diesel powered systems and on a monthly 

basis for those with solar-powered systems under cost recovery principles where users pay 

for water consumed.  In each case, the concessionaire only recovers maintenance and 

operation costs as the government meets the capital cost (Cardone and Fonseca, 2003). 

 

Some Governments have also used devolution method to a lower level.  For example, in 

Colombia, water service provision was devolved to local governments in 1994 and the federal 

government adopted an oversight and regulatory role.  A regional agency, Acquontioqua was 

set up to own and operate water services in the city council of Marinilla and other 

municipalities (Cardone and Fonseca, 2003). 

 

The reform of the water sector with private sector participation has taken different forms with 

different results (Prasad, 2006).  The variants include complete privatisation like the case of 

England and Wales; BOT/BOOT models in Mendoza-Argentina, Izmit-Turkey, Natal -South 

Africa; Service Contracts in Mexico City, Santiago, Madras; Management Contract in 

Cartagena-Colombia, Gdansk-Poland, Johannesburg, Mali: Lease Contract or affermage in 

Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea, and Czech Republic; Concession in Buenos Aires, Manila, Cancun-

Mexico, and Jakarta; and Joint Ownership.  In Europe, the provision of urban water supply 

varies from no private sector participation in Netherlands, to an amalgam of Public Private 

Sector Participation in France, Belgium, Finland, Spain, Germany, Greece, and Italy.   
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The reasons for failed projects have ranged from macro-economic and financial crises, policy 

failures, political and governance and contractual issues and lack of regulatory mechanisms 

(Prasad 2006).  The international private water sector is dominated by five large multinational 

corporations. Three of these are from France (Suez, Veolia and Saur), one from Germany 

(Thames Water) and one from Spain (Aguas de Barcelona), Budds & McGranahan (2003) 

and Bayliss (2003).  

 

The privatization of essential services like water has often been politicized.   In Nespruit, 

South Africa, a powerful alliance comprising South African National Civics Organization, 

The South African Municipal workers Union, The Youth League of the African National 

Congress, and the Congress of the South African Trade Unions tried to block the scheme 

claiming that the Local authority was not only exacerbating inequalities but also neglecting 

its responsibility to provide affordable basic services to the poor (NLA, 1997).  In Bolivia, 

public discord escalated into street protest riots leaving 6 people dead in Cochabamba.  The 

protest was against handing over of the privatized water service management to a 

Multinational Company, Addt Agues Del Tunari, owned by non-Bolivians.  The Council and 

the company also negotiated rate increase without involving the citizens who were the 

consumers (Asingo, 2005). 

 

We agree with assertion by Akintoye (2003), that the private sector’s involvement is 

influenced by the political conditions, which include changes in the public sector structures.   

In Ghana, the central government decentralised water service delivery to the 

Municipal/District Assemblies for rural and small towns. The role of private operators has 

been in the management of the small towns systems, particularly those serving relatively big 

populations (more than 10,000) or those that have relatively complex systems.   
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The partnership between private operators (POs) and the District Assemblies (DAs) for small 

towns water services have been increasing since 2002.   Prior to 1994, both rural and urban 

water service delivery were the responsibility of the Ghana Water and Sewerage Corporation 

(GWSC),the formal government water utility. GWSC was later transformed into Ghana 

Water Company Limited (GWCL) with responsibility for urban water supply.  

 

As part of the government decentralisation process and in line with lessons from the 

implementation of rural water supply in Ghana, the rural and small towns water supply were 

decentralised to the Municipal/District Assemblies.  Small town water services under the 

Community Ownership Management approach started in 1998 with the transfer of over 100 

systems from Ghana Water Company Limited to the Municipal and District Assemblies and 

the construction of new systems by the District Assemblies (Nyarko, 2011). Under the 

Community Ownership and Management approach, communities select their representatives 

from water and sanitation committees representing electoral areas in the communities to form 

the Water and Sanitation Development Boards (WSDBs) who are responsible for the 

management of the water system. 

 

In his study of  five towns with piped water systems, three under private operator 

management (Atebubu and Mim in the Brong-Ahafo Regions, and Bekwai in the Ashanti 

Region) and two under direct management by the water and sanitation development boards 

(Wenchi in the Brong-Ahafo Region and Kuntenanse in the Ashanti Region), Nyarko, (2011) 

found that the public private operator partnerships for small towns’ water service delivery in 

Ghana are increasing and  that the main drivers that triggered the public private operator 

partnership are the size of the towns (i.e. Atebubu, Bekwai and Mim) and the complexity (i.e. 

Atebubu) of the systems. 
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The urban water sector in Yemen was dominated by a centralized national policy and 

delivery agency, the National Water and Sanitation Authority (NWSA). This authority had 

control over policy, strategy, decision making and resources, and was not seen to be 

responsive to the needs of local communities or to customer requirements.  The NWSA was 

decentralized into several branches each of which was registered as corporations.    It is each 

of the corporation which was to enter into PPP arrangements of their choice after careful 

studies, (Sahooly, 2010) 

 

Reforms in the Namibian water sector followed a similar path as in Zambia (with the 

establishment of a government owned company). The main difference was that the 

government owned company, the Namibia Water Corporation (NamWater), has the task of 

providing bulk water to local distributors rather than being responsible for the whole service 

delivery process themselves.  Also in Tanzania, following the termination of lease contract 

for the provision of water services in the capital city of Dar es Salaam, reforms have been 

undertaken by the Dar es Salaam Water and Sewerage Corporation (DAWASCO) which 

include the introduction of managerial incentives, comparative competition and 

benchmarking and strengthening commercial and customer orientation.  However, all the 

utilities have continued to display dependency on government and donor support, loans and 

subsidies for investments and systems expansion’ raises sustainability concerns of the 

approach (Schwartz, 2007, Migai 2006). 

 

There is merit in  Barraque’ (2003) argument that the economic and political areas are a 

product of a country’s social governance and that for any policy to be successful, social, 

economic and political dimensions need to be taken into account.    
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Therefore, if the intended policy is not contextualized within the appropriate pattern of social 

governance, it is doomed and could inevitably be rejected.  This could explain the rejection of 

privatization of water supply policies in Cochabamba, Bolivia, and Nespruit, South Africa.  

In contrast was the successful scheme in City Council of Marinilla, Colombia where the 

citizens directly participated in developing privatization terms and contract between the 

council and the private water companies.  In the case of Cochabamba water concession 

projects in Bolivia were cancelled as a result of: vested interests, combined with politics, lack 

of proper communication and street protests (Nickson and Vargas, 2002).   

 

From the above literature review, it is clear that regulatory mechanisms, whether through 

citizen participation or statutory, is crucial to the outcomes of privatization.   It is widely 

recognized that regulation and regulatory governance are key elements of development-

policy thinking in promoting pro-poor market- led development (Kirkpatrick and Parker, 

2004).  In fact, Zhang (2005) demonstrate using panel data and econometric model that 

establishing a regulatory authority and introducing competition prior to privatization results 

in better performance of the operator as well as for the consumers.  Kessides (2005), 

however, cautions that developing countries often have established regulatory mechanisms on 

paper, but ineffective in reality.   We can also observe that the governance of PPP has faced 

several challenges including political and economic, and at times governments have been 

forced to cancel contracts as mitigation measures.  Thirdly, there is no particular form of PPP 

that could be said to be a straight jacket which fits in all circumstances but has had to do with 

several political and economic environments obtaining on the ground.   Fourth, PPP has on 

average been responsible for increased accessibility, quality service, and affordability to 

water services even in the areas where their respective performances did not meet 

expectations. 
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2.5 KENYAN EXPERIENCE WITH  PRIVATIZATION OF WATER SERVICE 

 
 

Privatization in Kenya began with a divestiture policy that saw the government sell proportions of its 

shares in the public enterprises.  Privatization of the enterprises was guided by a policy that only 

involved the revision of statutes for the concerned sectors or corporations.  This was to remove 

government involvement in the running of water supply and distribution unlike the immediate post 

independence period when there was too much government, and populist approach with the aim of 

creating a better society.  Water distribution was managed by Ministry of Water and Local 

Authorities.  Privatization therefore ushered in water sector reforms. 

 

The second round of privatization is yet to come following the publication of The Privatization Bill, 

2004. The bill defines privatization as “(a) The transfer of public entity’s interests in a state 

corporation or other corporation; (b) the transfer of the operational control of a state corporation or 

substantial part of its activities”, to a non-public entity (Republic of Kenya, 2004). It envisaged the 

improvement of infrastructure and the delivery of public services by the involvement of private 

capital and enterprise and the   improvement in regulations of the economy by reducing conflicts 

between the public sector’s regulatory and commercial functions.  The privatisation of water 

services in Kenya was ushered in by the sectoral reforms through Water Act of 2002 even 

before the Privatization Bill of 2004 was published.  The Government of Kenya established 

Seven Water Regulatory Boards in Kenya and embraced the commercialization of services 

principle. 

 

The local authorities in Kenya introduced commercialization as a strategy for ensuring 

sustainable and efficient delivery of water and sanitation services (UNCHS, 1998b).  

Towards this end, most local authorities have formed or are in the process of forming Public 

Limited Companies (PLCs) run on strict commercial lines under ‘agency contracts’ from the 
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parent local authority. The emphasis by local authorities is towards ensuring that under the 

framework of commercialization, companies formed to provide water plough back the bulk 

of their earnings into improving service delivery while allowing local authorities to retain 

part of the earnings to cover costs such as personnel expenses, notably wage bill (K’Akumu 

and Appida, 2006). 

 

 The strategy is based on the data obtained from the National Monitoring and Information 

Systems on Water Resources (NMISWR).  The body that formulates the strategy is the Water 

Resources Management Authority, (WRMA).  This is the management wing of the WSRB, 

which registers or licences WSPs in each WSB.  WRMA has its regional agencies called 

Catchment Area Advisory Committees (CAACs) which take care of the designated 

catchment areas.  The CAAC’s key function is to advise their respective WRMA regional 

office on: water resource conservation, use and apportionment; the grant, adjustment, 

cancellation or variation of any permit; and any other matters pertinent to the proper 

management of water resources.  It is on this basis that WRMA shall issue or cancel permit 

for water use by a WSP. Water Appeals Board (WAB) hears appeals from mostly non state 

actors that have been aggrieved by action of some state actors in water governance and usage.  

The non state actors are usually represented at the local level by Water Resources Users’ 

Associations (WRUA’s). 

 

In perspective, we observe that water services provision and water resources management are 

intertwined in the water governance set-up, in terms of operations, and have to go hand in 

hand.  The ministry at national level formulates policies for the institutions of Appeals Board, 

Water Services Trust Fund, and also Water Resources Management Strategy.  The policies so 

formulated are implemented through the regulatory agencies like WRMA and WSRB, each 

having regional authorities in the names of CAACs and WSBs, respectively.   
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CAACs and WSBs are also service providers at the regional levels, while WRUAs and WSP 

are at the local level. Figure 2.2 is a schematic presentation of water services provision and 

governance framework in Kenya.  

 

 
 
Figure 2.2: Government’s schematic representation of the institutional framework resulting 

from the Water Act of 2002 
 
Source: Republic of Kenya (2007) 
 
The government’s framework has certain operational loopholes that are likely to undermine 

the water service provision process.  First, it wrongly places CAAC in the hierarchy between 

WRUAs and WRMA as if it has some authority yet in practice, it is just a consultative forum 

and WRMA is under no obligation to take advice from it.  Secondly, WRUA is not 

representative of any known consumer groups but is like a club with no authoritative mandate 

(Okeyo, 2011).  Third, the framework, does not acknowledge the role of water service 

provision financiers like bilateral donors, the community, NGOs, WSTF, and other 

governmental agencies.  Finally, it is also not clear what role WSPs play in the water 

resources management. 
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2.5.1 INTERVENTIONS  IN WATER SECTOR IN KENYA 

 

This section provides a literature review highlighting what type and form of interventions 

observed in Kenya; how they interact with water service providers; and what impact they 

have had in terms of affordability, accessibility, and quality of water and the provision of 

water services.  

 

Kenya has several development partners whose involvements in the water sector are 

manifested in the form of multilateral and bilateral cooperation.  These partners include: 

SIDA, DANIDA, World Bank, KFW/GTZ, AFD, ADB, EU, among others. Currently, 

International Development Agency (IDA) and AFD support commercialisation of water 

utilities serving main urban centres (Nairobi and Mombasa) while the KFW is focusing on 

commercialisation of water utilities in medium-sized urban centres. JICA is interested in 

supporting smaller urban centres and rural areas, Denmark, Finland and Belgium aim to 

cooperate on rural water supply, and the (ADB) is financing water  projects in urban areas 

(Kenya 2006b). 

 

According to Owuor (2009), water sector interventions can take the form of local intra-urban 

initiatives, for instance to establish a water kiosk in a low-income neighbourhood with the 

financial assistance of an NGO.  Interventions can also target a whole municipality or even a 

whole region, for instance the rehabilitation and/or improvement of the water and sanitation 

infrastructure.  It is apparent that the most far-reaching intervention project in urban Kenya is 

the Lake Victoria Region Water and Sanitation Initiative (LVWATSAN) being implemented 

by UN-HABITAT in association with the governments of Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda and 

with financial support from the government of the Netherlands. 
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The programme, which involves a mix of investments in the rehabilitation of existing 

infrastructure and capacity building at local level, is designed to assist the people in the Lake 

Victoria towns to meet the water and sanitation related MDGs like improved access to water, 

sanitation, solid waste management and drainage services in the project areas.  Seven towns 

were selected for the first phase of the project: Homa-Bay and Kisii in Kenya, Masaka and 

Kyotera in Uganda, Bukoba and Muleba in Tanzania, and the border town of Mutukula (UN-

HABITAT 2007; 2008).   

 

 In a preliminary study tour of five towns in Kenya, namely Eldoret, Kisumu, Homa Bay, 

Kisii and Nakuru to assess the extent of interventions in the water and services provision, 

Owuor (2009) established that Eldoret municipality does not have any NGO, CBO or agency 

actively involved in water interventions at the local level. However, ELDOWAS may once-

in-a-while depend on a Dutch NGO, SNV, for informed research.  In 2007, for example, SNV 

conducted a survey of water vendors in the town and the results shared with ELDOWAS.  

Kisumu municipality has a number of NGOs working in various water sectors.  

 

The active NGOs in water and sanitation include Sustainable Aid in Africa International 

(SANA), Africa Now, World Vision and CARE Kenya, and Wandiege Water Community 

Project.  SANA which started as a Dutch-Kenya bilateral programme (1982-2000) in rural 

water and sanitation in the then South Nyanza District of Nyanza Province deals with issues 

related to domestic water supply and targets the un-served urban and peri-urban informal 

settlements and the poor in general, besides dealing with environmental sanitation. The main 

source of water in Nakuru municipality is boreholes. The African Development Bank (ADB) 

has funded the drilling of 17 boreholes: 5 in Baharini, 3 at Nairobi Road and 8 in Kabatini.  

The LVWATSAN-Homa Bay and LVWATSAN-Kisii have worked closely with the 
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respective municipalities and Multi-Stakeholder Fora and initiated a number of short- and 

long-term water and sanitation interventions in the in LVWSB, especially under the 

jurisdictions of SNWSN and GWASCO water service providers.  It is clear that the stated 

interventions have in a way improved the services in terms of accessibility and quality.  It is 

however, not clear why Eldoret which has no NGOs supporting water services provision, has 

less acute water problems than Kisumu which has several NGOs offering various services in 

the water provision sector.  In all the five towns, the interventions have supported the 

establishment of water kiosks to be run in collaboration with various interest groups and/or 

local Community Based organizations. 

 

The most interactive forum initiated through the interventions is best exemplified by Multi 

Stakeholder Forums (MSF) established by LVWATSAN in Homa Bay and Kisii towns.  

Through regular communication and feedback, the forums also ensure that stakeholders 

understand and support the achievement of the goals and objectives of the programme.  

 

MSF worked together with the municipal councils of Homa-Bay and Kisii Municipality and 

have been identified as pro-poor governance mechanisms which involve the poor people and 

all stakeholders in decision making on matters concerning them. It is a vehicle for a collective 

participatory approach to problem solving  bringing together all possible stakeholders, such 

as representatives of local authorities; water and sanitation service providers; NGOs, CBOs 

and Faith Based Organisation (FBOs); private sector; water vendor associations; media; and 

poor women and men, the elderly, youth, orphans and other vulnerable groups, among others 

Owuor, ( 2009).   
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The interventions have in a way made various water service providers to establish some pro 

poor programmes in their areas of jurisdictions.  KIWASCO is implementing a pioneer 

‘delegated management model’ in Nyalenda – a densely populated slum area in Kisumu. This 

is a model where KIWASCO sells water in bulk and at a subsidized tariff to a private 

operator in the community, who in turn manages its distribution and other aspects. The 

selected operator acts as an agent of KIWASCO in terms of connecting customers, operating 

the sub-network, collecting revenue and fixing leaks. It is not only a performance- based 

contract but also a profit-making enterprise towards access to clean and affordable water.  

Wandiege Water Community Project in Kisumu is in fact a water service provider registered 

by LVSWSB just like KIWASCO. They have their own independent management, network, 

operations and tariffs.  ELDOWAS has established ten 10 water kiosks provided by but given 

to interest groups or individuals to operate.   

 

The UN-HABITAT’s LVWATSAN programme is actively involved in both short-term and 

long-term interventions in water and sanitation in the municipality. This is being done in 

collaboration with the Municipal Councils of Homa Bay and Kisii, SNWSCO, GWASCO 

and the Multi-Stakeholder Forum (MSF-Homa Bay and Kisii).  Already, the LVWATSAN 

programme has constructed two water kiosks in Shauri Yako of Homa Bay estate to increase 

access to clean water in low-income areas, which  have been left to MSF- Homa Bay to 

determine which of their group members to run them.  In Nakuru, NAWASSCO has 

constructed 7 water kiosks to serve the low-income estates of the municipality. Four of these 

kiosks are located in Rhoda and Kaptembwa but only 3 are operational. These water kiosks 

are managed by a CBO known as NAROKA (Owuor et al, 2009). 
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In a nutshell, after reviewing literature on intervention cases globally, it has emerged that 

whereas some forms of privatization are more successful in some areas, the same would 

record poor results in other areas and vice versa.  Prasad’s (2006) position is that it does not 

matter who controls the network, but that it should be run like a business with equity 

principles.  In fact this is what the World Bank report also support by stating that regardless 

of who provides the services, whether it is public, private or community based, the policy 

should be to ensure the financial viability of the provider and the service provider has the 

right incentives and how accountable they are to the general public (World Bank, 2004b). 

 

The literature review on the Kenyan case depicts the following:  A lot of interventions have 

been realized in the water sector by actors ranging from state, development partners, 

Community Based Organizations and Non Governmental Organizations.  The challenge 

however, remains how to coordinate and synergize the activities of the stakeholders for 

meaningful improved water service delivery.  Secondly, a lot of initiatives are concentrated in 

the urban areas, leaving water provision in rural areas to community based organizations 

despite the fact the sources of urban water are in the rural areas.  Thirdly, the government 

policy has given roles of managing water resources to non water service providers, and 

denied water service providers role in water resources management from national level to the 

grassroots level.  This has meant that the water resources managers are managing processes 

of water service provision, which they are less experienced in and prepared for.  It can 

therefore be deduced that the results of any water supply service provision will depend on the 

interrelationships between the state, regulators, and citizens as consumers of the services, 

taking into account multi-dimensional interactions amongst the parties. 
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2.6 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 
The conceptualization of the study was pegged on the theory that the core business of 

government is public service.  The services can be provided either on the government’s own 

accord or as a result of demands for their provision placed by the citizens (Alila, 2007).  The 

provision of services to the public is not confined to the government only.  The private sector, 

either on their own or in partnership with the government, can also provide services.  In the 

course of the provision of the public services, interactions occur in various forms/nature and 

scope between the government, the private sector (business), and the public through any or a 

combination of the following parameters: market liberalization, privatization, governance, 

public goods and services, development capital and policy implementation.  The government, 

as a facilitator, a regulator and/or an implementer, still remains key to the provision of public 

services, especially public goods like water, electricity, education and health.  It is in this 

respect, that the quality, nature and scope of the provision of a public service is bound to be 

influenced by the nature of interaction between the  government, the private sector, other 

service providers, and consumers of the services. 

 

The study adopted  two mutually re-enforcing theories, viz, Governance Theory, and Public 

Choice Theory. 

 

2.6.1 GOVERNANCE THEORY 

 
The World Bank (1991) defines governance as the exercise of political authority and the use 

of institutional resources to manage society's problems and affairs.  As a theory, Governance 

is concerned with steering actions of political authorities as they deliberately attempt to shape 

socio-economic structures and processes (Mayntz, 2003).   



47 
 

It can also be viewed as a cooperative mode where the state and non-state actors participate in 

mixed public and private networks.   According to Harris, J. (1990), Governance signals how 

the informal authority of networks supplements and supplants the formal authority of the 

government by exploring the changing boundary between the state and the society.  There are 

various types of governance including: Political, Corporate, Project, Islamic, Participatory, 

Global and Non-Profit, and Information Technology.  Our focus is political governance.   

 

The major assumption under Political Governance theory is that, the state even if it receives 

resistance or competition from non state actors is still the control centre of the society.  

Governability however, varies considerably between different policy sectors.  In general 

terms, governance occurs in three broad ways: First, through networks involving Public 

Private Partnerships (PPP) or with the collaboration of community organizations; Secondly, 

through the use of market mechanisms whereby market principles of competition serve to 

allocate resources while operating under government regulation and finally, through top-

down methods that primarily involve governments and  state bureaucracy, and mainly 

manifested in either one or a combination of policy, legal, and institutional frameworks.  Our 

study shall use the institutional framework. 

 

Governance as a theory has roots in various disciplines including: Public Administration, 

Political Science, Institutional Economics, Organizational Studies, International Relations,   

and Development Studies.  Its precursors include: Corporatism, Policy communities and a 

range of economic analysis concerned with analysis of economic systems (Jessop, 1995).  It 

provides a framework for understanding challenges of governing (Stoke, 1998).   
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According to Stoker (1998:18) governance theory tackles the following critical concerns: 

First, it refers to institutions and actors from within and beyond government.  In our case, 

Government institutions are like WRMA, WSPs, WSTF, and WSRB and the independent 

water service providers including NGOs, CBOs.  Secondly, it identifies the blurring of 

boundaries and responsibilities for tackling social and economic issues. This shift in 

responsibility goes beyond the public-private dimension to include notions of 

communitarianism and social capital. Thirdly, Governance identifies the power dependence 

involved in the relationships between institutions involved in collective action. Organizations 

are dependent upon each other for the achievement of collective action, and thus must 

exchange resources and negotiate shared understanding of ultimate program goals.  Fourth, 

Governance is about autonomous self-governing networks of actors.  Finally, Governance 

recognizes the capacity to get things done which does not rest on the power of government to 

command or use its authority.  It is characterized by a move away from centralization to 

decentralization; from redistribution to regulation; and from public services management to 

management through market principles (Merrien, 1998). 

  

The theory assumes that the government should focus on the formulation of public policy and 

leave the implementation to other bodies, private organisations or non profit organisations, 

(Osborne and Gaebler, 1992) hence encouraging privatization, outsourcing, agentification and a 

stronger emphasis on market mechanism (Hood, 1991; Kickert, 1997).  Public actors should 

control the implementation by performance indicators or market mechanisms.   The assumption is 

that the more the separation of policy implementation from the policy formulation, the more the 

participation by public actors in the implementation process, and the more the realization of 

efficiency on the process outcomes. 
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The theory further assumes that co-production between public and private actors result in 

exchanging more information and the usage of each other’s knowledge and so generate more 

innovative and better products and policy outputs for complex societal problems. The assumption 

is that network management may lead to: a combination of knowledge, and information and skills 

(Kickert, 1997; Sorensen and Torfing, 2007); organisational structure and form (Mandell, 2001); 

institutional and managerial characteristics as decisive for achieving good outcomes 

(Gage/Mandell, 1992; Koppenjan/Klijn, 2004). 

 

Network management strategies involve activation of actors and resources (Scharpf, 1978, 

Mandell 1990), co-ordinating goal achieving mechanisms which include influencing the 

perceptions and goals of other actors;  fostering or creating organisational arrangements to 

facilitate and enable interactions between actors (Agranoff/McGuire, 2003);  and  co-

ordinating the stream of actions and interactions between different actors (Kickert et al, 

1997); and designing rules for interaction between actors before the process starts or during 

the process to solve difficulties in interaction (Bruijn, 1998; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004).    

 

In terms of public service delivery, the theory argues that the government directly or 

indirectly influences the quality to the extent that it is involved in the both the process 

management and ownership.  The extent of state ownership (public enterprise, divestiture, 

management contract, BOT) determines the type of leverage it has in the management of its 

affairs i.e. the process management strategies include: Setting interaction rules (process 

design), Goal achieving strategies (exploring content), Organisational arrangements 

(arranging), Activating actors and interaction guiding (connecting).  It is the process 

management strategies that finally will determine the quality of service delivery in terms 

process outcomes i.e. accessibility to affordable quality water, good customer service, and 

good government.   
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In a nutshell a good public private partnership that provides limited government involvement 

with clear role assignment and enforcement of good management strategies is likely to lead to 

improved delivery of public services and goods. 

 

The relationships of accountability among actors may take any or a combination of the 

following five features: delegation, finance, performance, information about performance, 

and enforceability.   The success of water service provision will depend on how the WSPs 

interact/relate with other actors in the form of the stakeholders, and how each of the 

stakeholders reacts to the quality of service received.  This will to a large extent be 

determined by the level of institutional preparedness of each actor in terms of managerial 

strategies.  The interactions or relationships could be conflictual, cooperative or competitive.  

They therefore need not take any specific direction.   

 

Analytical Accountability Framework 

 
The Analytical Framework approach is a model within the governance theory used by the 

World Bank (World Bank Report, 2004), to analyze and account for the quality of services to 

people.   

It posits that successful services for the poor emerge from institutional relationships in which 

the actors are accountable to each other.  The actors may be individuals, governments, NGOs, 

or businesses.  It describes the characteristics of services that make creating those 

relationships so crucial and so difficult.  It uses the framework and the characteristics of the 

services to analyze why pure public sector production often fails and why pure privatization 

is not the answer.    
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The relationships of accountability among actors have five features: delegation, finance, 

performance, information about performance, and enforceability.   Weaknesses in any aspect 

of accountability can cause failure.  First, one cannot strengthen enforceability by holding 

providers responsible for outputs and outcomes in isolation. If providers do not receive clear 

delegation precisely specifying the desired objectives, increasing enforceability is unfair and 

ineffective.  If providers are not given adequate resources, holding them accountable for poor 

outcomes is again unfair and ineffective.  Secondly, putting finance as the first step in 

creating a relationship of accountability stresses that simply caring about an outcome 

controlled by another does not necessarily create a relationship of accountability.   

 

In the case of water service provision in Kenya, the state comprises politicians 

(Parliamentarians and Councillors) and policy makers (President/Prime Minister, Ministers 

for Water and Irrigation, and Local Government), respectively.  However, the management of 

water resources is handled by Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) a parastatal 

under the Ministry of Water and Irrigation.  At the same national level is the Water Services 

Regulatory Board (WSRB) handling water service provision.   

 

The politicians set general directions, but policymakers set the fundamental rules of the game 

for service providers to operate-by regulating entry, enforcing standards, and determining the 

conditions under which providers receive public funds.  WSRB is the body that registers and 

regulates Water Service Boards at regional levels and Water Services Providers at the local 

level.  There are seven (7) Water Service Boards (WSBs), namely; Athi, Tana, Northern, Rift 

Valley, Coast, Lake Victoria North, and Lake Victoria South.  
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WSBs are responsible for the provision of water services through signing of Service 

Provision Agreements with Water Service providers (WSPs) and are responsible for the 

planning, development and expansion of water and sewerage services.  In this context, WSBs 

and WSPs are the organizational providers.    WSPs include National Water Conservation 

and Pipeline Corporation (NWC&PC), Public Limited Companies (PLCs) owned by 

respective Local Authorities, Community Based Organizations managed by WSPs but 

registered as Water Resource Users Associations (WRUA), and Private Organizations 

including Non Governmental Organizations. 

 

WSPs are institutions responsible for provision of water to the citizens as clients or 

customers.  This involves management and accountability to ensure effective, efficient, 

adequate and safe provision of water to customers as process outcomes.   It is the managerial 

performance that will affect the subsequent quality or otherwise of provision of water to the 

citizens/customers.  The reaction of the customers to the services will either be direct to the 

WSPs for offering the type of service or to the state for having contributed or failed to 

contribute to the type of service delivered by the WSP.  The state would in turn re-evaluate its 

compact or engagement with the WSPs and the cycle continues.   In essence the compact 

between the state and WSPs determines the quality of water service provision, which in turn 

influences consumers’ engagement with state on one hand and with the WSPs on the other 

hand.   

 

In an ideal situation these actors are linked in relationships of power and accountability. 

Citizens can exercise voice over politicians. Policymakers have compacts with organizational 

providers.  Organizations manage frontline providers and clients exercise client power 

through interactions with frontline providers.   
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In low-income countries, a fifth role played by external finance agencies affect each of these 

relationships.   Providers can be made directly accountable to clients as in market transactions 

by passing decisions and powers directly to citizens or communities, a “short route” of 

accountability. But, more typically, the public sector is involved in two key relationships, 

voice and compacts,  which make up the main control mechanism by  the citizen in a “long 

route” of accountability. 

  

 

       

Long route of accountability 

 

 

  Short route    Short Route 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 2.3: Relationships of power in Service Provision 

 

Source: World Development Report, 2004: 49. 

The term voice is used to express the complex relationships of accountability between 

citizens and politicians. The voice relationship includes formal political mechanisms, political 

parties and elections.  The informal political mechanisms include advocacy groups and public 

information campaigns.   
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Delegation and finance between citizen and state are the decisions about pursuing collective 

objectives and mobilizing  public resources to meet those objectives. Citizens need 

information about how actions of the state have promoted their well-being. They also need 

some mechanism for enforceability, to make sure politicians and policymakers are rewarded 

for good actions and penalized for bad ones.  

 

The relationships between policymakers and service providers can be thought of as compacts. 

The compact refers to a broad agreement about a long-term relationship between 

WRMA/WSRB and WSPs. The policymaker provides resources and delegates powers and 

responsibility for collective objectives to the service providers. The policymaker generates 

information about the performance of organizations. Enforceability comes into play when the 

compact also specifies the rewards and the penalties that depend on the service provider’s 

actions and outputs.  The quality of performance by a WSP would therefore be one or a 

combination of the following responsibilities: The strength and the respectability of compact 

between the policy makers (WSRB) and the WSP; the relationship between the consumers 

and the WSPs on the one hand and the consumer and the state in the form of politicians and 

policy makers on the other hand; the managerial strategies adopted by the WSP as manifested 

by its frontline employees.  

 

 Each WSP employs both formal and informal tools of management to provide frontline 

workers with assignments and delineated areas of responsibility, equipping them with the 

resources to act. The standard management issues of selecting, training, and motivating 

workers like water engineers, meter readers, water technicians among others in an 

organization apply to all organizations, private, NGO, or government.   
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 The policymaker cannot specify all actions of providers in the compact; citizens should 

express to providers their demand for services and monitor the providers’ provision of 

services. 

 

The framework does well to acknowledge the dual role played by individuals and households, 

as citizens and as direct clients. It however fails to acknowledge dual role/relationship played 

by providers, to the consumers of the services, and to the government as a regulator in one 

instance and a service provider in another.  

  

As citizens, consumers participate both as individuals and through coalitions in the form of 

communities, political parties, labour unions, business associations in political processes that 

define collective objectives.  They also strive to control and direct public action in 

accomplishing those objectives. As direct clients of service providers, individuals and 

households hope to get clean water for their family.  As consumers of direct service from the 

government, some service providers get funds from the government agents, Water Service 

Trust Fund (WSTF), and other development partners including bi-lateral governmental and 

Non Governmental agencies.  The donor funding is attracted on realization that water cannot 

be entirely an economic good but also a merit and a social good whose affordability and 

accessibility should be to all.  The best way to enhance this is to increase investment in 

infrastructure to enhance the distributive processes, hence necessary costs.  To explain this, 

we need the support of public choice theory to explain the basis for the accountability 

interactions. 
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The framework overemphasizes accountability at the expense of other variables including 

interrelationships amongst various actors and stakeholders in the industry, which happens in 

not necessarily a uniform chain.  The reality is that actors are embedded in a complex set of 

relationships, and accountability is not always the most important.  Through various forms of 

coercion, both subtle and blatant, many states’ ability to impose obligations on citizens has 

proved much stronger than the ability of citizens to discipline politicians and policymakers. 

And in many cases citizens approach the state and its agents as supplicants. Politicians often 

use the control over publicly provided services as a mechanism of clientelism for both 

citizens and providers.  Services are allocated in ways that reward or punish communities for 

their political support.  

 

Sometimes the ministry is the agent of the providers, not the other way around, and providers 

exercise leverage in policymaking.  These multifaceted interactions can be explained using  

public choice theory. 

 

2.6.2 PUBLIC CHOICE THEORY 

 

Public choice theory seeks to explain and predict the behaviour of politicians and bureaucrats 

in the polity by using analytical tools developed from economics, based on the principle of 

rational choice.  In public choice, individuals, interest groups, bureaucrats, and politicians are 

assumed to seek their own self interest as in the market place. Decisions made depend on the 

costs and benefits of an action taken whereby each group attempts to maximize their own net 

benefits. Benefits can take the form of monetary or non-monetary rewards and may include 

ideologies, goals, and cultural values.  
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Public choice theory originated from economic theory of public/rational choice of public 

goods as advanced by Mueller, D.C. (1979).  However the original use of public choice 

theory was in 1962 when James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock co-authored a book on 

political organization of a free society using a method and conceptual apparatus of the 

economic organization of such a society.  Public choice theory examines the provision of 

public goods.  A public good is anything that is at least partly rival and/or non-excludable in 

the sense that addition of new beneficiaries neither increases nor reduces the value of the 

good to the original beneficiaries.  Examples of public goods include water, air , security, 

and good government.  It is just as difficult to charge people for its use, as it is difficult to 

exclude non-payers from its use.  Public goods may be naturally available; produced by the 

government; produced by private individuals and firms, by non-state collective action, or they 

may not be produced at all.   The need for public provision becomes necessary because of the 

difficulty in identifying the extent of need by an individual and how much each should be 

charged.  In essence the private sector faces serious challenges in providing socially desirable 

levels of the public good. 

Public choice theory is often used to explain how political decision-making results in 

outcomes that conflict with the preferences of the general public.  It attempts to look at 

governments from the perspective of the bureaucrats and politicians who compose them, and 

makes the assumption that they act based on budget maximizing model in a self-interested 

way for the purpose of maximizing their own economic benefits. The theory applies 

economic analysis, usually decision theory and game theory, to the political decision-making 

process in order to reveal certain systematic trends towards inefficient government policies.   
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Water also bears the characteristics of natural monopolies in that the costs of production in 

terms of infrastructure involved are higher than the variable costs and the production subject 

to economies of scale, hence rendering the construction of competing systems impractical.  

The government therefore regulates the monopolies to avoid public/consumers’ exploitation 

through overpricing.  Water is also considered to be a merit or social good that everyone 

ought to have in the interest of equity or social justice.  Every society wants its members to 

have water irrespective of its members’ ability to pay.  The United Nations Committee on 

Economic, Cultural and Social Rights declared that water should be treated as a ”social and 

cultural good” and that everyone should have “sufficient , affordable, physically accessible, 

safe and acceptable water for personal and domestic uses”(UNESCO, 2003). 

 

Water is a finite environmental resource that is prone to overuse (Budds and McGranahan, 

2003).  This therefore calls for the government to regulate its abstraction and its sources for 

both sustainability and safety.  The environmental protection calls for additional costs.  These 

characteristics of water have resulted in government assuming oversight role so as to ensure 

that markets provide water and sanitation at optimal and sustainable levels (Migai, 2009).   

 

Once  privatized, water and sanitation are deemed to be economic or private goods, while at 

the same time considered social goods to which everyone should have a right of access.  This 

means that whatever mode of private sector participation is adopted, government will need to 

perform the tasks of allocating monopoly rights, regulating prices, monitoring performance 

and investments in infrastructure (Triche, 1990). 
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The state’s regulatory frameworks should be in accordance with the existing wider water 

policy framework, which must be consultative among all the stakeholders, and the citizens 

involved in decision making.  Due to the high cost of investment in water infrastructure, the 

government is bound to involve various development partners with different interests.  To 

maximize the efficiency and effectiveness level at which water is provided, the state 

considers various policy options including, Privatization, Public Enterprise, and Public 

Private Partnerships. A government may subsidize production of such a public good in the 

private sector. 

 

Public choice theory assumes that good government policies in a democracy are an 

underprovided public good, because of the voters.  While good government tends to be a pure 

public good for the mass of voters, there may be many interest groups that have strong 

incentives for lobbying the government to implement specific inefficient policies that would 

benefit them at the expense of the general public. For example, lobbying by particular 

individuals for appointment into water service boards by politicians.  The main objective 

could be to access opportunities for businesses in a patron-client network.   

 

The costs of such inefficient policy practices are dispersed over all citizens, and therefore 

unnoticeable to each individual.  The benefits however, are shared by a small special-interest 

group with a strong incentive to perpetuate the policy by further lobbying. Theorists expect 

that numerous special interests will be able to successfully lobby for various inefficient 

policies leading to government failure. 
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In specific reference to our study, the public choice theory holds that a regulatory policy of 

the government that takes cognizance of the public good characteristics of water shall 

enhance an effective public private partnership between water service providers and 

stakeholders.  The quality of services will therefore be enhanced in terms  of affordablility, 

quality, accessible water and good customer service.  It is unlikely, that good service delivery 

could be realized in a poor partnership structure.  The production of public goods results in 

positive externalities which may not be directly compensated. If private organizations don't 

reap all the benefits of a public good which they have produced, their incentives to produce it 

voluntarily might be insufficient. Consumers can take advantage of public goods without 

contributing sufficiently to their creation.  

 

2.7 HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY 

 
The study’s research hypotheses are as follows: 

 

i. The nature of a water service provision policy compact determines the 

organizational structural design of a WSP. 

ii. The quality of water service provision is dependent on the organizational 

managerial strategies of a WSP. 

iii. Popular participation facilitates state’s accountability to citizens in the provision of 

water services 

 

Null hypotheses 

  

i. The nature of WSP policy compact does not determine the organizational structural 

design for the WSP. 

ii. There is no relationship between managerial strategies and the quality of water service 

iii. Popular participation does not facilitate the state’s accountability to the citizens in the 

provision of services 
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2.8 OPERATIONALIZATION OF CONCEPTS 

 
The following concepts will be used frequently in the text and for the purposes of our study, 

should be understood as stated below: 

2.8.1 Commercialization 

This shall refer to the use by the public sector of private sector management practices, such as 

commercial practices and goals, management and organizational styles drawn from the 

private sector (Bakker,2003a). 

2.8.2 Liberalization 

This shall refer to the introduction of competition by way of  removal of laws and regulations 

that restrict the market competition 

2.8.3 Management Contract 

This shall refer to corporate management principles to engage private mangers to run public 

water utilities for a specified period, usually 5 years 

2.8.4 Politicians/policymakers 

Politicians/policy makers shall refer to the service delivery actors authorized through 

elections or appointment by the state to discharge its legislative, regulatory, and rule-making 

responsibilities.  

 

2.8.5 Privatization  

Privatization shall refer to a political strategy used by the state to transfer public sector assets, 

control and financing of water enterprise to the private sector.   

 

2.8.6 Public Good 

 

Public good shall refer to a good that is non rival and non excludable to the extent that    the 

consumption of the good by one individual does not reduce availability of the good for 

consumption by others; and no one can be effectively excluded from using the good. 
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2.8.7 Public Private Partnership (PPP) 

PPP shall therefore refer to any arrangement that falls in between public enterprises at one 

end of the continuum and divestiture to the very extreme end  in the process of the provision 

of a service 

2.8.8 Public Service  

Public Service shall refer to services provided by government to its citizens, either directly 

through the public sector or by financing private provision of services.  

2.8.9 Service   

Service shall refer to  an economic activity that does not result in ownership and is claimed to 

be a process that creates benefits by facilitating either a change in customers, a change in 

their physical possessions, or a change in their intangible assets. 

2.8.10 Stakeholders 

To be used interchangeably with actors to refer to individuals, households, communities, 

firms, governments, and other public, non-governmental and private organizations that 

finance, produce, regulate, or consume services. 

 

2.8.11 State 

A state shall refer to a sovereign political entity which has legal authority and power to direct 

and condition formal actions from its subjects. 

 

2.8.12 Voice 

 

Voice shall refer to a relationship of accountability that connects citizens and politicians and 

comprises many formal and informal processes, including voting and electoral politics, 

lobbying and propaganda, patronage and clientelism, media activities, access to information. 
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2.8.13 Vulnerable Consumers 

These shall refer to water users that do not have reliable and predictable access to clean water 

due to any or a combination of the following factors: distance, scarcity, high cost,  or storage. 

 

2.8.14 Water Access 

Water access shall be measured in terms of household’s access to convenient source of 

metered water either bulk or single. 

2.8.15 Water Coverage  

Water Coverage shall refer to the percentage of population served with water by a WSP 

compared to the total population living within the service area of the WSP; water coverage is 

an indicator of the performance of WSPs in supplying people within their service area with 

water.   

2.8.16 Water Quality 

Water quality shall refer to the physical  attributes of water such as drinkability, colour, and 

turbidity. 

 

2.8.17 Water Service Policy Compact 

 

A Water service policy compact refers to relationships between policymakers and service 

providers outlining the mode and principles of engagement in the process of service 

provision.  It may be formal or informal. 

 

2.8.18 Water Service Quality   

 
Water service quality shall refer to reliability of continuous water supply, pressure and 

response to consumer complaints.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
 

 

3.0  INTRODUCTION 

 

The chapter presents the methodology used in carrying out the study.  It describes the site of 

study, research design, the sampling procedures, data collection techniques, unit of analysis, 

data analysis, reliability analysis, and finally the background characteristics of the sample. 

 

3.1 THE STUDY SITE   

 
The study site is the Lake Victoria Basin.  This is one of the five Drainage Basins in Kenya.  

According to Mogaka et al (2006), Lake Victoria Basin makes up 59.2% of the total surface 

water in Kenya and 18.7% of ground water in Kenya. Other drainage basins are, Ewaso 

Ngiro, Rift Valley, Tana River and Athi River.  Each of the Drainage Basins are served by 

their respective Water Service Boards (WSBs).  The study area covered Lake Victoria Basin.    

Lake Victoria is served by two WSBs, Lake Victoria North and Lake Victoria South.  Our 

study however, concentrated on Lake Victoria South Water Service Board (LVWSB).    

Whereas LVNWSB covers Busia, Kakamega, Bungoma, and Uasin Gishu counties, 

LVSWSB covers 9 counties namely Kericho, Bomet, Narok, Nandi, Siaya, Kisumu, 

Nyamira, Homa Bay, and Migori counties. According to Impact Report no.3 of 2008, 

LVSWSB serves the largest population of all the WSBs in Kenya at 6,868,876,000 people 

(WASREB: 2008) hence our purpose for chosing for our study.    

  

The study covered seven WSPs in five counties of Bomet, Kisumu, Homa Bay, Kericho and 

Migori with a total number of household connections of 28,923 out of which 288 were 

interviewed.  The low number for Kericho County was attributed to the fact that one of the 

schemes of Chemosit, Chesinende, is the only one in Kericho County.  The rest are in Bomet 

county.  The distribution of respondents per county is as presented in  Table 3.1: 
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Table 3.1: The distribution of respondents by county 

County Frequency Percent 

 Bomet 

 Kisumu 

 Homa  Bay 

Migori 

 Kericho 

Total 

64 22.2 

86 29.9 

59 20.5 

63 21.9 

16 5.6 

288 100.0 

Source: Author’s own compilation  

 

Districts 

The study covered nine (9) districts: Bomet, Chepalungu, Kipkelion, Kisumu Town East, 

Kisumu Town West, Nyando, North Rachuonyo, Homa Bay, and Migori.  Of the 288 

respondents, North Rachuonyo district had the least 9.7% (28), followed by Homa bay 10.8% 

(31).  Bomet had the highest number of respondents at 22.2%.   Other districts covered were 

Kipkelion 5.6%, Kisumu Town west 7.3%, Kisumu Town East 12.2%, and Migori at 21.9%. 

 

 

3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

We purposively identified seven (7) WSPs categorized into two: Public Limited Companies 

(PLCs), and registered Community Project Cycles from official register of WSPs.   The study 

used data from both secondary and primary sources.  The researcher employed field survey 

methods including interviews, participant observation, secondary sources of  literature review 

and document analysis.   From each sampled WSP area, the researcher conducted key 

informant interviews especially with key stakeholders including managers of the seven 

WSPs.  This was an exploratory study 

 

The study  used structured questionnaires to interview consumers of the water services 

randomly selected from a sample of households drawn from a sample frame of all registered 

members per sampled WSP.   
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3.3 SAMPLING 

 
According to WSRB 2008/2009, there are currently thirteen (13) registered WSPs under 

LVSWSB which covers, administratively, the counties of Kericho, Bomet, Kisii, Migori, 

Nyamira, Homa Bay, Kisumu, Siaya, and Nandi.  Three of the WSPs, KEWASCO (Kericho) 

and KIWASCO(Kisumu), and Chemosit are among the large WSPs having between 10000-

34999 connections; One WSP, namely SNWSCO is medium size having between 5000-9999 

connections.  SIBO, GUSII, GWASSCO, and MIKUTRA are small WSPs having less than 5, 

0000 connections.  The rest are registered community water projects, and include: Boya, 

Gulf, Ahono, Nyando, and Nyasare.    

 

In order to attain represntativeness, we purposively sampled two (2) Water Service Provider 

(WSPs) registered by WSRB from large category, viz, Chemosit (Bomet) and 

KIWASCO(Kisumu); one (1) from Medium category, SNWSCO(Homa-Bay);  (1) from 

Small categories, MIKUTRA(Migori); three (3) from Community Water Projects category, 

Nyasare (Migori), Boya (Kisumu), and Mogombet(Bomet).  In total seven (7) WSPs were 

sampled.   

In each of the WSPs, we conducted one (1) Focus Group Discussion (FGD), an average of 40 

structured questionnaires for the household- based interviews and 2 key informants 

proportionately drawn from each of the 7 WSPs.  Other key informant interviewees included: 

District Water Engineers for Nyando, Bomet, Homa Bay, Migori, CEO and Chairman WSTF, 

CEO/Representative WRMA, CEO WSRB(9), and 4 Professionals/Technocrats with relevant 

experience in the Water service provision sector.  Using Creative Systems computer survey 

software solution (1982), we obtained a sample size of 288 respondents from a population of 

28,923 so as to attain a confidence level of 95% at confidence interval of 5.75 assuming the 

worst case scenario of 50%.  The researcher also conducted 1 Focus Group Discussion in 
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each of the seven sampled WSPs.  The interviews focussed on the descriptive and situational 

analyses of Water Service providers, perception about the role of the state in the provision of 

services, the impact of the changes introduced in water service provision, and managerial 

strategies impacting  the delivery of the quality customer service, quality, easy to access, and 

affordable of water. The study covered the period between 2003 (before the implementation 

of Water sector reforms) and 2011. 

 

In total we had 288 household questionnaires administered, 7 FGDs and 33 key informant 

interviews.  The selection of a particular household for the interview followed a random 

sampling procedure from a list of consumers per WSP.  The highest number of respondents 

were obtained from SNWSCO due to the fact that two schemes, West Karachuonyo 

Community water Project in the rural set up and Homa Bay in the urban set up were 

combined with each contributing 28 and 32 respondents respectively.  They exhibited 

different characteristics.  KIWASCO which had the highest number of piped connections at 

13,500 contributed 56 respondents.  In summary, the respondents from each WSP were 

sampled proportionately to their number of metred connections. 

 

The respondents were drawn from 14 locations with Bomet Township location having the 

highest share at 22.2% followed by Suna Central at 14.2%, Homa Town at 11.1% and 

Kondele at 10.1%.  Others were Chesinende, 5.6%, West Kolwa 4.2%, Kisumu Town 6.3%, 

Onjiko 3.5%, Kakola 2.8%, Kochogo 3.8%, Kanam A 6.3%, Kanam B at 3.8%, Suna Ragana 

at 5.6% and the least being East Kajulu at 0.7%.  In terms of sub-locations, Bomet Township 

and Silibwet were captured in Bomet Township location, while Chesinende was captured in 

Chesinende location at 13.2%, 10.9% and 6%, respectively.  
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 In Kisumu Town location, majority of respondents were from Kaloleni at 3.0%; Kondele 

sub-location of Kondele location had 3.4% of the respondents, while Mamboleo and Nyawita 

had about 1% each.  The largest share of respondents in Kolwa West location  interviewed 

were from Nyalenda B at 3.8% followed by Manyatta A at 1.5%.  

 

 In Kabongo location, Kobongo I had 3% of the respondents while respondentsfrom Kakola 

location  interviewed were from Tura sub-location (3%).  A further 4.2% of the respondents 

were drawn from Kochogo north sub-location of Onjiko Location.  Respondents were also 

interviewed from Kanyango and Rabuor sub locations of Kanam B location, and Koguta, 

Kowuor and Kanyadenda sub locations of Kanam A location in areas served by West 

Karachuonyo Water project scheme of SNWSCO.  In the Homa Bay scheme, the main sub 

locations covered were Asego 6.8% and Arujo at 4.2%.  In Suna central Location, 

respondents were drawn from Wasweta I (3%), Oruba 4.2%, Onyalo2.3%, Marindi 1.9%.  

Table 3.2 shows the distribution of respondents by location. 

Table 3.2: Distribution of respondents by location 
 

Location Frequency Percent 

 Bomet Township 64 22.2 

  Chesinende 16 5.6 

  Kisumu Town 18 6.3 

   Kondele 29 10.1 

   West Kolwa 12 4.2 

  Onjiko 10 3.5 

   Kakola 8 2.8 

   Kochogo 11 3.8 

   Kanam A 18 6.3 

  Kanam B 11 3.8 

   Homa Bay Town 32 11.1 

   Suna –Ragana 16 5.6 

  Suna Central 41 14.2 

  East Kajulu 2 .7 

  Total 288 100.0 

Source:Author’s own compilation 
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3.4 DATA COLLECTION 

 
The researcher prepared structured interview schedules which were administered with the 

help of three (3) Research Assistants who were appropriately trained by the Researcher 

before embarking on field work.   

 

The researcher conducted at least three household interviews in each sampled area and 

systematically moved with the Research Assistants from each area to another.  However, the 

researcher conducted all the Key informant interviews and the Focus Group Discussions 

(FGDs) with the help of a Research Assistant in each case for recording of the interview 

proceedings .  

 

3.5 UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

 
The Unit of analysis was the individual household sampled from each Water Service 

Provider’s (WSPs) listing of consumers.   

 

3.6 DATA ANALYSIS 

 
The data collected was coded, summarized into frequency tables, and analyzed using both 

qualitative and quantitative techniques.  The qualitative technique was used to conduct 

content analysis especially from the qualitative data collected from key informant 

interviewees and Focus Group Discussions. The researcher transcribed the FGD and key 

informant interviews reports.  

 

The researcher used a computer package technique, Statistical Package for Social 

Scientists(SPSS), to analyse quantitative data obtained from household questionnaire 

responses.  The report is presented using frequency tables and cross tabulations to measure 

the central tendencies and associations.  
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 To determine the changes, we used 2003 data as given by the household respondents in 

terms of affordability, access, quality of water and customer service.  A change denoted the 

difference between those responding positively or negatively to a particular query for 2003 

and 2011.  For example, a positive difference between 2011 and 2003 connotes an 

improvement while a negative difference connotes deterioration in affordability, access, 

quality of water and customer service.   

 

3.7   R E L I A B I L I T Y   A N A L Y S I S   -   S C A L E   (A L P H A) 
 

 

We calculated reliability of the results using Cronbanch alpha which use the formula: 

[image: \alpha = {K \over K-1 } \left(1 - {\sum_{i=1}^K \sigma^2_{Y_i}\over 

\sigma^2_X}\right)] where [image: K] is the number of components (*K-items*),[image: 

\sigma^2_X] the variance of the observed total test scores, and [image: \sigma^2_{Y_i}] the 

variance of component *i* for the current sample of persons (N) =288. Under our 

circumstance this was the best validation formular because it could be used in cases of less 

than 1 or even negative. The cost of water for example should have been anything above zero 

but there were cases where people did not pay for water at all and yet there is everly a 

likelihood that they used water.  The same reasoning applies to distances. The cases rise high 

to the collective peak of 1000.  In this case the validity (Scientific=95%) was calculated 

within the following ranges: 

Weight (alpha) Status 

α ≥ 0.9 Excellent 

0.9 > α ≥ .8 Good 

0.8 > α ≥ 0.7 Acceptable 

0.7 > α ≥ 0.6 Questionable 

0.6 > α ≥ 0.5 Poor 

0.5 > α Unacceptable  

        N of Cases =       288.0 
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                      Analysis of Variance 

Source of Variation     Sum of Sq.        DF       Mean Square   Chi-square Prob. 

Between People       131477855.7198       287      458110.9955 
Within People         1892970532.130     12960      146062.5411 
Between Measures     451037754.4961        45   10023061.2110    3087.9769  .0000 
Residual             1441932777.634     12915    111647.9115 
Total                  2024448387.850     13247      152823.1590 
Grand Mean       192.9523 
 
Coefficient of Concordance W =     .2228 
 
Reliability Coefficients    46 items 
 
Alpha =   .7563           Standardized item alpha =   .7647 ≡ 0.8 
 

An acceptable run is where the validity must have scored less than 95% on other tests but still 

meets the scientific validity measures.   This was  boosted by  survey and other measures 

such as Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KIIs).  However, 

Good refers to a case where the data after being subjected to validity test scores of 95%.  In 

our case then, the validity gave us a cronbach alpha of .76. rounded off to 0.8 which is good 

enough even if we had not carried out the FGDs and KIIs as it is within or more than the 95% 

threshold. 

 

3.8 BACKGROUND  CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

 
The section provides a sbackground analysis of the sample from a historical perspective in 

terms of the existing water service providers and demographic characteristics of the 

consumers.   

 

Until 2003, the responsibility for supply/distribution of water largely lay with respective local 

authorities in each of the councils. After 2003, each of the local authorities converted their 

respective water departments into Public Limited Companies (PLCs) and had them registered 

with LVWSB and WSRB as Water Service Providers.   
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In addition to the PLCs, there were other WSPs which were either registered as Community 

Water Projects, or Independent Water Service Providers, all expected to operate under the 

supervision of LVSWSB, and as agents of the respective major WSP in the area.  The PLCs 

under LVSWSB include KIWASCO, SIBO, SNW&SCO, GWASCO, CHEMOSIT, 

KEWASCO, and NYANAS and are responsible for Kisumu, Siaya, South Nyanza, Kisii, 

Bomet, Kericho, and Nandi councils, respectively. 

 

Community Water Projects are small scale and independent water service providers most of 

which are registered as either welfare associations or Community Based Organizations within 

particular areas to provide water directly to members but also sell water from their respective 

water kiosks and points.  The CBO’s get funding from various sources including but not 

limited to Church Organizations, NGOs, Individual Contributions(self help), Government 

(WSTF, LATF, CDF), and other well wishers in various forms and kinds.   

 

Water Service Trust Fund (WSTF) had by the end of the year 2010 financially assisted a total 

of seventeen(17) Community Water Projects under  LVSWSB  out of which only five (5)  

were completed including, Masongora in Kuria district, Malongo/Nyagwethe in Suba, 

Koguta and Rabuor both in Rachuonyo district, and Chebugon in Bomet district. The 

contracts of the other twelve (12) funded community water projects including Nyabikaye in 

Kuria district, Kapsorok in Kericho district, Agola Ramogi in Bondo district, Kothim in 

Kisumu district, Wakula North in Suba district, Olesekut in Transmara district, Mukioraga 

spring in Suba district, Saoset in Nyando district, Gongo in Homa Bay district, Aluor and 

Nyamula Kathieno in Siaya district, and Nyawaso in Homa Bay district expired before 

completion and commissioning.    Of the five (5) community water projects completed, only 

Koguta had a water pipeline network.   
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Chebugon is a water pan, Masongora has 13 hand dug wells but yet to be commissioned just 

like Malongo/Nyagwethe project which has 2 gravity schemes and 3 bore holes.   

 

It was prudent, in order to identify  the impact of water sector reforms on water provision, to 

study projects that were already in operation, hence the choice of Koguta and Rabuor 

Community water projects.  The two projects do not stand alone but operate as water kiosks 

of the South Nyanza Water and Sanitation Company.  We also substituted Chebugon 

community water project with Mogombet which was the only community water project with 

an established water pipeline network serving a large number of people in Bomet District.   

 

By the same token, we also substituted Saoset community water project with Boya 

community project in Nyando district, and Masongora community water project in Kuria 

district with the nearest Nyasare community Water supply in Migori district.  The two water 

projects operate in the same area served by Migori, Kuria and Transmara Water Company 

(MIKUTRA). 

 

Private Water Service Providers is another category of small scale and independent water 

service providers.  Most of them operate under NGOs and churches.  They usually attract 

funding from development financiers including private individuals, international churches, 

Humanitarian and Philanthropic Agencies, Bilateral development agencies like DANIDA, 

SIDA among others.   They establish water kiosks and access points.  LVSWSB, as per 

WSRB Impact Report No.3 2010, had three of such WSPs, namely, Nyasare, Ahono and 

Boya community Water Projects. 
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3.8.1 Characteristics of Respondents 
   
 

The following characteristics were found to be important variables as  basis for the situational 

analysis: length of stay, education, gender, occupation, current water service provider, and 

change of water service providers. 

 

 

Length of Stay in the area 

 

The respondents were asked to state for how long they had been staying in the area.  The 

response showed that 155 out of 288 had stayed in their respective areas of residence for over 

six years with the majority being between 6-10 years at 31.6%.  Whereas 4.0 % of the 

respondents indicated that they did not know how long they had respectively stayed in the 

areas, 12.2 of the respondents did not answer the question.  This means that at least 70.4% 

had stayed long enough in the areas to have had experience of water service provision before 

and after the implementation of the water sector reforms beginning the year 2004. 

 

Education 
 

The data showed that a substantial number of respondents (37.8%) had secondary education 

followed by primary education at 23.3%, and university at 16.7%.  Therefore 84% of the 

population had some form of formal education.  This indicates a possible relationship 

between attainment of formal education and an individual’s chances of access to water.  In 

the sense that education is an avenue to attaining an income hence the consumer’s likeliness 

to have an income and  ability to pay for water connection to  regular water supply.    
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Occupation 
 
 

Table 3.3: The distribution of respondents by occupation 
 

 Occupation Frequency Percent 

 Salaried employee 112 38.9 

  Businessperson 124 43.1 

  Peasant, farmer 33 11.5 

  Student 10 3.5 

  Total 279 96.9 

 Missing  System 9 3.1 

Total 288 100.0 

Source: Author’s own compilation 
 

Table 3.3 shows that about 82% of the respondents had regular income, either salaried 

employees or business persons.  A further 11.5% of the respondents were farmers and ten 

were students.  This shows that an income of an individual household would determine her 

ability to pay for connection to a regular water supply.  Out of the 288 respondents 

161(55.9%) were males while 127 (44.1%) were females.   

 

 

3.8.2 Current Water Service Providers  
 

It was clear that households are connected to particular individual water service provider as 

shown in table 3.4. 

Table 3.4: The distribution of respondents by current water service providers 

Current Water Service  Providers Frequency Percent 

  Chemosit Water supply & San Co 51 17.7 

  
 Mogombet  Community Water Project 29 10.1 

   Kisumu Water & Sanitation Company 56 19.4 

  Boya Comm Water Project 30 10.4 
  South Nyanza Water and Sanitation Co. 60 20.8 

   Migori, Kuria & Transmara co. 38 13.2 

  Nyasare  Community Water Supply 
Association 

24 8.3 

  Total 288 100.0 

Source: Author’s own compilation 
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Table 3.4 shows that the study covered seven Water service providers, 3 community water 

supply projects (Nyasare 8.3%, Boya 10.4%, and Mogombet 10.1%) and 4 utility water 

Companies, Chemosit 17.7%, KIWASCO 19.4%, SNWSCO 20.8%, and MIKUTRA 13.2%.  

Two utility companies had both rural and urban components, i.e. Chemosit had both 

Chesinende and Bomet Schemes), and South Nyanza which had Homa-Bay and West 

Karachuonyo Water Supply schemes, KIWASCO in town and Boya community water project 

in the rural area.  Finally, two companies, one utility and one community water project 

operate in one Town, MIKUTRA and Nyasare Water supply in Migori Town.  This therefore 

formed a highly heterogeneous sample with diverse dimensions i.e.  utility water companies 

versus community water projects, rural versus urban, pumping schemes versus natural gravity 

schemes. 

 

When asked to state since when the current WSPs had been in existence, a total of 82 

respondents indicated the respective WSPs were in existence before 2004 while 144 indicated 

that respective WSPs were registered after 2004.  This points to the fact that there was 

initially  water service provision in some form and manner and more WSPs were 

subsequently registered after the water sector reforms were implemented. 

 

3.8.3 Changes in Water Service provision 

  

Out of 288 respondents, 52.1% had maintained the same water service provider each had 

before 2004, while 47.9% had changed from what they had earlier. This implies that the 138 

respondents were in a position to compare directly the water services provision each 

experienced before and after the water sector reforms were introduced in 2004.  This does not 

necessarily mean that the 150 respondents who had not changed the water service provider 

had not experienced the impacts of the water service sector reforms.   
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It is possible, they could have been with a different water service provider, or had not 

accessed the service in its current form.  In any case, the high number of those who joined the 

water service provision bracket after the year 2004 could itself have been an increase in 

access to water, courtesy of the water sector reforms.   

 
 

When asked what water service provider they changed from, the majority of the respondents 

indicated the names of the WSPs they had before the reforms i.e. Municipal Council of 

Kisumu was the water service provider in Kisumu Municipality before Kisumu Water and 

Sanitation Company (KIWASCO) was formed.  Some of them are also far apart from one 

another further suggesting migration from one part of the country to another.  This suggests a 

relationship between reasons for change and occupation of the consumers.  Besides the 

registered water service providers, there is evidence of people relying on water service 

provision from natural sources i.e. rivers 15.1%, springs 5.7%.  The reasons for change of 

water service providers are summarized in Table 3.5. 

3.8.4 Reasons for change of water service providers 
 

Respondents were asked to state the reasons why they changed from their previous water 

service providers.  The responses are summarised in Table 3.5. 

 

Table 3.5: The distribution of reasons for change of WSP 
 

 

Source: Author’s own compilation 
 

 Reason for change of water service 
provider(s) 

 

Frequency 
 

Percent 

 Inefficiency- poor service delivery 30 10.4 

   Poor quality of water 21 7.3 

  Clean and easy to access 3 1.0 

  Change of residence 15 5.2 

  Government's Water sector reforms, 

reorganization 
15 5.2 

  Management problems 4 1.4 

  Lake water 1 .3 

 Total 89 30.9 
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Table 3.5 shows that 30 (33.7%) mentioned inefficiency (poor service delivery) as the main 

reason for changing water service provider, while 21(23.6%) cited poor quality  - impure 

and/or untreated water; and another 14 (14.9%) gave change of residence as the reason.  

Another 15 (16.9%) was as a result of access (distance) to water while 15 (16.9%) of the 

cases changed as a result of government sector reforms (WSPs management reforms).  

Essentially, it implies that 51 (57.3%) of the cases had to with the performance of the WSPs, 

hence the consumers ability to make choices and decisions based on the quality of services 

received.  

 

3.8.5 Private (Individual) Water Suppliers 

Private water suppliers include Water Vendors, Water kiosks, Water Tankers, and Private bore-

hole owners.  Although they are not directly under our study, they feature prominently as 

alternative sources of water service provision in the absence of regular suppliers.  In all the 

areas under study, they play quite a significant role as shown in Table 3.6.  
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Table 3.6: Alternative sources of water by WSP 
  

  
 Alternative sources 
of water Name of current water service provider 

Total 
  

Chemosit  
Mogom

bet   
KIWAS

CO Boya  
SNWS

CO 
MIKUT

RA Nyasare   

Nearby bore hole 
  
  
 River 
  
Water vendors 
  
  
 Nearby water pond 
  
 Dam 
  
 Springs 
  
  
 Roof harvesting 
  
  
 Storage tanks 
  
  
 Nearby Water kiosk 
  
 Lake 

6 1 19 10 9 13 7 65 

2.3% .4% 7.3% 3.8% 3.5% 5.0% 2.7% 25.0% 

23 11 1 11 6 8 7 67 

8.8% 4.2% .4% 4.2% 2.3% 3.1% 2.7% 25.8% 

10 1 21 1 13 6 5 57 

3.8% .4% 8.1% .4% 5.0% 2.3% 1.9% 21.9% 

0 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 

.0% .0% .4% .4% .4% .4% .0% 1.5% 

1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

.4% .0% .0% .0% .0% .4% .0% .8% 

3 9 1 0 0 3 0 16 

1.2% 3.5% .4% .0% .0% 1.2% .0% 6.2% 

1 4 2 0 0 1 0 8 

.4% 1.5% .8% .0% .0% .4% .0% 3.1% 

2 2 3 2 3 0 2 14 
.8% .8% 1.2% .8% 1.2% .0% .8% 5.4% 
0 0 3 1 5 0 0 9 

.0% .0% 1.2% .4% 1.9% .0% .0% 3.5% 

0 0 1 1 16 0 0 18 

    .0% .0% .4% .4% 6.2% .0% .0% 6.9% 

Total 46 28 52 27 53 33 21 260 
  17.7% 10.8% 20.0% 10.4% 20.4% 12.7% 8.1% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 3.6 shows that after rivers 23.3%, bore-holes are the next single most important 

alternative source of water at 22.6%.  Water vendors follow at 19.8% and water kiosks at 3.1%.  

Water vendors and bore-holes cut across all the water service providers.   Operators of water 

kiosks are individuals or small groups of individuals who enter into a contract with a WSP that 

allows them to buy water at a lower rate for sale to consumers.  There are also some water 

kiosks selling water without license, some connecting water illegally.  The private 

entrepreneurs may provide water through various methods including piped connections that are 

managed as: pay per volume, cost sharing of utility bills, repairs or cost included in house rent.   
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3.9 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

 

The researcher encountered the following challenges during the conduct of the study: 
 
The first challenge was the vast area covered by the study.  The area covered five counties 

with the WSPs being wide apart.  This involves a lot of resources in terms of transport and 

logistical challenges.  This challenge was however overcome by the additional research funds 

the researcher received from Water Services Trust Fund(WSTF). 

 

The second challenge was associated with securing interviews with key informants.  Whereas 

others were unwilling to be interviewed, others became unreachable.  For example, despite 

spirited attempts for over four months, the CEO , LVSWB did not grant interviews, neither 

did he respond to several requests including telephone, e-mail and office appointments.  A lot 

of information which we could have got from him, were obtaioned through proxies and the 

CEOs of other institutions that interact with LVSWB  like WSTF,  CEOs of the Water 

Service Providers, and the District Water Officers within the service area. 

 

Finally, the field data collection for the study was delayed by over one month due to heavy 

rainfall in December which made travelling to sampled areas very difficult.  The researcher 

waited till the end of the heavy rains but engaged additional research assistant so as to 

recover the lost time.  It was done.     
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CHAPTER FOUR: NATURE AND SCOPE OF PUBLIC PRIVATE 

PARTNERSHIPS IN THE WATER SECTOR 
 

4.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
The chapter analyzes the nature and scope of Public-Private Partnership arrangements in the 

water sector using data from the Focus Group Discussions and Key Informant Interviews.    It 

identifies various forms, nature and practice of public private partnerships in general and 

specifically the ones under the jurisdiction of  Lake Victoria Water Services Board(LVWSB).  

Different types of PPP arrangements interact differently with other stakeholders in the water 

sector with different results, which affect the performance of WSPs.  The stakeholders 

comprise actors in three categories: Water Service Providers (WSPs); water service 

regulators; and water service provision financiers.  The water service providers can be further 

categorized into three groups: registered water companies, community water projects, and 

private individuals or institutions.   Whereas registered public water companies operate as 

management contracts, community water projects operate as private entities (utilities).  

 

The water service regulators are government authorities charged with responsibility of 

regulating water resources management and water service provision.  Development partners, 

Water Service Trust Fund (WSTF), churches and Non Governmental Organizations are the 

major water service provision financiers.  The actors whether governmental or non-

governmental interact with one another as stakeholders in the process of water service 

provision.   The outcome of their interaction, some facilitative while others are disruptive, 

affect the quality of service delivery.    For example, water service providers get finance from 

one or more financiers but only after obtaining water service provision licence from Water 

Service Regulatory Board (WSRB) and water abstraction permit from Water Resources 

Management Authority.   
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The extent of interaction amongst the actors in the water sector depends on the level of public 

private partnership engagement.   The organizational function and structure of a water service 

provider not only permits its operation but also how effectively and efficiently it can deliver 

the desired service.   It is therefore the focus of this chapter to establish the nature and scope 

of public private partnerships in each of the seven (7) WSPs and whether each form of WSP 

has facilitated interactions among the stakeholders, and with what outcomes.  

 

We formulated two related hypotheses.  First, that popular participation facilitates state’s 

accountability to citizens in the provision of water services, and second, that the nature of a 

water service provision policy compact determines the organizational structural design of a  

WSP.  The WSP policy compact consideration is to assess relationships between external 

stakeholders with a WSP regarding regulatory, financial and resource management functions 

(MWI, WSRB, WRMA, Donors).  The organizational structural characteristics considers 

interactions within the WSP itself.  What type of characteristics of a WSP have been 

responsible for a particular type of interaction amongst the stakeholders thereby resulting in 

certain levels of service delivery in a specific PPP arrangement for service provision?  Analysis 

of the characteristics of PPPs and interactions amongst the key stakeholders should reveal the 

nature and scope of the public private partnerships in the water service provision.  

 

4.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF PPP ARRANGEMENTS 

 

There are various forms of public private partnerships in the water sector ranging in a 

continnum from Public Enterprises, Service contract, Management Contract, Affermage 

contract, Lease contract, Concession contract, Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT), Joint Venture, 

to Divestiture or Private venture as shown in Table 2.1.   
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However, from the Key informant interviews and Focus Group Discussions, we established 

that there are mainly two forms of public private partnerships under Lake Victoria Water 

Services Board,  namely Management contracts and Private ventures whose characteristics 

are as shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4. 1:  Public–Private Partnerships in  water enterprises.         
CLASSIFICATION 

OF WSPs 

WATER COMPANIES COMMUNITY WATER PROJECTS 

Organization/WS

P 

CHEMOSIT KIWASCO SNWSCO MIKUTRA MOGOMBET BOYA NYASARE 

Responsibility 
Public Public Public Public Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Form 
Manageme

nt Contract 

Management 

Contract 

Manageme

nt Contract 

Manageme

nt Contract 

Private Private Private 

Asset ownership Public Public Public Public Private Private Private 

Tariff regulation 
Public Public Public Public Public Public Public & 

Private 

Capital 

investment in 

infrastructure 

Public Public Public Public Private Private Private 

Cost and quality 

Monitoring 

Public Public Public Public Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Utility 

management 

Public & 

Private 

Public & Private Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Private Private Private 

Operations and 

Maintenance 

Public & 

Private 

Private Public & 

Private 

Public & 

Private 

Private Private Private 

Working capital Public Public Public Public Private Private Private 

Commercial risk Public Public Public Public Private Private Private 

Popular 

Participation 

None AGM, BODs, 

Retailers, Deleg. 

line Managers 

None None AGM, 

Management 

Committee 

AGM, 

Manageme

nt 

Committee 

AGM, 

Management 

Committee 

Legal & 

Institutional 

structure 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Service Provision 

Agreement 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Service 

Provision 

Agreement 

Management of 

distribution 

network 

Direct Direct & 

Delegated 

Direct Direct Direct Direct Direct 

Source of water 

River Lake Lake River River Bore-hole Natural 

Springs & 

Bore hole 

Geographical 

coverage 

Urban Urban Urban & 

Rural 

Urban Rural Rural Urban & 

Rural 

Methods of water 

delivery 

Indiv. 

Connection 

& Water 

Kiosks 

Indiv. Connection 

& Water Kiosks 

Indiv. 

Connection 

& Water 

Kiosks 

Indiv. 

Connection 

& Water 

Kiosks 

Indiv. 

connection 

Indiv. 

connection 

Indiv. 

Connection 

& Water 

Kiosks 

Institutional 

Stakeholders 

WSRB,WR

MA,MWI,W

SB, EU, 

Nile Basin 

Initiative 

WSRB,WRMA, 

ADB, 

AFD,WB,MWI,CC 

WSRB,WR

MA,MWI,C

DF,UNICEF

,WSTF 

WSB,WRM

A,MWI 

CDF,Church, 

WSB,WRMA, 

MWI 

CDF,NGOs, 

UNICEF, 

CHURCH,

WSB 

NGO,WRMA,

WSB 

Contract 

duration 

5 years 5 Years 5 Years 5 Years Indefinite Indefinite Indefinite 

 

   

Low High 

Private Participation Autonomy   

Source: Author’s own analysis of the stakeholders interactions in Water service provision 
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Table 4.1 shows that all the four water companies, namely, Chemosit, KIWASCO, SNWSCO 

and MIKUTRA are a Management contract form of PPP while all the community water 

projects, namely, Mogombet, Boya, and Nyasare community water projects have each taken 

the form of private venture.   Discussants and key informants were asked to discuss the 

organization of their  Water Service Providers.  The characteristics of the PPPs discussed in 

this thesis are assessed in terms of the following: Asset ownership, tariff regulation, Capital 

investment and infrastructure, cost and quality monitoring, utility management, operations 

and maintenance, working capital, commercial risk, popular participation, institutional 

structure, and management of distribution network.    

 

4.1.1 INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE 

 
The management contracts are each for a duration of 5 years while the private ventures are for 

indefinite period.  All the four water companies (KIWASCO, CHEMOSIT, SNWSCO, and 

MIKUTRA have entered into  management contracts in which the government through the 

respective local authority councils has leased the management of provision of water services to 

private companies through water Service Provision Agreements(SPAs) of 5 years each.  A 

Community water projects, like a water company, may also apply for a licence to provide water 

through a Service Provision Agreement (SPA) from WSRB.  However, unlike management 

contracts, community water projects apply for water service provision license of indefinite 

period thereby making it easier for community projects than the management contracts to 

engage in long term infrastructural development.  

 

In all the management contracts, the assets ownership, capital investment in infrastructure, 

working capital and commercial risks are public as they are owned by the LVWSB on behalf of 

the public.   
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However, assets, working capital, commercial risks, and infrastructure development are the 

responsibility of the respective community water projects.  Tariff regulation is done by WSRB 

for both management contracts and the private utilities.   

 

The utility management, like operations and maintenance, is both public and private for all the 

management contracts, while it is private for the private utilities.  The responsibility for cost 

and quality control monitoring is public for the management contracts while it is public and 

private for the private utilities.   

 

4.1.2 ASSET  OWNERSHIP 

 
None of the water companies own the assets.  LVWSB owns the assets on behalf of the 

government but has given the respective local councils of Bomet, Kisumu City, Councils of 

Homa Bay, Rachuonyo and Suba County Council, Migori, Kuria and Trans Mara the 

undertaker roles over the assets used by CHEMOSIT, KIWASCO, SNWSCO and MIKUTRA.  

This has resulted in the respective water boards being responsible for the assets development, 

and investment in infrastructure and large scale projects. There is however a slight deviation in 

the asset ownership under SNWSCO in West Karachuonyo Community water supply scheme 

where private sector initiative has caused an extension of a 6.5 km pipeline which they 

continue to own.   Koguta Water Community project is connected to West Karachuonyo as a 

water kiosk, and has several metered kiosks with funds from Water Services Trust Fund 

(WSTF).  The fund was responsible for the construction of three huge water tanks, two - 25 

cubic metres each and one- 50 cubic metres which has facilitated the pipeline extension.    

 

 



86 
 

 The main West Karachuonyo Community Water Project  has a storage capacity of 1.35 million 

cubic metres and water pipe line covering an area of 90 square kilometres although less than 

half of this is operational.  In its formative stages, the project was operating as a water kiosk 

but currently all members are connected and metered. 

 

MIKUTRA is owned by the councils of Migori, Kuria, and Transmara.  The Board of Directors 

was to initially compose of DWOs, the civil society, Mayors of Kuria, Migori, Transmara as 

shareholders; Managing Director; Technical Manager and Commercial Manager.   

Management is being rotated amongst the District water officers.  It has never had any major 

project.  The MD reports to the Board of Directors in theory but to LVWSB in practice.    All 

the community water projects own their respective assets.  Even where the expansion has been 

facilitated or started through donor support, the community water projects have been left to 

own the same.  The CDF kitty of Nyando and Bomet constituencies have expanded the pipeline 

of Boya and Mogombet water projects, respectively but left the ownership to the respective 

management committees.  The CDF management committees appeared to have been more 

concerned with increasing access to the water services than the ownership of the lines.  For 

Mogombet, the Catholic Diocese of Nakuru also did not claim the ownership of the expanded 

pipeline nor the water storage tank they helped put in place.  The Austrian Development 

Cooperation (ADC), 1997-2003; 2003-2008- through an NGO HORIZON3000 also left the 

ownership of the assets they helped put in place to the management of Nyasare water supply 

association. 

 

  



87 
 

4.1.3 UTILITY MANAGEMENT 

 
 Utility Management for each of the water service companies is by a Board of Directors 

comprising the relevant stakeholders although day to day management of the company is done  

through competitively recruited managers.  However, other than for CHEMOSIT and 

KIWASCO, the choice of the Managing Directors for SNWSCO and MIKUTRA is heavily 

influenced by LVWSB, and by implication the government since the current MDs were never 

competitively recruited but appointed by the LVSWSB from amongst the retired District Water 

Officers from the areas concerned i.e. Migori for MIKUTRA and Homa Bay for SNWSCO.   

In essence, the MDs of SNWSCO and MIKUTRA are bound to owe their allegiance more to 

the appointing authority in a patron-client relationship than to the performance targets set by 

the respective boards.   In practice only the management of KIWASCO appears to be 

answerable to the Board of Directors and remitting dividends to Kisumu City Council.  It also 

convenes at one Annual General Meetings every year.  The management of CHEMOSIT Water 

Supply Company does not hold annual general meetings, hence the conflicts that have 

persistently occurred resulting into numerous court battles with the sponsor, Bomet Council 

and LVSWSB, the licensee.  This has resulted in Bomet County Council forming another 

company, Tililbet, and entering into 5 years SPA with LVSWB to run water services from 

2012.  LVWSB also suspended the SPA with CHEMOSIT in 2011.   

 

MIKUTRA and SNWSCO management have never called Annual General Meetings, and the 

management appears to be answerable to LVWSB more than to the respective councils. 

KIWASCO has a board of directors comprising the Mayor, Town Clerk, and representatives of 

KAM, NGOs, KIWASCO MD, and Consumers.   
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The Company has its management headed by a Managing Director who is answerable to the 

Water Board.  SNWSCO is run by a Board of directors which was initially to be composed of 

District Water Officers (DWOs), the civil society, mayors of the councils of Mbita, Rachuonyo, 

and Homa-Bay as shareholders; Managing Director; Technical Manager and Commercial 

Manager (DWOs) but is currently run by the Managing Director only.  The other DWOs 

stopped attending the Board meetings arguing that the current MD, a former colleague and 

retiree should be reporting to them instead and not vice versa.  Each of the community water 

projects is run by a management committee comprising the relevant stakeholders.  The 

management committee in each case reports to members through special meetings and general 

meetings.  

 

 The management committees in both Boya and Mogombet are drawn from the members of the 

community projects without necessarily being professionals in their respective areas like the 

case of Nyasare Water Supply.  The management in Nyasare water Supply Association is in 

turn responsible to Board of Directors in the form of elected officials of the Association.  It has 

11 members of staff including technical, management and support.  Boya Community Water 

Supply is owned by the community but is run by a management committee and employees.  

The management committee comprises: Chairman, Treasurer, and Secretary.  

 

Whereas Mogombet community water project has maintained its original membership distinct 

from consumers, in Boya community water project once an individual is registered as a 

consumer, he/she automatically becomes a member with equal rights and privileges.  This has 

made some immigrant population assume management/leadership position in Boya community 

water project.  For instance, the current management (office holders) are all immigrants.   
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This initially brought in some disagreements in the organization with some indigenous 

population led by the former secretary arguing that the immigrants did not know the history of 

the project and therefore were ill placed to take leadership positions.  It should be noted that as 

a result of immigration due to the water supply, Boya area is becoming metropolitan. 

 

4.1.4 OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

 
In terms of operations, only KIWASCO has hired and is in control of its 300 staff.  It 

distributes water 24 hours daily to its current 13,500 active water connections and is currently 

making profits despite being 90%  electric power pumping scheme.  The  gravity scheme 

located at Kajulu hills constitutes only 10% of the total water supply.    It has also implemented 

a delegated management model where tenders for running water kiosks in the informal 

settlements like Nyalenda are tendered and awarded to individuals who in turn collect revenue 

on behalf of the company.  KIWASCO sells water to operators of the subsidized water kiosks 

in  the informal settlements at flat rates.   

 

The other water companies mostly rely on the seconded staff from the Ministry of Water and 

Irrigation (MWI).  Only the respective Managing Directors for MIKUTRA and SNWSCO are 

employees of the company.  Although Chemosit Water supply company has hired its own staff 

including a scheme manager; water supply operator; line Patroller; meter reader; and revenue 

clerk for each of the four (4) schemes, the number is grossly inadequate.  It has also hired its 

Managing Director, Technical, Commercial, Internal Audit, and Procurement Managers  The 

management of the water companies has embraced the supply of water through water kiosk 

operators for increased access where it is not possible to maintain a water pipeline. Chemosit 

operates water kiosks in Chesinende, Litein, Sotik, Sigor, Sosiot and quite a number in 

Chepalungu.   
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Each kiosk undertaker is provided with a bulk meter and in turn re-sells to consumers.   

However, Chepalungu scheme of Chemosit water company deals directly with LVSWSB after 

earlier disagreements with the management of company.   This has resulted into the water 

board engaging directly in operational roles including receiving SPA fees, maintenance and 

payment of electricity bills.   

 

SNWSCO has three huge water tanks- two 25cubic meters, and one 50 cubic metres at its 

Homa Bay scheme whereby the first 20 units of water is charged at 35/= per cubic meter then 

at graduated rates.  The supply is supplemented with provisions from water kiosks. UN-Habitat 

established water kiosks at three places with storage capacity of 100 cubic meters each at 

Kodoyo junction, Got Rabuor, and Asego.   Each of the water kiosks is sublet to individuals at 

special rates so that they could in turn re-sell at a profit. 

 

Each community water project, through its management committee determines the charges for 

water and terms for new connections.  Boya community water project levies the following 

charges: Connectivity fee is 2,500/= (1,500- Registration, 1000 deposit).    Reconnection fee 

500/=; Tariffs: standing monthly charges for up to ten units 200/=; extra unit is 22/= per unit.  

Consumers without meters are each charged a flat rate of kshs 500/= per month.  Nyasare 

charges a minimum of monthly standing charge of Kshs 300.00.  Mogombet has employed 

water meter readers and water is charged at Kshs 300.00 per month for the first 7 cubic metres 

and thereafter Kshs 50.00 per unit.    

 

In Boya community water project, the management committee reports to the 

members/consumers.  It meets once a month and comprises Chairman, Secretary, Treasurer, 6 

line representatives and 2 co-opted members including the area chief and 1 consumer.    
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General meeting is convened at least once a year.   The 6 water lines are:  Kobongo 2, Kobongo 

1, Onjiko, Kolunga, Kokuoyo, and Tura.  Water meter reading is done every 24th day of the 

month, invoices issued and payment is done at the project office.   

 

Boya community water project discontinued use of water kiosks due to poor payment records 

and insecurity of the water meters.  The new approach of using individual meters has been 

successful in terms of payments and individual responsibility for the security of the meters.  

Boya community water project generates a monthly income of about Kshs 130,000.00 against a 

monthly expenditure of Kshs 71,000.00.  The expenditure costs include: salary and wages, 

committee allowances, maintenance and electricity.  Electricity cost is 40,000/=.   

 

All the water companies provide water connection to customers in varying degrees.  

KIWASCO has 13,500, CHEMOSIT, 8000 connections while MIKUTRA has 2000, and 

SNWSCO has 3,500 metered connections.  In all the four water companies, water is billed to 

individuals and bills are settled at the company offices.  However, at WKCWP scheme of 

SNWSCO, company agents conduct door to door collection of water bill payments for those 

who have not settled their bills.   

 

In terms of operation and maintenance cost, only KIWASCO is making profit.   The 

government through MWI steps in to meet the costs of electricity, chemicals, and salaries for 

MIKUTRA and SNWSCO. 
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4.1.5 MANAGEMENT OF THE DISTRIBUTION NETWORK 

 
The management of distribution network is fully managed by the community water projects in 

their areas of operation.  Nyasare water supply area is divided into six (6) zones.  Each of the 

zones elect their representatives to team up with the Executive Committee to form the 

Management Committee, which comprises 8 men and 4 women. The management committee 

meets quarterly to discuss issues brought from the Executive Committee meetings.  Each water 

line has a committee member/representative in charge and reports back to the committee.   

 

There are also line patrollers who double up as plumbers in all the three community water 

projects.  Whereas the line patrollers are answerable to the line representatives who in turn 

report to the management committee in Boya and Mogombet community water projects, in 

Nyasare Water supply Association, the line patrollers are answerable to the Technical manager.  

All the community water projects are responsible for their respective operational and 

maintenance costs including  electricity, chemicals, and salaries.  Each of the community water 

projects decide on terms and conditions of connectivity to customers/consumers. Whereas, 

Boya and Mogombet community water projects have preferred individual meter connections to 

its 493 and 890 households, respectively, Nyasare water supply has in addition to the individual 

metered connections 42 water kiosks, and several community water stand points.  Although 

Nyasare community water supply association has about 700 individual connections, it serves a 

population size of over 30000.  Mogombet serves a radius of 13 km; Boya serves a radius of 

4.5 km while Nyasare water supply Association serves a radius of 5 km.   
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The expansion of community water projects’s network is mainly determined by demand from 

consumers and finance.  This is however not necessarily the case for management contracts 

which have to go through a bureaucratic chain through local authority, water service board, 

WSRB all the way to the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Water and Irrigation for 

clearance.  It is therefore more likely to find reduced distance to water points in community 

water projects (private entities) than in management contracts.  The close management of water 

lines ensures that any damages to the pipeline are detected and reported promptly and water 

supply restored as soon as possible.  This approach is replicated in KIWASCO through 

delegated management to retailers in Kisumu.  This could explain why there is relatively better 

customer service in terms of restoration of water supply in community water projects and 

KIWASCO. 

4.1.6 GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE 

 
In terms of geographical coverage, the management contracts except that for SNWSCO cover 

urban centres.  This could be attributed to the historical origins of the water supply which 

began as a preserve of the urban few from the colonial time and persisted through independent 

Kenya.  The private utilities covering community (private) projects are mainly rural based 

except Nyasare community water supply which has expanded to cover half of Migori town as 

well.  Unlike the water companies which operate under management contracts, all the 

community water projects are private entities.  They are not tied to the local councils but are 

registered with LVWSB as private water service providers and pay a fee to it as a proportion of 

its revenue.  Although private entities, the community water projects have been very flexible in 

engaging partnerships with both public and other private sector organizations in extension of 

water provision services.  Nyasare water supply association is currently supplying close to half 

of individual household water connections in Migori town.    
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 Mogombet is the only supplier of water to households in Silibwet town.  Only Boya is still 

supplying an entirely rural population but is quickly expanding to urban centres of Ahero, 

Katito and Awasi.  All the community water projects run water services only.   

 

The creation of water schemes by the management contracts was based on geographical 

coverage rather than population in the management contracts and did not directly lead into 

increased access to water by the intended rural consumers .  For example, KIWASCO which 

has 13,500  metered connections in Kisumu city council operates only within the confines of 

the city whereas CHEMOSIT  with  8000 metered connections has four schemes clustered into 

four areas: 1. Bomet – comprising Bomet and Longisa areas; 2. Kericho- Sigowet, Sosiot, 

Bargoywet, Kipsitet, and Chepkinel (under renovation); 3.  Kipkelion – comprising Londiani, 

Fort Ternan, Chesinende, and Kipkelion 4. Chepalungu  comprises Chepalungu and Sigor.   

The Managing Director oversees all areas assisted by the Technical Manager, the Commercial 

Manager, the Internal Auditor and the Procurement Manager.  SNWSCO with 3,500 metered 

connections has five schemes, namely, Mbita, Homa-Bay, Oyugis, Kendu Bay, and West 

Karachuonyo Community project.  MIKUTRA has five schemes, namely, Rongo, Awendo, 

Isebania, Migori, and Kilgoris with hardly 2000 metered connections. 

 

4.1.7 INFRASTUCTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

 
The investments in infrastructure and large scale projects in all the community projects are 

based on partnerships with either the government through its agencies or the NGOs.   For 

example, the Catholic Church through its local diocese, Nakuru and Ahero respectively, has 

facilitated the infrastructural development in Mogombet and Boya community water projects.  

The state through the local CDF of Bomet and Nyando has contributed funds towards the 

extension of water supply lines.   
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Nyasare Water supply Association received a facelift from Austrian Development Cooperation 

through an Austrian NGO HORIZON 3000 in setting its infrastructure and running it for close 

to 10 years.  The water supply association has since added a new bore hole through their own 

funds collected from sale of water.  Nyasare is yet to receive any assistance from either the 

local CDF or WSTF but has applied for funds for its expansion. Of all the community water 

projects, only Boya has received a loan from a micro-finance institution funded through SANA 

which it is still servicing.  It is likely that financial assistance from either CDF or WSTF could 

have helped Nyasare Water Supply Association extend water supply lines in Migori town, 

which is currently experiencing acute water shortages in areas supplied by MIKUTRA. 

 
 

4.1.8 POPULAR PARTICIPATION 

 
In terms of popular participation, none of the management contracts except KIWASCO show 

active popular participation.  KIWASCO management involves water retailers and water kiosk 

owners through delegated management in the governanance of water supply.  Representatives 

of stakeholders including civil society and local authorities are also involved at the Board of 

Directors level.  The private management of community water projects has facilitated active 

participation of consumers at various levels, namely, water line representatives meetings, 

Annual General meetings, and management committee meetings.   The more an organization 

tends to private ownership, the more popular participation is realized in its operations and 

decision making process in water supply operations.   Mogombet community water project 

identifies its own needs for expansion in liaison with MWI and LVWSB.  Boya Community 

Water Supply is owned by the community but is run by a management committee and 

employees.  
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It is important to note that in Boya, connection to the water supply as a consumer automatically 

qualifies you to be a member.  Members must have a water flow and register with the 

community project.  Any member can be elected into the management committee.    In Nyasare 

Water supply association, the management committee is elected from amongst the members of 

the association.  In Mogombet, the Management committee is a preserve of the original 

community members.  However, anybody in the community can apply for meter connection.  

In all the community water projects, there are regular Annual General Meetings. 

 

Popular participation in the management of decision making  process in the schemes of the 

management contracts completely fizzled out as the water companies took over.  This has been 

evidenced in West Karachuonyo community water project of SNWSCO, and Bomet Water 

supply of CHEMOSIT Water Supply Company.   

 

There was no indication that MIKUTRA has ever had popular participation in the management 

of water supply at any given time.  SNWSCO was registered in 2005 and in the year 2006  

signed SPA with LVSWSB.  WKCWP was started in 1969 but water consumption started in 

1973.  It was started as a community project, with a working committee comprising 

representatives from various sub locations, in the whole of West Karachuonyo location, viz, 

Kanam, Kakdhimu, Kokoth, Wagwe, Koredo, Kauma, Kanjira, and Kanyipir.   It collapsed in 

early 1980s due inter clan political supremacy battles that culminated into rampant 

vandalization of water pipelines.   

 

The government renovated West Karachuonyo Community Water Project project in early 

1980s and initially put under the ministry of agriculture but later placed under the District 

Water Officer Homa-Bay following the water sector reforms.   
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The ministry maintained it and posted staff and the local management committee ceased to be 

involved in the running of the project.  SNWSCO company has employed 4 members of staff- 

1 pump attendant, 2 senior subordinate staff, Scheme manager, Revenue clerk.  No guards, no 

plumbers.   By alienating the local population from the governance of the water supply, the 

companies risk losing the vigilance and participation of the locals in the enterprise.  This could 

explain the many cases of unreported water wastages through pipe bursts and illegal water 

connections. 

 

4.1.9 REGULATORY NETWORKS 

 
In terms of regulation, the community water projects (Mogombet, Boya and Nyasare) just 

like  water companies are  subjected to regulation from WRMA and WSRB through 

LVSWSB.    WRMA is actively  gathering data on water levels and resources in the rivers 

and collects 10% of the revenue from water abstracted though not offering any service to the 

water service providers i.e. it does not even supply water for abstraction.    The case applies 

to Boya community water project as well.  At Mogombet, WRMA has installed water 

abstraction meter at Nyangores River.   

 

In the two instances, there has been no marked contribution of WRMA.  However, in 

Nyasare, WRMA has provided funds for training and protection of the natural springs which 

is their major source of water through Korondo Water Resource Users Association (WRUA).  

Nyasare Water supply draws most of its water from eight (8) permanent springs developed 

using gravity flow.  Mogombet community project has regarded WRMA’s abstraction fee as  

an extra burden on the community water project.  WRMA initially demanded from 

Mogombet  a water project  fee of Kshs 600,000.00 but was later renegotiated since it was 

not affordable.  
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 The project officials were reluctant to indicate what was unofficially paid to WRMA 

officials so as to allow continued water abstraction for fear of reprisals from the authority.  

This is a pointer to corruption risk areas in water sector.   

 

It is likely that some facilitation fee was paid as inducement to the agents of the authority by 

the project officials.  Mogombet community argued that WRMA levies are not justified since 

the authority does not improve supply or flow of water through the charges.  Quality 

regulation is supposed to be carried out by the government through WSRB.   The WSRB 

prepares an annual report on the performance of all registered water service providers based 

on indicators such as cost, hours of service, operation and maintenance costs, and non 

revenue water.  It is the characteristics discussed above that influences interactions among 

stakeholders in water service provision. 

 

4.2 INTERACTIONS AMONGST THE STAKEHOLDERS 

 

 
The nature and extent of interactions amongst the stakeholders   depend on the existing policy 

compacts each entity, Management Contract or Private, has with the stakeholders.  The study 

investigated the extent to which public private partnership arrangements have been 

manifested in the process of interactions amongst the actors.   

 

The areas of interactions include: the responsibility of providing citizens with water; 

implementation mechanisms as well as financing of water service.  There are actors involved 

in water service provision either as interventions or facilitators.  They can broadly be 

classified into three: Water service providers; Water service Regulators; and Water Service 

Financiers. 
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4.2.1 WATER SERVICE PROVIDERS 

 

In our study, this category includes KIWASCO, MIKUTRA, CHEMOSIT and SNWS&CO.  It 

is important to note that whereas the KIWASCO manages only the water distribution network 

within Kisumu city, the companies which took over from the former MWI outfits cover a wider 

area with schemes which do not share common borders.  There is no common pipeline joining 

the schemes.  Each of these WSPs has a SPA with LVSWSB as an agent but issued by WSRB. 

 

 

Water Service Providers (WSPs) exist as both formal and informal actors.  The informal ones 

have not signed Service Provision Agreements (SPA) with Water Service Boards and include 

unregistered Community Based Water projects, private individual borehole owners, and private 

institutions like schools, hospitals, and churches.  The formal ones are registered with LVWSB 

and include water utility companies such as KIWASCO, SNWSCO and Chemosit, registered 

Community water projects like Mogombet, Boya, and Nyasare Water Supply Association.  In 

this context, the management contract holders interact with other water service providers, 

mainly in the provision of water kiosks to the consumers for increased access where it is not 

possible to maintain a water pipeline.  SNWSCO has provided several water kiosks and sublet 

each to individuals at special rates so that they could in turn re-sell at a profit.  There are 

however, several complaints from the consumers that most water kiosks have been 

unprocedurally sublet mainly to staff of the company.  The staff therefore concentrate more in 

the water business than work at the company because of company staff salary delays. 

 

A major water kiosk system under SNWSCO is that of Koguta community water project in 

West Karachuonyo location, which constructed four 50 cubic metres water storage tanks and a 

6.5 km water pipeline with support from WSTF  and operates as a water kiosk of SNWSCO 

through its West Karachuonyo community water project scheme.   



100 
 

This interaction has enabled more vulnerable members of the community to access water. 

Rabuor community water project in the same area which also received money from WSTF has 

however, not completed its project although it appears in the list of WSTF as among the five 

completed water projects under LVSWB.  

 

CHEMOSIT operates water kiosks in Chesinende, Litein, Sotik, Sigor, Sosiot and in 

Chepalungu.  Each kiosk undertaker is provided with a bulk meter and in turn re-sells to 

consumers.  KIWASCO provides subsidized water kiosks to the informal settlements where it 

has also implemented a delegated management model where tenders for running of water 

sources in the informal settlements like Nyalenda is awarded to individuals.  The operators 

collect revenue on behalf of the company.   The management of the community water projects, 

except Nyasare Water Community Association have not embraced the supply of water through 

water kiosks. Currently, the water distribution network in Boya covers a radius of 4.5 km and a 

connectivity of 493 households.  People are usually sensitized on the new arrangement.Nyasare 

water supply association provides water to all its consumers for at least 8 hours in a day.   Boya 

has divided its distribution into 6 lines and Nyasare covers approximately 21sq. Km – distances 

of 9 km by 2.25 km strip covering 5 locations.  The management of Mogombet and Boya 

community water projects argue that it is more convenient to deal with individual households 

in terms of payment of water bills than a group of individuals.   

 

The use of water kiosks has not only increased access to water for  those in unplanned 

settlements in urban centres but also reduced the distance covered to water points by rural 

consumers like West Karachuonyo.  To the company, this has ensured increased efficiency in 

revenue collection.  KIWASCO has reported 94% revenue collection rate.  Through the kiosk 

owners, there has been reduced non revenue water through pipe bursts and illegal connections.  
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This further reduces operational and maintenance costs which could have otherwise increased 

the cost of water.   The long term benefits of the use of kiosks is to be realized in the reduced 

distance to water points, relative cost of water, enhanced customer service in the areas where 

water kiosks have effectively been used like KIWASCO and SNWSCO.   

 

The other method through which management contracts interact with other water service 

providers is by establishing its water supply schemes.  This is mainly used in the management 

contracts of Chemosit, MIKUTRA and SNWSCO which covers rural areas as well.  SNWSCO 

has established five schemes of Homa Bay, Mbita, Kendu Bay, Oyugis, and West Karachuonyo 

community water project.   

 

The idea of establishing the schemes was to help them operate to a self sustaining level by 

pooling up resources for the common good of the consumers in the respective companies.  

MIKUTRA has Migori, Awendo, Rongo, Isebania schemes while Chemosit has Chepalungu, 

Bomet, Litein and Chesinende schmes.  Unfortunately none of the schemes is making profit 

and each has to be subsidized by the Ministry of Water and Irrigation, especially in terms of 

operational and maintenance costs.  The surrounding population have felt alienated from the 

management of the schemes, which they regard as no longer belonging to them but to the water 

company.  For example, in West Karachuonyo scheme of SNWSCO local community 

management committees elected from amongst clans are no longer recognized by the company.  

They are no longer involved in the governance of the project which is now a subset of 

SNWSCO as opposed to the earlier position of a community initiative.   
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The Water Act 2002 also requires each Management Contract to supervise the Private utilities 

at a fee proportional to revenue generated from sale of water although none has ever paid the 

fee to LVSWB.  It is however an unfair policy as it amounts to a fellow competitor levying fees 

on the other and also contrary to the objective of water sector reforms of increasing access to 

water by the vulnerable population.  Normally the vulnerable population is served by the 

community water projects and increasing water cost as a way of transferring the levy to the 

consumers, implies increased water costs to the poor who may then be kept out of connectivity 

to water.  

 

4.2.2 WATER SERVICE REGULATORS 

 
These are basically the institutions that have some control over the supply and or distribution of 

water to the consumers.  This could be in the form of price determination, water level 

abstraction and resources management.  These include WRMA, CAAC, WRUA, local 

authorities, WSB and WSRB.  Both the management contracts and private utilities interact with 

water service regulators in particular ways with different results. 

 
 

Water Resources Management Authority (WRMA) 

Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) is the body responsible for sustainable 

management of Kenya’s water resources.  It is expected to implement the policies and 

strategies relating to water resource management and for developing guidelines and procedures 

for allocation and monitoring of water catchment protection and management.  In pursuit of its 

mandate, WRMA has established in every region, a Catchment Area Advisory Committee 

(CAAC) on water resource management from relevant stakeholders.  WRMA has also been 

establishing Water Resource Users Association (WRUA) to carry out water resource 

management related activities in their areas.  
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WRMA issues water abstraction permits to WSPs via the WSB.  This forms the basis for the 

compact policy between WRMA, an agent of the MWI and the WSPs.  It charges an 

abstraction fee to each and every WSP irrespective of the source of water.  It is probably the 

only time each WSP interacts with W RMA.  The consumer is therefore not even aware of the 

existence of WRMA.  It is however not made clear to the WSPs how the fee paid to WRMA is 

accounted for.  Furthermore, some WSPs like KIWASCO disagree with the principle of 

levying abstraction fee.  It is argued that the fee should be based on water consumed and not 

water abstracted since quite a lot may still go to waste through leakages.  

 

In Bomet County, as part of its mandate, WSPs of Chemosit and Mogombet expected WRMA 

to play some role in protecting water against chemical sprays on tea estates which is washed by 

rain into river Nyangores but it has failed to do so.  WRMA has water meter for abstraction 

from the river and bills the MWI but each WSP pays.  Some stakeholders suggest the work of 

protecting catchment areas could be done by Provincial Administration and the ministry of 

Agriculture in conjunction with NEMA to protect cultural areas.   

 

The WSPs concerned, therefore view WRMA as milking money from the already cash trapped 

WSPs yet it adds no value.  KIWASCO pays to Water Resource Management Authority 

(WRMA), water abstraction license fees and monthly bills.  BOYA community water project 

has also obtained Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) abstraction license and 

pays its quarterly fee of Kshs 1350.00.  BOYA community water project acknowledges that 

WRMA does well in issuance of permits very fast but does not effectively carry out the role of 

protecting the source of water before abstraction.  In SNW&SCO, Homa- Bay scheme Water 

Resource Management Authority (WRMA) collects fee for water abstraction.  It once closed 

Oyugis station for nonpayment of the required fee.  
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It has not been felt in West Karachuonyo Water project scheme of SNWSCO.  In Migori, 

WRMA collects abstraction fee from NYASARE Water Supply Association but not from 

MIKUTRA.  The unequal charges of WSPs are an indication of poor monitoring mechanism by 

WRMA.   

 

The relationship between WSB and WRMA is not clear.  It is therefore a contradiction for an 

institution which purports to be protecting water resources not to have a direct role in water 

service provision whose quality and quantity should be its yardstick for success.    As  currently 

structured, WRMA appears not to be in a position to conduct effective monitoring of the WSPs, 

ensure compliance to the requirements and offer the prescribed services to the WSPs and the 

consumers as well. 

 

Catchment Area Advisory Committee (CAAC) 

Catchment Areas Advisory Committee (CAAC) is an advisory agency for WRMA at the 

regional level.  It comprises 15 members appointed by the minister of MWI representing 

different stakeholders including government agencies, regional development authorities, 

pastoral and agricultural communities, water users, municipalities, and businesses.  It is 

supposed to be fed with information from the lower level by Water Resource Users 

Association.  It is noted that it does not have representation from WSPs nor WSBs.  It is based 

on the wrong assumption that water users are necessarily the same as the WRUA members.  

Furthermore CAAC is not bound by the recommendations of WRUA, hence adisconnect.  It is 

therefore not clear whose interest CAAC represents.   
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It is therefore, no wonder that CAAC is not effective in the areas served by Chemosit Water 

and Sanitation Company and KIWASCO.  In all the 7 WSPs areas, the CAAC has neither been 

felt nor seen on the ground.  CAAC and WRUA’s were intended to be avenues for public 

participation in water governance.  The fact that there is no direct relationship or 

complementation between the two institutions, makes their work not harmonized and roles not 

synergized.  Whereas, CAAC appear elitist at a higher level with no popular forum to mitigate 

the issues, WRUAs are more of clubs of interested stakeholders.  Both institutions are based on 

wrong assumptions that WSPs are not water users and therefore need not be included.   

 

Water Resources Users Association (WRUA) 

Water Resources Users Associations (WRUA) are voluntary stakeholder groups meant to 

promote controlled and legal water use activities, good water management practices, safeguard 

environmental flows, reduce and solve water conflicts, and promote water catchment 

conservation.    Although Nyangores Water Users Association and Amala Rivers Users 

Association in Mulot are registered for Bomet area, they are not effective.  The communities 

see them as formed to attract donor funding and not for direct service.  

 

In Migori County, Korondo Nyasare Water Resource Users Association capturing the area 

around Nyasare Community Water supply Association seems to be the only active WRUA to 

some extent.  Each received some money from WRMA through LVSWB to conserve the 

catchment area for training and capacity building purposes.  There is no necessary interaction 

between the management contracts with the WRUAs in as much as they ought to have been 

taken as competing users. In terms of regulation, the water companies (CHEMOSIT, 

KIWASCO, SNWSCO and MIKUTRA) are subjected to regulation from WRMA and WSRB 

through LVSWSB.     
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The WSPs have installed WRMA water abstraction meter and pay 10% of the revenue from 

sales of water.  The payment is made quarterly.   In all instances, WSRB regulates the prices 

for water charged by each WSP. 

 

Water Service Regulatory Board (WSRB) 

Water Services Regulatory Board (WSRB) is the body responsible, on behalf of the 

government (MWI), for the regulation of water and sewerage services including licensing, 

quality assurance, and issuance of guideline on tariffs, prices, and disputes resolution.  It also 

monitors the performance of WSBs and approves water service providers (WSPs) chosen by 

respective WSBs.  It informs the public of sector performance and public/consumer complaints. 

WSRB determines pricing to make it affordable so that consumers do not resort to traditional 

sources hence increasing risks to health.  However most stakeholders feel its role is not adding 

value to the water sector. Stakeholders in SNWSCO and Chemosit water companies suggest 

the role could be performed by a forum of CEOs of the water companies. 

 

In KIWASCO zone, Water Services Regulatory Board (WSRB) is effective in terms of 

prescribing penalties and regulations on defaulters.  Imposing the penalties has however not 

been effective because government too has not met its share of the bargain i.e. expanding 

access to 80%.  However, the role of Water Service Regulatory Board (WSRB) has not been 

significantly felt within the catchment zone of BOYA community water project.  The same 

case applies to SNW&SCO, NYASARE and MIKUTRA.  For example, since 2007, when it 

started releasing performance reports on WSBs and WSPs, it has for three years indicated that 

various community projects including Boya, Ahono, and Nyasare had provided either 

incomplete returns or none at all to WSRB yet they continued to operate normally.    
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Nyasare has since complied and submitted its returns as reflected in Impact Report No. 5 of 

2012 and is ranked among the top 10 best performers nationally in its category. 

 

Water Service Board (WSB) 

 

Water Service Boards are the implementing agencies of the directives of WSRB as they are 

charged with the efficient and economical provision of water and sewerage services in their 

respective areas of jurisdiction.  They coordinate with WRMA to issue permits, development of 

facilities, development of business plans, setting performance targets for monitoring water 

service delivery and contracting WSPs in their respective areas of jurisdiction. The 

management of the water supply changed to LVSWSB in 2004 following the implementation 

of water sector reform as per the Water Act 2002.    

 

The LVSWSB has signed various water Service Provision Agreements with the community 

water projects in the same way it did with water companies registered by the Local Authorities.  

Nyasare Water Association was registered in 2005 and signed SPA with LVSWB.  Mogombet 

Water supply was registered as a WSP with LVWSB in 2005.    KIWASCO was registered in 

2004 in the same year as was   MIKUTRA and SNWSCO.  However, Chemosit signed SPA in 

2007.  This has hooked all WSPs in the region to LVWSB and subjected them to its 

governance in terms of supervision as they pay SPA fees. 

 

Lake Victoria South Water Service Board (WSB) has been fairly effective.  It has: provided 

funds for the construction of sewerage and treatment plant in Bomet; water meters; personal 

computers to Litein Scheme through European Union (EU) programme; provided Litein water 

kiosks with both bulk and domestic meters; and Service Provision Agreements.   
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It has also been instrumental in infrastructure development for the WSPs through underwriting 

of the loans and grants from bilateral donors.  It is actually the owner of the assets for the 

Public Water companies of KIWASCO, Chemosit, SNWSCO and MIKUTRA.  It facilitates 

operations and has bargaining power for negotiating and underwriting loans for infrastructure 

development of the WSPs.  For example, LVWSB guaranteed loans from SANA in support of 

Boya community water project.  In SNW&CO, Water Service Board (WSB) complements 

roles of WSPs; works closely with the company and is visible on the ground but it is observed 

it can do better.  In Migori, LVSWSB has supplied chemicals, water meters and facilitated 

trainings for Nyasare Water Supply Association. 

 

WSB is the hub of the institutional interactions among water service providers, water service 

financiers, and water service provision regulators. It facilitates the granting of both SPAs by 

WSRB and water abstraction permits by WRMA to respective WSPs.  The government through 

WSTF also supports WSPs through WSBs, irrespective of whether they are community water 

projects or corporatized water utilities (water companies).  For practical purposes, WSB is the 

agency that implements the compact policy agreements with respective WSPs.   

 

Although the WSB appoints some Community Service Organizations(CSOs) and Quality 

Control Agents (QCAs) for monitoring the performance and accountability of WSPs, it is not 

clear how the SPAs are monitored and how possible sanctions can be applied.  It is also not 

clear what control mechanisms exist to reinforce the leasing contract of assets between WSBs 

and the councils.  There is no accountable authority to which a consumer could submit a formal 

complaint against the quality of service delivery by a WSP.  The CSOs and QCAs are not 

effective and are seen by the funded CBOs as additional cogs in the wheel for the channeling of 

funds for the provision of water. 
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There are however reported instances in which WSB appear to be interfering with the 

management of the management contracts.   Each of the water service companies is run by a 

Board of Directors comprising the relevant stakeholders.  However, other than CHEMOSIT 

which has managerial problems, and KIWASCO, the choice of the Managing Directors for 

SNWSCO and MIKUTRA is heavily influenced by LVWSB, and by implication the 

government since the current MDs were never competitively recruited but appointed by the 

LVSWSB from amongst the retired District Water Officers from the areas concerned i.e. 

Migori for MIKUTRA and Homa Bay for SNWSCO.  In essence, the MDs of SNWSCO and 

MIKUTRA are bound to owe their allegiance to the appointing authority in a patron-client 

relationship as opposed to meeting the performance targets set by the respective boards.   In 

practice only the management of KIWASCO appears to be answerable to the Board of 

Directors and remitting dividends to Kisumu City Council.  It also convenes regular Annual 

General Meetings.   

 

The management of CHEMOSIT Water Supply Company does not hold annual general 

meetings, hence the conflicts that have persistently occurred resulting into numerous court 

battles with the sponsor, Bomet Council and LVSWSB, the licensee.  This has resulted in 

Bomet County Council forming another company, Tililbet, and entering into 5 years SPA to 

run water services from 2012.  LVWSB also suspended the SPA with CHEMOSIT in 2011.   

 

MIKUTRA and SNWSCO management have never called Annual General Meetings, and the 

management appears to be answerable to LVWSB more than to the respective councils. 

KIWASCO has a board of directors comprising the Mayor, Town Clerk, and representatives of 

KAM, NGOs, KIWASCO MD, and Consumers.  SNWSCO has its management headed by a 

Managing Director who is answerable to the board.   
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The company is run by a Board of directors which was initially to be composed of District 

Water Officers (DWOs), the civil society, mayors of the councils of Mbita, Rachuonyo, and 

Homa-Bay (Shareholders); Managing Director; Technical Manager and Commercial Manager 

(DWOs).   

 

The current system is to have CEO- LVSWBappoint the MD of the company as opposed to the 

Board of Directors.  The initial arrangement was to have the position rotate among the DWOs.  

The idea was shelved in 2008 as a result of wrangling among DWOs.  The position was 

advertised but no interview took place.  The CEOs of SNWSCO and MIKUTRA had tried to 

supervise the DWOs as opposed to the reverse.  The current MD was a retired Homa Bay- 

DWO.  The current District water officers for Suba and Rachuonyo districts don’t attend Board 

meetings. 

 

The disagreements amongst the key stakeholders like DWOs affect negatively the strategic 

operations, management and planning of the concerned companies.  In both MIKUTRA and 

SNWSCO, the resident DWOs appear to be the de facto Deputy Managing Directors of the 

companies.  Again, the involvement of DWOs in the operations and management of the 

companies contradict the principle objective of the privatization process of separating the 

function of MWI and of the two in the provision of water. 

 

4.2.3 WATER SERVICE PROVISION FINANCIERS  

 
These are institutions or organizations that through financial assistance facilitate the 

distribution of water to the consumers.  The methods used vary from and for purposes of our 

analysis, we classify them as Peoples Organizations, Non Governmental Organizations, 

Governmental Institutions, and Development partners. 
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Peoples Organizations 

Members of a local community, with similar objectives usually team up and raise funds as 

either self help or welfare groups.  Other than members’ contributions, the water projects 

usually supplement with resources of well wishers including individuals, support from NGOs 

and governmental institutions.  For example Mogombet community water supply 

complemented members’ contribution with support from Constituency Development Fund, El 

Nino emergency Fund, and support from Catholic Diocese of Nakuru. 

 

In Kisumu, several CBOs have been instrumental in the supply of water in the area.  A case in 

point is Wandiege Community water project which initially had its own borehole for its 

supplies but currently is connected directly to the KIWASCO main water lines.    

 

In West Karachuonyo scheme of SNWSCO, there are two community water projects; Koguta, 

and Rabuor community water projects which have received funding from WSTF but only 

Koguta is functional and operates like a kiosk of SNWSCO.  Another active community water 

project in Homa Bay is Magare Women Group water project. 

 

Governmental organizations 

 

The governmental organizations include institutions associated with the state either through 

line ministries or parastatals.  The major stakeholders in water service sector have been: 

Constituency Development Fund (CDF) committee, Community Development Trust Fund 

(CDTF), Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF), and Local Authorities. 
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i) Constituency Development Fund (CDF) 

 

Funds from the local Constituency Development Fund (CDF) have been used to support water 

supply especially for the community water projects.  In Bomet, the following community water 

projects have been the beneficiaries: Longisa, Sergutiet, Aonet, Marinyin.  Bomet CDF kitty 

was also used to extend water supply pipe line for the Mogombet Community project.  

 

The Constituency Development Fund (CDF) kitty has also been used to fund several water 

projects in Kisumu county.  Kisumu East CDF was used to sink boreholes in Manyatta area.  

Nyando CDF funded the purchase of a 24,000 litres capacity storage tank for Boya community 

water project.  Rangwe CDF has funded several water projects: construction of Yawo pan 

around Magare.   

 

Karachuonyo CDF (constituency) provided Kshs 1 million, and Kshs 700,000.00 for the 

rehabilitation of lines from Omindi to Wagwe areas and water lines in Kanam B  to set a power 

transformer at Miti Mbili.  In Migori County, CDF (constituency) has not been effective in 

water sector.  Nyasare had made several unsuccessful requests especially when tanks were 

broken but received no response. 

 

There appears to be a lot of flexibility in the manner in which CDF is used in the water sector.  

The community water projects benefit from the funds probably due to the fact that they are 

easier targets to identify with by the politicians who control CDF than the management 

contracts which have a lot governmental bureaucratic processes in terms of approvals and 

accountability.   The community water projects are seen by politicians to resonate more with 

the constituents in terms of direct public participation and popular involvement in the project.   
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This could explain why Mogombet and Boya water projects have received financial assistance 

from their respective CDF kitties.   No management contract has ever benefited from CDF in 

their respective areas save for SNWSCO at its rural scheme of West Karachuonyo community 

project.  The politicians hope to reap political support on account of improvement of water 

provision. 

 
 

ii) Community Development Trust Fund (CDTF)  

 

CDTF is a financial support associated with the Ministry of Planning.  It has also been 

instrumental in the provision of funding for community water projects.  In Bomet, Marinyin 

community water, Kaboruso community water project are some of the beneficiaries of CDTF. 

 

In Homa Bay County, Community Dev. Trust Fund (CDTF) assisted Magare Women group in 

Homa Bay and Konywa Water project to run a gravity water scheme to the tune of Kshs. 7 

million in 2005.    Magare self help group- previously had a hand pump bore-hole but through 

CDTF it was improved to a motorized scheme and enhanced capacity to provide water to a 

larger population.   

 

ii) Local Authority 

Local Authorities have traditionally played major roles of undertaking water service provision 

in the local councils until 2004 following the water sector reforms.  After the implementation 

of the water sector reforms, they stopped direct water service provision but instead formed 

public limited companies to run the water distribution on their behalf.   The water utility 

companies report to the respective councils through Service Provision Agreements.  Bomet 

County Council is the majority shareholder of CHEMOSIT Water Supply Company.  Bomet 

County Council has also funded rehabilitation works of Chepalungu water supply.   
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Like in Bomet, the local authority Council in Kisumu has not stamped its authority in water 

provision.  However, under the new constitutional dispensation which has seen local authority 

councils and districts disbanded in favour county governments, , it is not clear how exactly, the 

management contracts which used to report to the local authority councils would report to the 

new county governments.  There will be need to create some oversight authority to steer the 

operations of WSPs under each county 

  

BOYA community water project has not yet benefitted from any facilitation from Nyando 

County council.  Homa Bay County Council is still the owner of the sewage and treatment 

plant.   In Migori county, especially for areas served by MIKUTRA, Local Authority is still the 

owner of the sewage and treatment plant, and has also posted staff to run sewer lines.  Other 

than being major shareholders of the public water companies, local authorities do not have 

direct role in the operations water supply both to the community water projects and the public 

water companies.   

 

In practical sense, the local authorities are being challenged in their former role of water 

service providers by the MWI which has assumed more roles in terms of ownership of assets 

and staffing. 

 

iii) Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF) 

This is a fund set aside by the Government of Kenya under the Ministry of Water and Irrigation 

to support provision of water to disadvantaged areas.   WSTF has different categories of project 

funding cycles, namely, urban areas, Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASALs), rural areas through 

Community Project Cycles, and WRUAs for water resources management.  The funds are 

channeled to Community Based Organizations and WRUAs through Water Service Boards.  
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 In Bomet County, WSTF has provided funds used in construction of two 100,000 water 

storage tanks for Chebugon community water project in Mogor location of Chepalungu district.  

In LVSWB, it has funded seventeen community (17) community water projects as at 

November 2011.  However, only five out of the seventeen had been completed on schedule.  

The other twelve water community projects expired even before the projects were completed. 

 

 

In Kisumu, Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF) has funded several water projects but 

management of the fund has been a problem i.e., water boards have been accused of being a 

hindrance to the proper implementation of the disbursed funds.  In SNWSCO, Water Services 

Trust Fund (WSTF) provided over Kshs.7 million each to Koguta and Rabuor community 

water projects in West Karachuonyo scheme to set up water storage tanks.  Rabuor community 

project is not yet operational, amid accusations and counter accusations among its leadership. 

There is no report towards the incompleted project from the CSOs and QCAs that were 

assigned by the WSB, yet all the money was appropriately disbursed by WSTF.  On the other 

hand,   Koguta community project has put up a 6.5 km pipeline connected to the main West 

Karachuonyo pipeline and the members are getting water.   

 

In Homa County, WSTF has provided funds for Oyugis, Mbita (extension supply- catchment), 

Pala, Kagan.  In Migori, Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF) has not been felt on the ground in 

terms of activities.  Nyasare community water supply applied for the money but has not yet 

succeeded.  The Koguta case is a strong indication that not only can community be responsible 

for water service provision but also that the funds from WSTF can help in development of 

infrastructure for increased water accessibility by the community.   
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The pipeline for West Karachuonyo Community Water Project was laid and for a long time 

water supply run through local community’s initiative.  SNWSCO is yet to increase even a 

single length of water pipeline since it took over the management from the Ministry of Water 

and Irrigation. 

 

We observe that there is no compelling reason why financial assistance to WSPs has to go 

through WSBs.  Instead qualifications for WSTF funding should only be based on the viability 

of the individual project’s proposal since passing the same to the WSB causes delay in 

implementation and increase in operational costs  of a project. 

 

Non Governmental organizations (NGOs) 

NGOs have mainly operated through community based organizations either as outreach or 

intervention programmes.  In some instances, international NGOs have contributed immensely 

towards the drilling of bore-holes and laying the infrastructure.  In Bomet area, an NGO known 

as Waterline has provided storage tanks to various institutions, groups and individuals in 

Bomet; and Action Aid has supported Sigor water supplies.  Waterline supports community 

with 75% of the cost of installing storage tanks for roof catchment. In one instance, a private 

corporate, Finlay Tea Company met the cost of pumping water from Nyangores River to 

Mugango area using turbine pump system where a large water reservoir distribution tank had 

been constructed.  The Catholic Diocese of Nakuru provided funds for the purchase of storage 

tank for the Mogombet Community water project.  

 

In Kisumu County, a number of NGOs including churches have provided funding in several 

ways, i.e., Action Aid is improving water supply in Manyatta area. Another NGO, SANA has 

provided loan to Boya community water project to extend water distribution network. In Homa 

Bay, Plan International is funding roof catchment in Kanyada location.   



117 
 

World Vision is also funding roof catchment projects in Mbita and a water kiosk in Kokoth 

Kata to be connected to the main West Karachuonyo water pipeline. There were plans to 

expand coverage to Kanjira and Wagwe locations.   CARE had earlier funded roof catchment 

project but had wound up their related activities in SNW&CO. 

 

The NGOs deal directly with the WSPs, hence prefer dealing with community projects and 

hardly with the management contracts due to the bureacractic processes involved.  However, 

NGOs may use WSBs as guarantors to loan facilities extended to the community projects.  A 

case in point is that of SANA which provided loan to Boya community water project with 

LVSWB as the guarantor. 

 

Development Partners 

These refer to either international financial institutions which offer development assistance 

through state negotiations and/ or undertakings or bi-lateral state negotiations for loans/ grants.  

The major beneficiaries are the state driven utilities.  In the water sector, the loans or assistance 

are channeled through either local authorities or the WSB.  In Bomet, the major donors 

included the EU which donated personal computers to Litein water supply Scheme, KFW, and 

Nile Basin Initiative which facilitated expansion of the water pipeline from Nyangores River to 

the tune of Kshs 12 million.   

 

In Kisumu city, Lake Victoria South Water Board (LVSWB) has enhanced asset development 

through the ADB financing of the KIWASCO system. DANIDA, USAID and AFD have also 

offered some funding for expansion and development of KIWASCO water network and 

treatment.   UNICEF provided 400 pipes and two 5,000 litres water storage tanks for Boya 

community water project.   
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DANIDA facilitated the expansion of Homa Bay (Asego) supply, El Nino funds were also used 

to facilitate expansion of the pipeline network; JICA- rehabilitated sewerage system; UN-

Habitat has funded pit latrines project, to expand water supply to Shauri Yako; LVEMP II is 

funding rehabilitation of sewerage and Treatment Plant at Rangwena and Arujo; conservation 

of catchment environment by planting trees around the water supply; Eco-san toilets for 

fishermen Nile Basin initiative provided funds for construction of bore-holes in Nyangweso 

area. French Development Agency (AFD) in 2003 gave 5 million shillings for repairs of  water 

lines in West Karachuonyo community water supply scheme. 

 

In MIKUTRA, ADB is financing rehabilitation of water pipeline network in Migori town, and 

Rongo, KOICA is also supporting similar initiative in Awendo town.  Austrian Development 

Cooperation (ADC) on two occasions, 1997-2003; and 2003-2008, through HORIZON3000 

financed the expansion programme of Nyasare Water supply Association. 

 

In 2007, Bomet County Council got a grant of Kshs 14 million from the European Union to 

improve the Chepalungu Water supply system.  However, in 2008 Bomet county council 

granted CHEMOSIT additional Kshs 3.5 million.   The council also got further funding Kshs 

6.6 M for the same purpose and additional Kshs 11.5 m for Kaboson irrigation scheme from the 

European Union (EU).   

 

In Kisumu, KIWASCO is upgrading the system to be completed in 2 years time through the 

help of AFD at a cost of Kshs 22 million.  When completed, the upgrade will guarantee 80% 

water access in Kisumu city till 2030.  Migori Municipal council received a grant from ADB 

through the MWI out of which Kshs 42m shall be used to build 10 ablution blocks, and Kshs 

98 m to water supplies and distribution.  



119 
 

 It will put up new bigger water pipeline; set up water storage facilities at:  Magina hill, Aroso 

hill, and Nyabisawa. The project which was expected to start in February 2012 and is on going.   

Nile Basin Initiative is also putting up 15 water supplies for Isebania through EU funding to the 

tune of Kshs 500 M.  This will ensure access to water and sanitation in the next 5 years and be 

able to meet 60% of the estimated demand. 

 

It is noted that the Development Partners have been dealing mainly with the management 

contracts through respective local authorities and WSBs especially in infrastructural 

development of the water pipelines and water treatment plants.  However, most of the asset 

development has concentrated on rehabilitation of existing pipelines and hardly new ones. 

 

In summary, it has emerged that public private partnerships are found in many different types 

and sizes, and the boundaries between public and private are sometimes blurred.  The level of 

popular participation in a water enterprise changes with the organizational arrangements such 

that there is more popular participation in community water projects than in public utility 

companies.   The community water projects show more private sector participation as they 

engage NGOs, bilateral donors and even the government in pursuit of their service delivery 

while the public water companies are tied mainly to the bi-lateral partners and financial 

institutions whose facilitation are negotiated by either the respective local authority councils 

or the WSB.   
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4.3 PARTNERSHIP POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

 
There is a difference in the nature of the water service policy compacts involving the water 

companies and those of community water projects.  Whereas all the WSPs have been subjected 

to the government’s regulatory mechanisms of WRMA and WSRB, the water companies are 

management contracts while community water projects are private entities with public 

involvement.  The water companies are under management contracts and are directly 

answerable to local authority councils which are the major shareholders and like community 

water projects must adhere to the price regulations and guidelines from WSRB.  It therefore 

emerged that privatization is a form of public private partnership and necessarily implies less 

government.   The kind of PPP emerging is close to an alternative way in France and Spain as 

observed by Marin (1999) of shared responsibilities, in which local governments delegate the 

management of a water utility to a private operator while retaining the assets as public 

property. 

 

However, broadly speaking, under LVSWB, the kind of partnerships that has been witnessed 

is more of commercialization which has involved the use by the public sector of private 

sector management practices, such as commercial practices and goals, management and 

organizational styles in the management of public water companies.  There is also an attempt 

to liberalize water service provision especially with the recognition of community water 

projects under private ownership and management as water service providers.   

 

Where commercialization has been used, especially in local authorities, the exercise involved 

the transfer of assets to the private sector under leasing arrangements and management 

contracting arrangements.  
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 Subsequently, all the local authorities formed public limited water companies to run water 

services.  Community water projects have operately independently with water service 

licenses from the government through its agencies.   

 

Each WSP has therefore performed differently depending on what support they recieved from 

other stakeholders including governmental and non governmental agencies.  Also how they 

adapted to the intervening variables of water service providers, water service regulators and 

water service financiers. 

 

The role of government in all forms of PPPs is to define the scope of business, to specify 

priorities and outputs, and set the tools namely,  contracts, regulatory agencies, laws, market 

tools, etc. for all the water service providers.  The differences in nature of the policy compacts 

have therefore resulted in the WSPs developing different network management strategies with 

different results.  The Water companies’ networks mainly cover the expansion of supply 

networks and water treatment, while those of community projects are mainly on distribution, 

treatment and water storage.   

 

This chapter has identified two majot types of policy compacts: Private Entities/Ventures; and 

Management Contracts.  Each of the policy compacts have interacted differently with the 

stakeholders with varying results in as far as provision of water is concerened.  The policy 

compacts under management contracts are unidirectional involving state institutions like local 

authority councils such that its role is confined to selling water to the consumers on behalf of 

the state.  There is no direct public popular participation in the governance and operations of 

the water companies.   



122 
 

The only avenue for the public participation is through representatives of the people, resulting 

in a long route of accountability, i.e. the state provides water to citizens through WSPs but the 

citizens who are also the consumers can only offer feedback on the quality of service through 

their representatives either at the national assembly or local authority councils. 

 

The private ventures have emerged as competitors of management contracts and provide water 

to the citizens directly.  They also involve public popular participation in the governance and 

management of provision of water services through membership in the management 

committees, and participation in the regularly held annual general meetings.  This has seen the 

private ventures provide a short route of accountability framework.  Whereas the management 

contracts involve only formal PPP arrangements, the private ventures have both formal and 

informal PPP arrangements.  This explains why on the whole, there are better services in the 

community water projects than in public water utility companies in as far provision of water is 

concerned.  In the final analysis, we found that policy compacts do determine the 

organizational structural design of a WSP and that popular participation facilitates state’s 

accountability to the citizens. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: MANAGERIAL STRATEGIES IN PUBLIC - 

PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS IN WATER PROVISION SERVICES 
 
 

5.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

This chapter examines the organizational managerial strategies in the provision of water 

services, and analyses appropriate interventions adopted by the stakeholders to enhance the 

accessibility of water services by the vulnerable consumers.  The data presented and analysed 

in this chapter were drawn from the Focus Group Discussions and Key Informant Interviews 

conducted in each WSP.  To realize these objectives, we hypothesized that the quality of water 

service provision is dependent on i) the organizational managerial strategies of  a WSP ,  ii) the 

nature of water service provision policy compact, and finally (iii) the state’s accountability to 

its citizens.    

 

Our assumption is that each WSP adopts particular organizational managerial strategies to 

deliver the desired quality of customer service and quality water.  However, it should be noted 

that not all organizational managerial strategies adopted by a WSP  lead to provision of quality 

water and services.  Furthermore, particular strategies are better implemented under particular 

forms of partnerships either management contracts or private entities. The organizational 

strategies are identifiable with regard to: enterprise design; operational roles; network 

management and human resource functions adopted by each WSP.  

5.1 ENTERPRISE DESIGN  

 

Enterprise design refers to both structural and conceptual arrangements by which the public 

water utility company or community project is designed to operate.  The following were the  

indicators for assessing the structural and conceptual arrangements:  Intensity of management 

i.e. citizen involvement and empowerment, form of partnership,  geographical coverage, and 

funding for provision of pro-poor water services.   
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In addressing our objective of analysing appropriate interventions by the state that enhance the 

accessibility of water services by the disadvantaged consumers due to either economic or social 

reasons, we hypothesized that popular participation facilitates state’s accountability to citizens 

in the provision of water services.   

  

Analysis of the designs of the WSPs reveals,  the extent to which each design was intended to 

facilitate accessibility of water services by the citizens.  Table 5.1 summarizes the various 

project designs of all the seven WSPs as reflected in their respective management strategies; 

nature of the public-private partnerships; management of water sources; geographical coverage; 

funding; and programmes for the poor.  The key concerns include:  i) non existence of popular 

participation fora from where the citizens could cause the state to respond to their demands.  ii) 

no difference in the management strategies adopted by WSPs, and iii) no difference in the 

nature of the policy compacts. 
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Table 5. 1: Summary of enterprise designs of WSPs 

 CHEMOSIT MOGOMBE
T 

KIWASCO BOYA SNWSCO MIKUT
RA 

NYASAR
E 

MANAG

EMENT 

.management contract 

 .. MWI staff 

. Utility company 

. 4 schemes 

 

. Private  

. private staff 

. working 

committee 

.management contract 

 . co. staff 

. Utility company 

. 1 scheme 

. retail system 

. delegated 

management 

. Private  

. no govt 

. private staff 

. working 

committee 

.management 

contract 

 . Intense 

govt(MWI) 

involvement 

. MWI staff 

. Utility company 

. 5 Schemes 

 

. management 

contract 

.  Intense 

govt(MWI) 

involvement 

. MWI staff 

. Utility 

company 

. 5 schemes 

 

. Private  

. private staff 

. working 

committee 

NATUR

E  OF 

PPP 

.Bi-lateral donors, 

EU/GOK/CC; 

NB/GOK/CC 

.Co./LVWSB 

.Co./CC 

.Community, 

Church, GOK, 

LVSWSB 

. Bi-lateral donors, 

EU/GOK/CC; 

ADB/GOK, 

AFD/GOK, Action 

Aid, CBOs, Retailers, 

Co./LVSWSB 

 

. CBO 

Church*, 

GOK, SANA, 

LVSWSB 

County Council, 

SNWSCO, Action 

Aid, SANA, 

DANIDA, 

LVEMP,LVWSB, 

MWI, UNICEF, 

CDF, CBOs 

.Municipal  

Council, 

Mikutra, 

WB*,LVWSB

, MWI, 

KOICA*./LV

WSB 

 

. Community, 

NGO, LVSWSB 

MAN. 

OF 

WATER 

SOURC

ES 

.Nyangores River 

Association 

.WRMA 

. Nyangores River 

Association 

WRMA 

WRMA WRMA WRMA* WRMA* WRMA, 

Korondo 

Nyasare WRUA 

GEOGR

APHICA

L 

COVER

AGE 

.Bomet County 

.Kericho County 

Silibwet sub 

location of Bomet 

Township 

Kisumu East and 

Kisumu West districts 

of Kisumu County 

Boya, 

Kochogo, and 

Kakola 

locations of 

Nyando 

District 

. Homa Bay County 

(Rachuonyo, Homa 

Bay and Suba 

districts) 

.Migori 

County and 

parts of Narok 

County 

.Migori town and 

the suburbs 

FUNDIN

G 

. County Council, 

Chemosit, Bi-lateral 

donors, LVWSB, 

MWI 

. Community, CDN, 

CDF, MWI, GOK 

Municipal Council, 

ADB, AFD, Action 

Aid, CBOs*,WB, 

KIWASCO 

. Community, 

Ahero 

Catholic 

Diocese, CDF, 

SANA. 

County Council, 

CBO, SNWSCO, 

Acton Aid, SANA, 

WSTF 

LVEMP,LVWSB, 

MWI, UNICEF, 

CDF 

Municipal  

Council, 

Mikutra, 

WB*,LVWSB

, MWI, 

KOICA*  

. Austrian govt 

(ADC) and NGO 

(Horizon 3000), 

Community 

PROGR

AMMES 

FOR 

THE 

POOR 

.Indirect 

.Water kiosks 

.Rationing  

. None 

. allowance for bill 

clearance 

Water Retailers  and 

Water Kiosks 

. None 

. allowance  

for bill 

clearance 

.Indirect 

.Water kiosks 

.Rationing 

.Indirect 

.Water kiosks 

.Rationing 

. Indirect 

. Water kiosks 

Rationing 

. Community 

water points 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 5.1 shows that in terms of geographical coverage, the water companies are designed to 

cover a wider area than the community water projects.  Whereas CHEMOSIT covers the 

districts of Bomet, Bureti, Chepalungu of Bomet County and Konoin and Kipkelion of 

Kericho County, MOGOMBET, a community water project, covers Silibwet sub-location of 

Bomet Township location.   
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5.1.1 GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE 

 
 
Whereas KIWASCO covers Kisumu Town East and Kisumu Town West districts of Kisumu 

county, BOYA community water project covers Kochogo, Kakola and Onjiko locations of 

Nyando district, Kisumu county, SNWSCO covers five schemes of Mbita, Homa Bay, Kendu 

Bay, Oyugis and West Karachuonyo of Homa Bay county while MIKUTRA covers Migori, 

Kuria, Awendo, Rongo, of Migori county and Transmara district of Narok county.  Finally, 

NYASARE covers upper Migori town and its suburbs.  The areas covered by the water utility 

companies, save for KIWASCO, are too wide apart and their respective infrastructural 

development very poor hence high operational and maintenance costs which can not be 

sustained by the revenue generated from the small number of consumers connected to the 

water supply.  It is not clear why each scheme has not been allowed to run independently 

although the management raises sustainability concerns.  Each of the schemes in 

CHEMOSIT, MIKUTRA and SNWSCO are not only reported to be making losses but also 

receiving operational support from MWI.  For example, in October 2011, West Karachuonyo 

scheme collected revenue of about Kshs 39,000 against the billing of about Kshs 94,000. The 

electricity bill for the month was about Kshs 40,000.  KIWASCO, like the three community 

water projects of BOYA, MOGOMBET and NYASARE is operating within a limited 

geographical area, and is able to meet the operational and maintenance costs of its water 

pipeline.     

 

Under the new constitutional dispensation in Kenya since 2010, the utilities’ wide 

geographical coverage  is bound to face several governance challenges.   The main water 

companies, MIKUTRA now covers two counties, Migori and Narok, while Chemosit, now 

Tililbet, covers Bomet and Kericho counties.  It is not likely to be feasible to harmonize the 

priorities of any two counties.    
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There is no value addition combinig water provison service for any two counties as presently 

constituted.  Secondly, the administrative districts, which were hitherto critical functional 

units with their heads, i.e. DWOs being key stakeholders in the management of water service 

provision, have ceased to operate under the new devolved systems of governance in Kenya, 

except for coordination of security services on behalf of the national government. It is still 

not clear how the previous arrangements is going to operate under the new county 

governments.  It will however be critical for each county to operationalize the structural 

functions of stakeholders under the new constitutional dispensation. 

 

5.1.2 MANAGEMENT OF UTILITIES 

 

The water companies were all designed to be management contracts.  These were utility 

companies of the respective local councils of Bomet, Kisumu, Homa Bay, and Migori.  The 

management of each water company is intended to be responsible to the board of directors, 

and the shareholders of the utility companies.  However, only KIWASCO reports to its Board 

of Directors regularly and holds regular Annual General Meetings for shareholders. 

MIKUTRA and SNWSCO have no functional Board of Directors.  Respective Managing 

Directors report to WSB and are deputised by District Water Officers.  KIWASCO does not 

exhibit any signs of government involvement in its management.  It hires its own staff of 

about 300.  It also remits some fee to the City council of Kisumu being the undertaker of the 

company.  Although CHEMOSIT is a private limited company contracted by Bomet County 

Council to manage the water distribution and supply network, like SNWSCO and 

MIKUTRA, it has a lot of government involvement in its management.  For example, other 

than the managers of the company, all the operations staff are employees of the Ministry of 

Water and Irrigation (MWI).   
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All the water companies except KIWASCO inherited the facilities of the former National 

Water Conservation & Pipeline Corporation (NWC&PC).  Some of the schemes like West 

Karachuonyo under SNWSCO, Chepalungu and Bomet under CHEMOSIT were started as 

community projects before they were taken over by MWI, due to high operations and 

maintenance problems.  The water companies were designed to carry out only management 

of operations and maintenance, distribution networks but lease the assets from the WSB.  

This means that any decision on infrastructural improvement and seeking partnerships for the 

same had to be sanctioned by the government.  This process has slowed down the process of 

the acquisition of the intended infrastructural improvement.   This could be a major cause of 

water leakages in the public water companies resulting in frequent interruptions of water 

supply to the consumers in management contracts than in community water projects.   

 

The structural design is such that none of the schemes of the water companies has operational 

and management autonomy.  All the water schemes rely on their head offices for support and 

direction.  The implication is that despite the distance apart, any proposal must be first 

endorsed by the head office, a process which takes longer.  This explains why for instance, it 

takes longer to restore water in public water companies except KIWASCO than in 

community water projects in case of water supply interruption. 

 

MOGOMBET, BOYA, and NYASARE are community projects that are managed privately 

with no government involvement.  The community projects were designed to provide water 

to their members but expanded to the level of supplying water to the rest of the community 

within the proximity of their pipelines.  Each has a management team/committee which is 

responsible to the whole membership.  The management committees meet regularly while the 

entire membership meets annually.   
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MOGOMBET and NYASARE have distinct members who originally registered as members 

of the welfare association other than the consumers, while Boya accepts anybody who has 

been registered as a consumer as its member and may be elected into the management 

committee.  Community water projects, from their designs, to be more accessible through 

involvement of  popular participation than the water companies.  It is important to note that 

CHEMOSIT had failed to call even a single Annual General Meeting for close to five years.  

The public popular participation at the shareholders meeting for water companies are through 

representatives. 

 

5.1.3 NATURE OF PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

 
In terms of the nature of public-private partnerships, the water companies (CHEMOSIT, 

KIWASCO, SNWSCO, and MIKUTRA) partner mainly with bilateral donors brought on 

board by respective councils through the Government of Kenya and mainly to fund 

infrastructural development.  This makes it easier for community projects than water 

companies to engage more development partners hence improve their services faster than the 

public water companies due to shorter route of accountability framework their processes take.    

The more the number of development assistance in rolling out water provision services, the 

more the enhanced services through improved infrastructure and quality of water provided by 

a WSP.  The management contracts most of the times  require long route of accountability to 

effect implementation.  The community projects unlike the management contracts do not 

have to pass their development intentions through the local authority council and the parent 

ministry to seek approval for implementation.   
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In an effort to realize improved services, several WSPs are in different stages of partnerships 

with other stakeholders.  The cases in point include:  a World Bank loan undertaken by 

Migori local Authority Council and the Ministry of Water and Irrigation on behalf of 

MIKUTRA to put up a new water pipeline in Migori town; European Union (EU) grant to 

rehabilitate water systems in Rongo and Isebania towns;  Loan from KOICA to establish 

water supply infrastructure in Awendo, all of which will upon completion help improve water 

access to consumers in the stated areas.   In the same vein, KIWASCO  engaged AFD, ADB, 

and World Bank bi-lateral donor assistance through LVSWSB for asset development and 

individual NGOs like Action Aid and AFD for supply line improvement, and local CBOs like 

Wandiege Water supply for increased connectivity to piped water .  SNWSCO had at its 

scheme, West Karachuonyo Community Water Project negotiated with Koguta Water Project 

to extend by 13 km supply network under water kiosk system.  Action Aid and DANIDA 

have also enhanced water storage system  in Homabay town at Kodoyo junction and Asego 

hill respectively.   

 

However, community water projects, MOGOMBET, NYASARE and BOYA, negotiate with 

respective partners for specific purposes only and on specific terms.  For example, 

MOGOMBET negotiated with the Catholic Diocese of Nakuru (CDN) for expansion of water 

storage facilities, GOK through El-Nino project funds for boosting pumping system, and 

CDF for expansion of pipeline network.  BOYA negotiated with Nyando CDF for storage 

tanks, UNICEF for pipes to extend the line and SANA, an NGO for network expansion.  

Nyasare Community water supply Association has mainly partnered with Austrian 

Development Cooperation (ADC) up to 2003 and subsequently NGO, Horizon3000, from 

2003-2008, after which it has been self sustaining.   
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5.1.4 MANAGEMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

 
For management of water sources, all the WSPs are expected to partner with WRMA and 

WRUAs for water resource management.  All of the WSPs are charged abstraction fee by 

Water resources Management Authority (WRMA) at 5% of the value of the water abstracted.  

CHEMOSIT and MOGOMBET are charged for abstraction from river Nyangores where they 

also interact with Nyangores river Water Resource Users Association which is however less 

active.  KIWASCO is charged by WARMA for abstracting water from Lake Victoria in the 

same way SNWSCO at its Homa Bay scheme is also charged abstraction fee.   

 

The West Karachuonyo community water project scheme of SNWSCO has no abstraction 

meter hence is not charged.  BOYA is charged abstraction fee from their bore hole while 

MIKUTRA is charged for abstraction from river Migori.  Nyasare is charged for abstraction 

from the bore holes and also from the natural spring it abstracts water from.  Nyasare 

Korondo water Resource Users Association is fairly active.  The design is such that only 

community water projects are promptly charged water abstraction fee by WARMA, a state 

authority,  hence  increasing the cost of water supplied by them to the consumers.  In this 

respect, WARMA’s fee is more disruptive than facilitative in as far as provision of water is 

concerned.  This could have been justrified if it equally performed effectively its role to 

protect water sources which could result in reduced cost of treating water for consumption. 

 

5.1.5 FUNDING 

 
Funding is another area influenced by the design of the project.  The water companies, unlike 

community water projects do not have a lot of leeway to negotiate funds independently.  In 

most instances, proposals are floated from the ministry headquarters.   
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Even if the approach originates from the project it has to go through many long processes to 

the Permanent Secretary of the ministry.  This explains why most funding of government 

dominated projects like CHEMOSIT, KIWASCO, MIKUTRA, and SNWSCO are mainly 

bilateral donor funding which has gone through inter- government negotiations or 

undertaking.  

 

 The major funders for CHEMOSIT besides MWI and LVSWSB, for example, are the Bomet 

County council, EU and the Nile Basin Initiative.  KIWASCO has received funds from 

Municipal Council of Kisumu, AFD, ADB, World Bank, NGOs like Action Aid and the 

company itself.  SNWSCO like MIKUTRA relies on the same type of funds.  Unlike 

MIKUTRA, SNWSCO has received some support from NGOs as well including Action Aid, 

SANA for Homa Bay scheme, and Karachuonyo CDF and UNICEF for West Karachuonyo 

scheme.   The community water projects are more liberal in their approach for funding.   

 

There is no WSP which has deliberate and direct pro-poor programmes for accessing 

affordable water.  However, each has had some indirect way of accommodating the poor.  

The most common approach in all except BOYA and MOGOMBET is the establishment of 

water kiosks.  Water rationing also used as a method to enable all consumers access water.  

KIWASCO has engaged competitively identified water retailers thereby enabling those 

without title deed to access piped water in their plots through their landlords.  NYASARE 

uses community water points and stand pipes as well thereby charging flat rates.  Besides 

NYASARE, BOYA and Chesinende scheme of CHEMOSIT also use flat rates approach for 

their low income consumers.   
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5.2 OPERATIONAL ROLES 

 

Operational roles refer to strategic approaches applied by each water utility or community 

water project in achieving its objectives.  The following were the indicators for assessing the 

operational roles of each WSP:  goal achieving styles; the type of development partners; the 

role of regulatory agencies; popular participation; enforcement of rules and contracts; 

monitoring and evaluation, and maintenance.   

  

Table 5.2 summarizes the various operational roles of all the seven WSPs as reflected in their 

respective goal achieving styles.  By evaluating operational roles of the WSPs, we were to 

establish the extent to which each has carried out the routine functions to facilitate 

accessibility of water services by the citizens.   
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Table 5. 2: Summary of operational roles at the WSPs 
 CHEMOSIT MOGOMB

ET 
KIWASCO BOYA SNWSCO MIKUTRA NYASARE 

GOAL 
ACHIEVIN
G 

. individual 
direct billings 
.Flat rates for 
chesinende 
. Water kiosks 
. rationing 

.Individual 
billings 
.  rationing 

. indiv. bills 

. Water kiosks 

. delegated 
management 
. no rationing 

. 
Individual 
billings 
. water 
rationing 

. Individual 
billings 
. Water 
kiosks 
. Rationing 

. indiv. 
metres 
. Water 
kiosks 
. rationing 

. individual 
billings 
. Communal 
meter 
. community 
water stand 
points 
. rationing 

DEVELOP
MENT 
PARTNER
S 

. Expansion of 
supply 
networks 

. expansion 
of supply 
networks 
.storage 

. expansion of 
networks, 
water 
treatment, 
storage 

. 
expansion 
of supply 
networks 
.storage 

. kiosks, 
storage;  
- Expansion 
of supply 
networks 

.Expansion 
of supply 
networks 

. expansion of 
supply 
networks 
.storage 

REGULAT
ORY 
AGENCIES 

WRMA, 
WSRB, 
LVSWSB 

. 
abstraction; 
quality 
control,  

. abstraction; 
quality 
control; price 
regulation 

. 
abstractio
n; quality 
control,  

WRMA, 
WSRB, 
LVSWSB 

WRMA, 
WSRB, 
LVSWSB 

. abstraction; 
quality 
control,  

POPULAR 
PARTICIP
ATION 

. None 

.Not 
sensitized 

. AGM; 
Working 
committee; 
community 
participation 

. involvement 
of retailers; 
AGM; Estate 
/road shows; 
sensitization 

. AGM; 
Working 
committee 
 

. None 

..Not 
sensitized 

. None 

.Not 
sensitized 

. AGM; 
Working 
committee; 
 

ENFORCE
MENT OF 
RULES 
AND 
CONTRAC
TS 

. WSRB- 
SPA; co.  
AGM; CC; 
PA;  
. CC as 
owners 

. 
Managemen
t committee; 
AGM, 
DSWO,PA 

. WSRB- 
SPA; 
company.  
AGM; CC; 
PA;  
. CC as 
owners 
. Retailers 

. 
Managem
ent 
committee
; AGM, 
DSWO,P
A 

. WSRB- 
SPA; co.  
AGM; CC; 
PA;  
. CC as 
owners 

. WSRB- 
SPA; co.  
AGM; CC; 
PA;  
. CC as 
owners 

. Management 
committee; 
AGM, 
DSWO,PA 

MONITORI
NG  AND 
EVALUATI
ON 

.Customer 
care desk at 
the office 
. CC as 
owners 
 

. customers; 
complaints 
desk, AGM, 
Revenue 
clerk; line 
patrol, 
meter reader 

.Consumer 
surveys; 
customer 
feedback 
desk; 
Customer care 
officer; 
Council as 
owners 

customers
; 
complaint
s desk, 
AGM, 
Revenue 
clerk; line 
patrol, 
meter 
reader 

.Customer 
care desk at 
the office 
. CC as 
owners 
 

.Customer 
care desk at 
the office 
. CC as 
owners 
 

. customers; 
complaints 
desk, AGM, 
Revenue 
clerk; line 
patrol, meter 
reader 

MAINTEN
ANCE 

.MWI staff; 
plumbers 

. Plumbers; 
line patrol 

. plumbers, 
line patrols; 
retailers 

. 
Plumbers; 
line patrol 

.MWI staff; 
plumbers 

.MWI staff; 
plumbers 

. Plumbers; 
line patrol 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

5.2.1 GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

 
Table 5.2 shows that all the water companies have their operations oriented towards 

achieving their goals through individual billing approach and conducting water rationing.  

However, KIWASCO has, in addition to the individual billing approach, adopted a delegated 

management approach in which it sells water in bulk to retailers especially in unplanned 

settlements of Nyalenda and Manyatta.  It is the water retailers who then sell water through 

either individual metres at graduated rates or flat rates to individual tenants.   
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This ensures a very successful collection of water dues.  The vacancies for water retailing 

outlets are competitively tendered and a tenderer’s history of prompt payment of water bills is 

taken into account by the WSP before subsequent award of tender .  This approach has 

ensured that KIWASCO registered a revenue collection rate of 93%.  On the other hand, all 

the community projects except MOGOMBET use communal water stand points and 

communal meters approach besides individual meters.  MOGOMBET applies individual 

meters approach only.  This implies that community projects have diversified methods of 

expanding access to water by the poor or the disadvantaged in the society.  Since KIWASCO, 

an operating management contract has also gone beyond the traditional individual billing 

approach in the same way the community projects have, we can attribute this to the nature of 

policy compact which has allowed the WSP more room to chart out its management 

processes.  This is not possible with WSPs such as SNWSCO and MIKUTRA which still 

have to seek government approval to implement certain strategies.   

 

In all the water companies, the development partners have been engaged mainly in the 

expansion of water pipeline networks.   KIWASCO has also engaged AFD and ADB to 

facilitate the rehabilitation of their water treatment plant in Kisumu.  In SNWSCO, DANIDA 

facilitated the establishment of water kiosks in Homa bay town.  The same scenario also 

applies to the community water projects.   For example, NYASARE, MOGOMBET and 

BOYA have also used the development partners for purposes of enhancing their respective 

water reservoirs and storage capacities.   
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5.2.2 GOVERNMENT REGULATION AND CITIZEN EMPOWERMENT 

 
All the WSPs have been subjected to the government’s regulatory mechanism through 

WRMA and WSRB.  LVSWSB caused the WSPs to sign Service Provision Agreements 

(SPA) even though it did not facilitate their respective establishments.  All the WSPs use 

price regulation guidelines from WSRB, and also been paying abstraction fee to WRMA. 

 

Except for the community projects, MOGOMBET, BOYA and NYASARE, the citizens 

empowerment through involvement in water pipeline management and ,membership of water 

management committees have been wanting.  Of the management contracts, only KIWASCO 

has made deliberate efforts to sensitize the citizens cum consumers through periodic estate 

sensitization meetings and road shows in which water retailers and other stakeholders have 

also been involved.  MIKUTRA has no popular participation at all.  CHEMOSIT has 

experienced the most difficult situation with citizen empowerment.  Chepalungu community 

refused to pay money to CHEMOSIT Water company unless they received commensurate 

service.  To date the water bills are being collected directly by LVWSB.   

 

The failure by CHEMOSIT to convene annual general meetings led to a lot of conflicts with 

the undertaker, Bomet county Council leading to the withdrawal of SPA by LVWSB.  The 

council has registered another company, TILIBET to replace CHEMOSIT.  BOYA treats any 

registered consumer as a member with franchise rights and can be elected into management 

office.  Annual general meeting for all members/consumers is held promptly.  MOGOMBET 

and NYASARE have annual meetings for members where management committee members 

are elected.  Being registered as a consumer through connectivity does not necessarily 

guarantee one membership to the project.  
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However, SNWSCO and MIKUTRA, though theoretically should also be reporting annually 

to the shareholders and the board of directors, in practice, this has not occurred.  The 

company and Ministry of Water and Irrigation Management carry out managerial activities.  

The meetings for the board of directors hardly take place.  In most instances, the decision is 

left upon the respective directors of the two companies, SNWSCO and MIKUTRA, 

respectively.   

 

The implementation of the rules and contracts have been left in the hands of the signatories to 

each respective contract.  However, in all the seven WSPs, WRMA has implemented permit 

requirements and collected the levies based on abstracted water by each WSP.   WSRB has 

provided price guidelines as well but there is no evidence in any of the WSPs, that 

mechanisms have been put in place to ensure compliance.  For example, none of the 

community projects has submitted full returns to WSRB as required for the last three years 

yet they still provide water.  All the water companies have provided annual returns.   

 

5.2.3 MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

 
Monitoring and evaluation has been carried out through MWI and the utility companies 

management for CHEMOSIT, SNWSCO, and MIKUTRA in addition to customers’ 

complaints desks at the company offices.  KIWASCO relies on its own customer satisfaction 

surveys as well as customer complaints mechanisms including dedicated telephone lines.  

The community water projects MOGOMBET, BOYA and NYASARE also rely on their line 

patrollers, and meter readers in addition to the customer complaints desk in their respective 

offices.  Other than KIWASCO, water companies do not have clear monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms.   
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Their respective AGMs are by design limited to shareholders and not inclusive of all 

stakeholders.  The consumers do not participate in these fora.  WSRB has no provision for 

direct complaints against the WSPs or the WSBs from the consumers.  

 

 The community water projects on the other hand have very elaborate monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms starting from line patrollers, zones’ representatives and line 

representatives besides the management and the AGMs.  This ensures the complaints and 

concerns are not only detected early but are discussed and resolved in time.  In all the WSPs, 

there are designated staff to deal with maintenance issues.  However, KIWASCO only 

maintains and repairs main lines up to the metre of the retailers, who in turn become 

responsible for line maintenance in areas of their jurisdiction. 

 

5.3 HUMAN RESOURCE FUNCTIONS 

 

Human resource functions have been handled differently in each of the WSPs.  We 

hypothesized that the quality of water service provision is dependent on the organizational 

managerial strategies of a WSP.  We therefore wished to confirm that there is no difference in 

the management strategies adopted by WSPs.  The distinctive aspects of human resources 

functions include; remuneration, recruitment & selection, personnel administration, training 

and customer care.  A summary of how the human resource functions have been addressed in 

each of the seven (7) sampled WSPs is presented in Table 5.3. 
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5.3.1 REMUNERATION 

 
In all the utilities formerly run by MWI, the remuneration packages cannot be ascertained in 

the sense that the staff salaries are several months in arrears.  This is attributed to the fact that 

none of the utility companies, Chemosit, SNWCO, and MIKUTRA, collects enough revenue 

to sustain its operations.  The MWI has seconded staff and end up paying their salaries.  

Sometimes the employees irregularly pay themselves from the collections.  

 

5.3.2 RECRUITMENT AND SELECTION 

 
In MIKUTRA, and SNWSCO, there were accusations of the utilities renting out water kiosks 

to their own respective staff.  In community water projects, Nyasare, Boya and Mogombet, 

the employees receive their monthly wages/salaries regularly.  KIWASCO remunerates its 

staff regularly. The recruitment and selection in the community water projects, namely, 

Mogombet, Boya and Nyasare were done by the respective management teams and 

employment given to qualified locals.   

 

The employees of Chemosit were to a large extent seconded by the MWI while the managers 

were selected and recruited through competitive process by the Board of Directors of the 

company.  KIWASCO recruited its employees through its management competitively.  The 

managers are recruited competitively by the Board of Directors.   In MIKUTRA and 

SNWSCO, the managers were theoretically recruited through open and competitive process 

but practically were selected by the CEO of LVSWSB from amongst the retired District 

Water Officers for Homa Bay, and Migori districts respectively.  This has reportedly caused a 

rift in terms of hierarchical relations amongst DWOs of the districts covered by the respective 

companies, hence very uneasy working relations.  This may have contributed to the failure to 

convene shareholders’ meeting in the two companies. 
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5.3.3 PERSONNEL 

 
KIWASCO has a workforce of about 300 distributed in its production, technical, commercial 

and management divisions.   In Chemosit, like MIKUTRA and SNWSCO, all staff except the 

managers, are MWI staff. Mogombet has a staff population of 4 including 1 Revenue clerk; 2 

Line patrollers, 1 plumber; 1 pump attendant.  Boya has 7 members of staff including 1 

Revenue clerk; 4 Line patrollers, 2 plumbers.  Nyasare has 11 members of staff, management, 

technical and support, with very clear roles.   

All the water companies except KIWASCO tend to have more parallel centres of reporting, 

the company management, and MWI which is the employer for the operations staff.  This 

complicates supervision concerns since the staff is bound to receive their salaries irrespective 

of their individual performances. 

 

5.3.4 TRAINING 

 
In all the WSPs, the trainings have been organized by LVWSB.   However the trainings have 

only concentrated on the use of the operations of the donated personal computers.  They have 

hardly been based on need analysis.  KIWASCO is the only WSP which has also organized 

trainings for its own staff on a need basis.     This is another function which shows ineptitude 

on the part regulatory agencies like WRMA and WSRB.  This should be part of compliance 

requirements for the WSPs by the regulators.  Water community projects have small number 

of staff, who are engaged on need basis and their training usually is through apprenticeship. 
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5.3.5 CUSTOMER CARE 

 
KIWASCO is also the only WSP with well structured customer care mechanisms, in the form 

of customer communication through brochures, information on water bills, dedicated 

telephone help lines, customer care officer at the head office, customer satisfaction surveys.  

All other WSPs do not have structured customer care mechanisms.  In most instances, in 

community water projects, customer complaints are received verbally through line patrollers 

and water meter readers, on their routine operations.  No proper feedback mechanism is 

available in the 6 WSPs.  The customer is supposed to realize concern has been addressed 

when water starts flowing in the taps. 

Table 5. 3: Human Resource functions at the WSPs 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 5.3 shows that only community projects have predictable remuneration packages for its 

staff.  All water companies except KIWASCO do not pay salaries/wages regularly to their 

staff.  Customer care is another area where all the WSPs except KIWASCO are yet to put in a 

structured mechanism.  Lack of feedback mechanism affect the quality of water service 

delivery since the customer complaints are hardly received and addressed in time. 

 CHEMOSIT MOGOMBET KIWASCO BOYA SNWSCO MIKUTRA NYASARE 

REMUNERATION unpredictable Predictable Predictable Predictable unpredictable unpredictable Predictable 

RECRUITMENT 

& SELECTION 

. Managers  

by Board of 

Directors; 

operations 

staff by MWI 

All staff 

recruited by 

the 

community 

project 

. Managers 

recruited by 

Board of 

Directors 

. Other staff 

by 

management 

All staff 

recruited by 

the 

community 

project 

. Managers by 

LVSWB 

. Staff from 

MWI 

. Managers by 

LVSWB 

. Staff from 

MWI 

All staff 

recruited by 

the 

community 

project 

PERSONNEL Other than 

the managers, 

staff are from 

MWI 

.1 Revenue 

clerk; 2 Line 

patrols,  1 

plumber; 1 

pump 

attendant 

-300 

members of 

staff in 

production, 

and 

commercial 

divisions in 

addition to 

management 

. 1 Revenue 

clerk;  4 Line 

patrols,  2 

plumbers 

. All staff 

except  

managers 

including 

Revenue 

collectors, 

plumbers are 

from MWI 

. All staff 

except  

managers 

including 

Revenue 

collectors, 

plumbers are 

from MWI 

. 11 members 

of staff 

(management, 

technical and 

support) 

. Very clear 

roles 

TRAINING Occasionally 

organized by 

LVWSB 

Occasionally 

organized by 

LVWSB 

Organizes 

training for 

its staff 

Occasionally 

organized 

by LVWSB 

Occasionally 

organized by 

LVWSB 

Occasionally 

organized by 

LVWSB 

Occasionally 

organized by 

LVWSB 

CUSTOMER 

CARE 

. not 

structured; at 

the head 

office 

. not 

structured; 

at the head 

office 

. at the head 

office; 

customer 

surveys; 

dedicated 

telephone 

lines 

. not 

structured; 

at the head 

office 

. not 

structured; at 

the head 

office 

. not 

structured; at 

the head 

office 

. at the head 

office; 

dedicated 

telephone 

lines 
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In summary, it is evident that the design of the project and subsequent operational roles have 

direct influence on the performance of the water service providers.  The management 

contracts were designed to own assets/lease assets from the government with which to draw 

water and distribute to the customers.  The management contracts cannot and do not invest in 

asset development but only in maintenance.  Since the major challenge in most cases is the 

dilapidated and old water pipeline, the hands of the management contracts are more often 

than not restricted to use of existing water infrastructure.  They cannot therefore operate to 

the optimum level.  The situation is further exercabated by the fact that they have limited 

capacity for independent engagement in other networks without over involvement by the 

government.  The management contracts with the schemes in the rural areas experience even 

worse situation, and the MWI has not only seconded staff to the companies but also largely  

influence their operations.  This is a sharp contrast to the situation obtaining in community 

water projects which are independent in the goal achieving approaches network management, 

infrastructure development and operations hence better results compared to the management 

contracts.  Although KIWASCO is doing better, it is probably as a result of the relative 

autonomy it has compared to other management contracts and the fact that its infrasturucture 

has recently undergone rehabilitation, hence less water loss. 

 

5.4 NETWORK MANAGEMENT 

 

Network management refers to strategic linkages that each water utility or community water 

project engages in so as to help achieve its objectives.  The following were the indicators for 

assessing the networks:  the number of networks; the nature of network; popular participation; 

and pro-poor programmes.  In addressing our objective of analysing appropriate interventions 

adopted that enhance the accessibility of water services by the vulnerable consumers, we 

hypothesized that popular participation facilitates state’s accountability to citizens in the 
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provision of water services.  We therefore wished to confirm i) none existence of popular 

participation fora from where the citizens could cause the state to respond to their demands.  ii) 

no difference in the management strategies adopted by WSPs, and iii) no difference in the 

nature of the policy compacts.  

  

By evaluating network management of the WSPs, we were able to establish extent to which 

each has carried out the strategic engagement of stakeholders in facilitating accessibility of 

water services by the citizens.  Table 5.4 summarizes the various network management of all 

the seven WSPs as reflected in their strategies. 

 

5.4.1 NUMBER OF NETWORKS 

 
KIWASCO has the highest number of networks at 10 as captured in Table 5.4 while 

MIKUTRA has the least at 4.  In all cases the nature of networks is mainly covering 

regulation, expansion of supply and treatment.  However, for KIWASCO, the networks have 

captured distributions and operations as well.  This is as a result of its involvement of 

retailers in water distribution and management as well.  In NYASARE, MIKUTRA, and 

KIWASCO the network relationships also cover water treatment. 

 

5.4.2 NATURE OF NETWORKS  

 
None of the WSPs has a clear pro poor programme but each has schemes which appear to 

give the vulnerable some consideration.  The most commonly used method is through water 

rationing to ensure that at least each and every area receives water for some set period of time 

in a week.  To guide this, there is a water rationing timetable.  Only KIWASCO consumers 

receive water 24 hours a day, unless there is some breakage.  
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 Another preferred method is establishment of flat rate charges for some category of 

consumers, mainly those who cannot afford individual metres.  Alternative common water 

stand pipes are put at strategic points and consumers are charged flat rates irrespective of 

usages.   

 

This method of charging water at flat rates is commonly used in Nyasare, Chemosit 

(Chesinende scheme), and Boya.  All former MWI schemes, MIKUTRA, SNWSCO, and 

Chemosit have embraced water kiosk system as a method of enabling the vulnerable access 

water.  Water is sold to water kiosk owners at flat rates to be retailed at graduated rates.  This 

strategy targets areas which have no access to water pipeline.  Water retailers are popular 

with KIWASCO and consumers from the rural areas served by Nyasare Water Supply 

Asscociation.  This is a strategy which has been used successfully by KIWASCO to make 

water accessible to those in unplanned settlements but also collect water dues through use of 

either landlords or tendered retailers’ scheme.   

 

5.4.3 POPULAR PARTICIPATION 

 
Popular participation is practiced much more in the Community water projects, Mogombet, 

Boya, and Nyasare in the form of memberships and regular elections of management team, 

and also accountability at Annual General Meetings where the management team reports to 

the members.  KIWASCO ensures popular participation through quarterly estates 

sensitization fora, and road shows.  The former MWI schemes, there is no popular 

participation.  Even in areas which started as community water projects with a lot of popular 

participation, like West Karachuonyo Community water project scheme of SNWSCO, the 

popular commitment to participation in the project died out due to non recognition of the role 

of local community by the MWI which took over the running of the project. 



145 
 

 
Table 5. 4: Summary of network management in WSPs 

 CHEMOSIT MOGOMBE

T 

KIWASCO BOYA SNWSCO MIKUTRA NYASARE 

NO. OF 

NETWORKS 

5 7 10 7 9 4 5 

NATURE OF 

NETWORKS 

. regulatory 

. expansion 

of supply 

.treatment   

. regulatory 

. storage 

.expansion 

of supply 

. regulatory; 

storage; 

distribution; 

treatment; 

retailing 

.regulatory; 

storage; 

distribution; 

operations; 

regulatory; 

storage; 

.expansion 

of supply 

treatment;  

. 

regulatory

; storage; 

.expansio

n of 

supply 

treatment

; 

. regulatory; 

storage; 

distribution; 

treatment; 

PROGRAM

MES FOR 

THE POOR 

. Rationing, 

Flat rate 

charges 

. Rationing;  . Water 

kiosks; 

retailers 

.Rationing; 

Flat rate 

charges 

. water 

kiosks; 

Rationing 

. Water 

kiosks; 

Rationing 

Rationing; 

water 

kiosks, 

communal 

stand pipes 

POPULAR 

PARTICIPATI

ON 

. None  Community 

membershi

p and 

managemen

t 

. 

sensitization

; Retailers; 

CBOs- 

wandiege 

community 

membership; 

and 

management 

None None membershi

p and 

managemen

t 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 5.4 shows a summary of the network management strategies in the seven WSPs.  The 

table also shows that Water companies’ networks mainly cover the expansion of supply 

networks and water treatment, while those of community projects are mainly on distribution, 

treatment and water storage.  All the water companies except KIWASCO have no fora for 

popular participation.  Water rationing and establishment of water kiosks appear to have been 

the most preferred pro poor programmes across the WSPs.  The table also shows that 

KIWASCO has the highest number of networks at 10 followed by SNWSCO with nine (9) 

networks.   

MIKUTRA has the least number of networks.  It also shows that the WSPs with less number 

of networks like MIKUTRA and CHEMOSIT also have not embraced popular participation 

in their operations.  It is likely that the number of networks and popular participation 

contribute positively to the quality of services in water provision.   
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This could be attributed to responsive management as opposed to laissez faire approach 

evidenced in MIKUTRA, CHEMOSIT and SNWSCO, hence poor water services compared 

to KIWASCO and the community water projects. 

 

The current design of the water service operations lumps the already challenged rural 

schemes to the already inefficient and ineffective management contracts hence increased 

problems.  None of the schemes of SNWSCO, MIKUTRA and CHEMOSIT are self 

sustaining and the cost of operations of  companies are subsidized by the Ministry of Water 

and Irrigation.   

 

The ideal situation would be to encourage autonomy and independence of the schemes and 

each be either allowed to source funds or be assisted through government agencies like 

WSTF for operations and development such that the water distribution system is developed to 

move towards the hinterland.  A similar assistance should be extended to the community 

water projects so that they expand their capacity for the benefit of more consumers.  The 

approach would be for the government to facilitate all water operators, private or public to 

increase supply like the case of Ghana through Rural and Small Towns Water Authority 

(Nyarko, 2011) or NamWater of Namibia where the government not only owns the assets but 

also abstracts and distributes water in bulk to large scale operators to retail to small scale 

consumers including households (Schwaatz, 2007). 
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Our hypothesis that the quality of water service provision is dependent on organizational 

managerial strategies was therefore proved by establishing on the one hand,  an association 

and/or relationship between weak organizational managerial strategies in the management 

contracts and poor water service provision in terms of high cost of water, longer distance of 

water points from the consumers, and on the other hand, there is a relationship between better 

organizational managerial strategies  and better water service provision in the form of low 

cost of water, shorter interruption of water supply after interruption witnessed in community 

water projects. 
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CHAPTER SIX: ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 

SERVICE DELIVERY 
 

6.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
This chapter investigates process outcomes of the public-private partnerships in the provision 

of water services as obtained from the household data from the seven sampled WSPs.  This 

analysis brings out the impact of the water sector reforms under the aegis of public-private 

partnership on the delivery of water services.  What has been the overall impact of this new 

service delivery arrangement on the consumers of the services? Is it the form of PPP or the 

management strategies adopted in the PPP which is important in the delivery of public 

services? The outcomes are assessed in terms of: customer service delivery, quality of water, 

affordability of water, accessibility to water.   Finally, it provides an overall assessment of the 

performance of the WSPs based on the process outcomes. 

 

6.1 CUSTOMER SERVICE 

 
The fundamental question was whether the type of customer service provided by WSPs 

varied with particular PPP arrangements or managerial strategies of a WSP.  The following 

aspects of customer service delivery indicators were considered: interruptions of water 

supply; frequency of water supply interruptions; causes of water supply interruptions; length 

of time taken before supply interruption is rectified; and customer care handling mechanisms. 

 

6.1.1 INTERRUPTIONS OF WATER SUPPLY 

 
The respondents were asked to state whether or not they had experienced supply interruption 

in their current water supply i.e. after the reforms.  Out of 288 respondents, 86.8% answered 

in the affirmative. In terms of interruptions per WSP, the results were as summarized in Table 

6.1.  
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Table 6.1: Interruptions of water supply by Water Service Provider 

 WSP 
  

Do you currently experience interruption 
in your current water supply? 

Total 

Yes No   

 Chemosit Water supply & San Co 43 8 51 

    14.9% 2.8% 17.7% 
  Mogombet  Community Water Project 24 5 29 

    8.3% 1.7% 10.1% 

  KIWASCO 47 9 56 

    16.3% 3.1% 19.4% 

  Boya Community Water Project 29 1 30 

    10.1% .3% 10.4% 

  SNWSCO 56 3 59 

    19.4% 1.0% 20.5% 

  Mikutra 30 9 39 

    10.4% 3.1% 13.5% 

  Nyasare  Community Water Supply 
Association 

21 3 24 

    7.3% 1.0% 8.3% 

Total 250 38 288 

  86.8% 13.2% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

 In overall terms, about 87% of the 288 respondents experienced interruption in water supply 

while 13% had not.   Table 6.1 shows that of the respondents who experienced water supply 

interruptions, SNWSCO has the highest rate of interruptions at 19.4% followed by 

KIWASCO at 16.3%.  Nyasare community water supply has had the least percentage of 

interruptions at 7.3%.  MIKUTRA and KIWASCO had the highest percentage of those who 

had not experienced interruptions as December 2012, each at 3.1%.  Nyasare community 

Water supply and SNWSCO each had 1%.  Boya community water project has the least 

percentage of consumers who had not experienced water interruptions, at 0.3%.  On average, 

61% of water supply interruptions is reported in the public utility companies (KIWASCO, 

CHEMOSIT, and MIKUTRA) while 26% are reported in community water projects 

(MOGOMBET, BOYA, and NYASARE).  This could be attributed to the closer and regular 

water line patrols associated with the community water projects, hence faster reporting 

system and subsequent maintenance.   
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6.1.2 FREQUENCY OF WATER SUPPLY INTERRUPTIONS 

 
The respondents who had had water supply interruptions were asked to state how often in a 

month they had supply interruptions.  The assumption was that the frequency of watyer 

supply interruptions would be related to the form of a WSP.  Table 6.2 shows the distribution 

of responses on the proportion of interruptions of water supply by various water service 

providers.   

Table 6.2: The frequency of water supply interruptions in a month per WSP 
 

 WSP 
  

How often in a month does it occur? Total 
  Once  Twice Thrice  Four times 

Chemosit Water supply & San 
Co 

9 
3.6% 

11 
4.4% 

7 
2.8% 

16 
6.4% 

43 
17.2% 

  
 Mogombet  Community Water 
Project 

4 
1.6% 

18 
7.2% 

0 
.0% 

2 
.8% 

24 
9.6% 

  
 Kiwasco 

18 
7.2% 

20 
8.0% 

3 
1.2% 

6 
2.4% 

47 
18.8% 

  
Boya Community Water Project 

14 
5.6% 

3 
1.2% 

3 
1.2% 

9 
3.6% 

29 
11.6% 

  
SNWSCO 

16 
6.4% 

10 
4.0% 

11 
4.4% 

19 
7.6% 

56 
22.4% 

  
 Mikutra 

11 
4.4% 

2 
.8% 

3 
1.2% 

14 
5.6% 

30 
12.0% 

  
Nyasare  Community Water 
Supply Association 

3 
1.2% 

3 
1.2% 

4 
1.6% 

11 
4.4% 

21 
8.4% 

Total 75 
30.0% 

67 
26.8% 

31 
12.4% 

77 
30.8% 

250 
100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.2 shows an overall of 56.8% out of the 288 respondents who reported water supply 

for up to twice in a month.    Out of the those who reported water supply interruptions, 75 

indicated water interruptions once a month with 18 from KIWASCO, 16 from SNWSCO, 14 

from Boya, 11 from  MIKUTRA, 4 from Mogombet and 3 from Nyasare.  However, 

SNWSCO leads in terms of water supply interruptions with 19 respondents four times 

followed by Chemosit with 16, and MIKUTRA with 14 respondents.  Mogombet has the least 

number of respondents with least frequent water supply interruptions (twice) per month, then 

KIWASCO at 6 and Boya with 9 respondents.   
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Again, like in the case of experience with water supply interruptions, the frequency of water 

supply interruptions is higher in the utility companies than the community water projects.  On 

average, the seven WSPs experience water supply interruptions 4.9 times in a month reducing 

to 2.4 times a month when bill related interruptions are not taken into account as showed in 

Table 6.3. 

Table 6.3: Mean  frequency of interruptions of water supply in days  by  WSP in a  month 

Water Service  Provider Water Interruptions  Interruptions other than Bill Bill related 

interruptions 

Now  Now Before 2004 

CHEMOSIT 5.9 2.1 1.7 3.8 

KIWASCO 4.3 

  

4.3 4.9 0.0 

MIKUTRA 5.9 

  

2.5 2.3 3.4 

SNWSCO 5.7 

  

2.7 2.6 3.0 

MOGOMBET 4.4 

  

1.8 1.3 2.6 

BOYA 4.9 

  

2.2 2 2.7 

NYASARE 6.8 

  

2.8 2.3 4.0 

OVERALL MEAN 4.9 

  

2.4 2.1 2.5 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.3 shows that the frequency of water supply interruptions has no direct relationships 

with the form of PPP.  For example, frequency is highest at Nyasare Water Supply 

Association, a community water project  with a mean of  6.8 times in a month, then followed 

by MIKUTRA and CHEMOSIT, public utility companies  each  at 5.9 times.  Mogombet and 

Boya, Community water projects have mean frequencies of 4.4 and 4.9, respectively while 

KIWASCO, another public utility company has the lowest frequency at 4.3 times. 

 

In the period before 2004, SNWSCO at 14.6% had the highest record in terms of water 

supply interruptions  followed by KIWASCO at 13.9%.  Nyasare community water supply 

had the least percentage of interruptions at 7.3%.   
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MIKUTRA and KIWASCO had the highest percentage of those who had not experienced 

interruptions, each at 3.1%.  Mogombet Water project had the least at 3.5% followed by 

Nyasare community Water supply at 3.8%.   MIKUTRA had the least percentage of 

consumers who do not experience water interruptions, at 0.7%. 

 

Table 6.3 further shows that the mean frequency of water supply interruptions for all the 

seven WSPs increased from 2.1 times in 2004 to 4.9 times currently.  At individual WSPs 

level the respective change in frequency of interruptions increase ranged from -0.6 in 

KIWASCO to 0.5 times in Nyasare.  In practical terms, the frequency of water supply 

interruptions decreased from what it used to be in 2004 in KIWASCO.  Other than 

KIWASCO which recorded no increase in terms of water supply interruptions as a result of 

non payment of water bills and Nyasare which showed the highest frequency increase at 4.0 

times, the trend is that the water companies have higher frequency increment than community 

water projects, to varying degrees.   

 

The collection of bills involves managerial strategy.  Bill related water supply interruptions 

accounted for up to 2.5 times out of the 4.9 interruptions reported.  KIWASCO had the 

lowest frequency of bill realted water supply interruptions.  On the same note, Nyasare which 

had the highest frequency of water supply interruptions, also had the highest proportion of 

bill related water supply interruptions at 4 times.  We can conclude that the frequency of 

water supply interruptions is associated with organizational management strategies employed 

by a WSP. 
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6.1.3 CAUSES OF WATER SUPPLY INTERRUPTIONS 
 
 

There are several causes of water supply interruptions other than non payment of water bills 

the respondents talked about.  Table 6.4 shows various causes of water supply interruptions.  

The main causes are: maintenance and operations related especially poor maintenance, power 

disconnections and water rationing  adding up to about 67.5%.   

 

Other causes of water supply interruptions include broken water taps 18(7.8%), drought 

6.5%, more demand for water 4.3%, and unpaid bills 7.4%.  The reasons, though in small 

proportions also included illegal connectionsand theft of water meters.  The manner in which 

the causes of water supply interruptions are addressed will determine the quality of service 

provided by the WSP in terms of time taken before water supply is restored, cost and 

convenience.  Each WSP employed different strategies to restore services.  
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Table 6.4: Causes of water supply interruptions per WSP 
 

Main causes of the 
interruption(s) of 
the water supply 

Name of current water service provider Total 
  CHE

MOSI
T  

MOGOM
BET   

KIWASC
O 

BOYA  SNWSCO  MIKUT
RA 

NYASA
RE   

Poor Maintenance 2 0 22 9 20 14 7 74 

  .9% .0% 9.5% 3.9% 8.7% 6.1% 3.0% 32.0% 

Broken water taps 4 3 3 5 2 1 0 18 

  1.7% 1.3% 1.3% 2.2% .9% .4% .0% 7.8% 

Leakages 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4 

  .0% .0% .0% .4% 1.3% .0% .0% 1.7% 

More demand than 
supply of water 

2 1 4 2 1 0 0 10 

  .9% .4% 1.7% .9% .4% .0% .0% 4.3% 

Poor management 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 5 

  .9% .0% .4% .0% .9% .0% .0% 2.2% 

unpaid water bills/ 
Delayed payment  

4 2 
 

1 0 6 4 0 17 

  1.7% .9% .4% .0% 2.6% 1.7% .0% 7.4% 

 Water rationing 12 1 7 3 9 11 5 48 

  5.2% .4% 3.0% 1.3% 3.9% 4.8% 2.2% 20.8% 

 Power cut, 
disconnection 

3 5 5 4 12 3 2 34 

  1.3% 2.2% 2.2% 1.7% 5.2% 1.3% .9% 14.7% 

 Drought 10 1 2 2 0 0 0 15 

  4.3% .4% .9% .9% .0% .0% .0% 6.5% 

 Illegal Connections 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

  .4% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .4% 

Constructions 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

  .0% .0% .9% .0% .0% .0% .0% .9% 

Theft of meters 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

  .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .4% .4% 

No idea 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

  .0% .0% .9% .0% .0% .0% .0% .9% 

Total 40 13 49 26 55 33 15 231 

17.3% 5.6% 21.2% 11.3% 23.8% 14.3% 6.5% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

There are reported interruptions and unreported interruptions.  The extent to which a WSP 

deals with reported interruptions indicate its preparedness to address customer complaints.  

However, dealing with unreported interruptions gauges the WSP’s ability to carry out 

preventive maintenance by detecting and managing its service provision without being 

prompted to do so, thereby minimising inconvenience faced by  the customers. 
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Table 6.5 shows the situation after year 2004 while Table 6.6 shows the same before the 

2004.  Of the reported interruptions after the year 2004, 35 (19.1%) were addressed and water 

supply restored within 1 day compared to 29.9% after 2004 within the same period.  Before 

the year 2004, 64.9% of the reported cases were addressed cumulatively and water supply 

restored within one week compared to 83.2% of the cases over the same period after the year 

2004 while 10.3% of the reported cases took over 30 days to restore compared to 5.6% of the 

cases after the year 2004. 

Table 6.5: Duration taken before water supply is restored per WSP after the year 2004 
  

CURRENT WATER 
SERVICE PROVIDER 
  
  

How soon are reported interruptions addressed and water supply 
restored? 

Total 
  Within a day Within 2 days 3-7days 8-30 days Over  30 days 

CHEMOSIT  15 5 11 2 5 38 

  6.8% 2.3% 5.0% .9% 2.3% 17.2% 

MOGOMBET   11 8 3 0 0 22 

   5.0% 3.6% 1.4% .0% .0% 10.0% 

KIWASCO 13 11 14 3 0 41 

  5.9% 5.0% 6.3% 1.4% .0% 18.6% 

BOYA  8 6 5 1 0 20 

  3.6% 2.7% 2.3% .5% .0% 9.0% 

 SNWSCO 10 17 19 6 2 54 

  4.5% 7.7% 8.6% 2.7% .9% 24.4% 

MIKUTRA 3 6 5 8 4 26 

  1.4% 2.7% 2.3% 3.6% 1.8% 11.8% 

NYASARE   6 5 3 6 0 20 

  2.7% 2.3% 1.4% 2.7% .0% 9.0% 

TOTAL 66 58 60 26 11 221 

29.9% 26.2% 27.1% 11.8% 5.0% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation   
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Table 6.6: Duration taken before water supply is restored per WSP before the year 2004 
 

Current water service provider How long did it take to restore water supply after reported 
interruptions before  2004? 

Total 
  

Within a day Within 2 days3-7days 8-30 
days 

Over  30 days 

 Chemosit Water supply & San Co 
  

7 7 6 1 5 26 

4.0% 4.0% 3.4% .6% 2.9% 14.9% 

Mogombet  Community Water 
Project 

2 4 1 1 0 8 

1.1% 2.3% .6% .6% .0% 4.6% 

Kiwasco 
  

6 10 10 7 4 37 

3.4% 5.7% 5.7% 4.0% 2.3% 21.3% 

Boya Comm Water Project 
  

7 4 5 3 1 20 

4.0% 2.3% 2.9% 1.7% .6% 11.5% 

South Nyanza Water Project 
  

4 3 14 20 6 47 

2.3% 1.7% 8.0% 11.5% 3.4% 27.0% 

Mikutra 
  

4 4 6 6 2 22 

2.3% 2.3% 3.4% 3.4% 1.1% 12.6% 

Nyasare  Community Water Supply 
Association 

5 3 1 5 0 14 

  2.9% 1.7% .6% 2.9% .0% 8.0% 

Total 35 35 43 43 18 174 

20.1% 20.1% 24.7% 24.7% 10.3% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Whereas it took one week to address 64.9% of the reported cases, 11.1% of the reported cases 

took over  30 days for water supply to be restored before the year 2004.  The situation 

improved to 83.2% and 10.3%,  respectively after the year 2004.    It is important to note that 

it was only in the public water companies and their respective precursors which used to 

manage water supply services before the year 2004 where it took over 30 days to restore 

water supply at 10.3% after 2004 and 11.%  before 2004.  It took lesser duration in the 

community water projects. 

 

Table 6.7 shows that on average, it took 17.7 days to restore water supply of the reported 

cases in the year before 2004  while it took a mean of 14.6 days as at December 2012.  The 

waiting time before water supply is restored reduced in all the WSPs except MIKUTRA and 

Nyasare.  In the two WSPs the waiting time increased by 1.5 and 0.1 days, respectively.    
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This could be attributed to the fact that Nyasare water supply has been receiving more water 

consumers with attendant operational challenges including pipe bursts and water supply 

rationing.  From a beginning of less than 100 connections, it currently has over 900 water 

connections besides communal water stand pipes.  On the other hand, the services at 

MIKUTRA has, been deteriorating in terms of inactive water pipelines thereby making more 

consumers especially around Nyasare river, upper Aroso, Onyalo and  Posta areas to switch 

to Nyasare Water Supply Association for water. The greatest negative change was noted in 

SNWSCO in which waiting time reduced from an average of 21.4 days to 15.5 days as shown 

in Table 6.7.  There were improvements in terms of reduced number of days for unreported 

cases in all the WSPs with KIWASCO recording the greatest change (4.0).  

 

 In both reported and unreported cases,  the water companies had registered a greater degree 

of improvement in terms of reduced number of days taken before water supply is restored 

than the community water projects.  However, the restoration period of water supply after 

interruption was still shorter in community water supply projects than in the water 

companies.  We attribute this to increased accountability that came with the water sector 

reforms on the water companies than when the services were under local authorities.  

 

The community water projects had engaged in close supervision for sustainability purposes 

hence shorter response period for both required preventive and corrective actions.    As the 

public water supply got more commercialized, they developed closer monitoring and 

supervision of the water distribution networks through activities like regular line patrol and 

meter reading in a related approach to community water projects.  The closer the supervision 

adopted by a WSP, the greater the reduction in waiting time before water supply is restored.  
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We can therefore conclude that the water sector reforms brought in more positive changes to 

the consumers served by water companies compared to those of community water projects. 

Table 6.7: The duration taken before water service restoration  WSPs 

WATER SERVICE  

PROVIDER 

Reported interruption 

  

Unreported interruptions 

Now 

(x) 
Before 

2004(y) 

Differenc

e(x-y) 

Now(

q) 

Before 

2004(r) 

Differenc

e(q-r) 

CHEMOSIT 14.8 16.2 -1.4 15.7 19.6 -3.9 

KIWASCO 13.5 17.4 -3.9 16.4 20.4 -4.0 

MIKUTRA 19.5 18.04 1.5 20.9 23.4 -2.5 

SNWSCO 15.5 21.4 -5.9 19.3 20.7 -1.4 

MOGOMBET 10.2 13.2 -3.0 12.1 14.8 -2.7 

BOYA 12.1 14.6 -2.5 12 12.7 -0.7 

NYASARE 15.2 15.1 0.1 17.4 20.3 -2.9 

OVERALL MEAN 14.6 17.7 -3.1 16.9 20.2 -3.3 
Source: Author’s own compilation 

6.1.4 WHERE CUSTOMERS REPORT DISSATISFACTION 

 

In regard to customer dissatisfaction, it is important to identify mechanisms which each WSP 

has put in place to address customer complaints as an indication of deliberate attempts to 

improve customer service.   The clearer a customer complaints mechanism is, the more likely 

the services will be improved through customer feedback.  Table 6.8 shows the distribution of 

reported cases of customer dissatisfaction per Water Service Provider currently and before 

the year 2004.  Whereas 84.4% (211) of the respondents currently report dissatisfaction with 

their water supply to a nearby customer care centre (office),  10% use dedicated telephone 

lines, 1.6% use dedicated e-mail while 3.6% of the respondents do not report at all.   

 

Before 2004, most respondents 42% (121) reported their dissatisfaction with the water supply 

provider to a nearby customer care centre (office) while  14.4% of the respondents reported 

their dissatisfaction through dedicated telephone line and 8% reported to ministry of water 

offices while 11.7% did not report their dissatisfaction.   It has emerged that the offices of 

WSPs continue to be the most preferred place to submit customer complaints irrespective of 

the form of WSP in both instances.  
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Table 6. 8:Customer care reporting centres currently and before 2004 

WSP 
 

 Nearby 
company project 
offices 

dedicated help 
telephone line 

 dedicated e-
mail 

Nowhere Ministry of 
Water 

Total 
  

Now 

Before 
2004 Now 

Before 
2004 Now 

Before 
2004 Now 

Before 
2004 Now 

Before 
2004 Now 

Before 
2004 

Chemosit  36 
14.4% 

18 

10% 

4 
1.6% 

10 

5.6% 

0 
.0% 0  0% 

3 
1.2% 

7 

3.9% 

1 
.4% 

1  

0.6% 

44 
17.6% 

36 

20.0% 

Mogombet  24 
9.6% 
 

9 

5.0% 

1 
.4% 0  0% 

0 
.0% 0  0% 

0 
.0% 0  0% 

0 
.0% 0 .6% 

25 
10.0% 

9  

5.0% 

Kiwasco  43 
17.2% 

18 

10.0% 

1 
.4% 

2 1.1% 
2 
.8% 

1  

0.6% 

2 
.8% 

4  

2.2% 

0 
.0% 

 2 

1.1% 

48 
19.2% 

27 

15.0% 
Boya  26 

10.4% 
26 

14.4% 

2 
.8% 

2 1.1% 
1 
.4% 0  0% 

0 
.0% 0 .0% 

0 
.0% 0 .0% 

29 
11.6% 

28 

15.6% 

SNWSCO 45 
18.0% 

36 

20.0% 

7 
2.8% 

2 1.1% 
1 
.4% 

2 

2.2% 

0 
.0% 

4  

2.2% 

0 
.0% 

2  

1.1% 

53 
21.2% 

47 

26.1% 

Mikutra 25 
10.0% 

9 

5.0% 

7 
2.8% 

8  

4.4% 

0 
.0% 0  0% 

4 
1.6% 

6  

3.3% 

0 
.0% 

3 

1.7% 

36 
14.4% 

26 

14.4% 

Nyasare   12 
4.8% 5 

2.8% 

3 
1.2% 2 1.1% 

0 
.0% 0  0% 

0 
.0% 0 .0% 

0 
.0% 0 .0% 

15 
6.0% 

7  

3.9% 

 

Total  121 
42% 

211 

67.2% 

25 
10.0% 

26 

14.4% 

4 
1.6% 

4 

2.2% 

9 
3.6% 

21 

11.7% 

1 
.4% 

8 

4.4% 

250 
100.0% 

180 

100% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.8 shows that the proportion of consumers who had nowhere to report to reduced from 

11.7% before 2004 to 3.6% currently.  The same applied to the number of consumers 

reporting to the Ministry of Water and Irrigation offices which reduced from 4.4% before 

2004 to 0.4% currently.  We observed that only consumers of water companies were affected 

in the two cases.  In the same manner only the water companies had instances where 

consumers did not report disssatisafaction with the service implying that it would take longer 

to address the concerns and/or improve the customer service.  Almost all the consumers from 

each and every community water project were reporting to the nearby project offices.   

 

6.2 QUALITY OF WATER 
 

The quality of water was measured in terms of physical characteristics of water, colour and 

turbidity.  The respondents were asked to state how many times they had had coloured water 

from their household consumption connection.  The assumption was that different WSPs 

would endeavour  in various ways  to supply quality water.    
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We wished to establish whether or not the quality of water supplied differed with form of or 

management strategies adopted by a WSP.  The responses for the periods before and after the 

year 2004 were obtained and compared.  The responses are shown in Tables 6.9 and 6.10. 

 

In terms of colour of water, 72.2% (208) of the respondents had had coloured water from 

their current household connection while 27.8% had not.   When compared to the period  

before 2004, 60.4% (174) of the respondents had had coloured water from their household 

connection while 39.6% had not hence giving impression that the situation was better in the 

period before the year 2004.  However, when assessed in terms of frequency of occurrence of 

coloured water in a month as shown in table 6.10, the situation was better after the year 2004 

than the period before 2004.  All the WSPs except Chemosit and KIWASCO showed 

improvement over the period after 2004. 

 

When respondents were asked to state how often in a month they had received coloured water 

from their respective household connections, 21.6% indicated they had done so 

severally(more than ten times), 33.7% did so only once a month, 38% received coloured 

water between twice to four times in a month. 
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Table 6. 9: Frequency of coloured water from household connection  

 WSP 
  

How often in a month did you have coloured water 
from household consumption connection in 2004? 

Total 
  Once 2-4 times 5-10 times Severally 

 Chemosit Water supply & San Co 9 13 2 20 44 

    4.3% 6.3% 1.0% 9.6% 21.2% 
  Mogombet  Community Water 

Project 
7 9 4 0 20 

    3.4% 4.3% 1.9% .0% 9.6% 
  Kiwasco 14 15 6 11 46 

    6.7% 7.2% 2.9% 5.3% 22.1% 
  Boya Comm Water Project 9 4 0 0 13 

    4.3% 1.9% .0% .0% 6.3% 

  SNWSCO 16 21 1 9 47 

    7.7% 10.1% .5% 4.3% 22.6% 
  Mikutra 7 12 1 2 22 

    3.4% 5.8% .5% 1.0% 10.6% 
  Nyasare  Community Water 

Supply Association 
8 5 0 3 16 

    3.8% 2.4% .0% 1.4% 7.7% 
Total 70 79 14 45 208 

  33.7% 38.0% 6.7% 21.6% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.9 shows that as at January 2012, SNWSCO had the highest number of households 

that were supplied with coloured water at 22.6% followed by KIWASCO at 22.1%, Chemosit 

Water supply company at 21.2% and MIKUTRA at 22%.  The community water projects of 

Boya had 6.3%, Mogombet 9.6%, and Nyasare 7.7%.   In overall terms about 28.3% received 

coloured water more than four times in a month.  Of the 13 respondents to the question from 

Boya, none had received the coloured water more than four times in a month.   Chemosit had 

the highest number of respondents who had received coloured water more than ten times in a 

month followed by KIWASCO then MIKUTRA.  Compared to the period before 2004, there 

was hardly any difference between the two periods as showed in the Table 6.10.   
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Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.10 shows that on average, only Chemosit and KIWASCO, both water companies 

experienced increased frequency of coloured water being received by households by 0.4 and 

0.8 days, respectively.  The overall mean for all the WSPs reduced to 5.9 days as at January 

2012 from 6.1 days in a month in the period before 2004.  Nyasare recorded the greatest 

improvement during the same period.  Although Boya improved minimally, by 0.05 days, it 

recorded in both periods the lowest frequency of coloured water while Chemosit recorded the 

highest.   Contrary to the common belief and WSRB Impact report, this finding reveals that 

there is no evidence that water companies provide better quality water than community water 

projects.  For example, Chemosit (Bomet Scheme) and Mogombet have same source of water 

supply (Nyangores river), yet the former has higher number of days (7.6) compared to the 

latter (5.1) when consumers from each WSP reported consuming coloured water. 

 

In terms of turbidity, the respondents were asked to state whether or not they had ever noticed 

solid particles in water supply both currently and before 2004.  The responses are as shown in 

Table 6.11.   

 

 

 

Table 6.10 showing the frequency of coloured water by WSP in. no. Of days 

WSP Now (x) 
Before 
2004(y) Difference(x-y) 

CHEMOSIT 7.6 7.2 0.4 

KIWASCO 6.3 5.5 0.8 

MIKUTRA 5.3 5.6 -0.3 

SNWSCO 5.7 6.7 -1 

MOGOMBET 5.1 5.3 -0.2 

BOYA 3.6 3.65 -0.05 

NYASARE 5.2 6.6 -1.4 

OVERALL MEAN 5.9 6.1 -0.2 
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Table 6.11: The frequency in a month of turbidity per WSP currently 

 WSP 
  

How often in a month have you noticed solid particles in 
your current water supply? Total 

Once 2-4 times 5-10 times Severally   

 Chemosit Water supply & San Co 10 6 2 11 29 

    6.1% 3.6% 1.2% 6.7% 17.6% 

  Mogombet  Community Water 
Project 

3 4 0 0 7 

    
1.8% 2.4% .0% .0% 4.2% 

  Kiwasco 10 20 2 5 37 

    6.1% 12.1% 1.2% 3.0% 22.4% 

  Boya Comm Water Project 10 2 0 9 21 

    6.1% 1.2% .0% 5.5% 12.7% 

  SNWSCO 17 15 3 5 40 

    10.3% 9.1% 1.8% 3.0% 24.2% 

  Mikutra 13 6 4 5 28 

    7.9% 3.6% 2.4% 3.0% 17.0% 

  Nyasare  Community Water Supply 
Association 

0 3 0 0 3 

    .0% 1.8% .0% .0% 1.8% 

Total 63 56 11 35 165 

  38.2% 33.9% 6.7% 21.2% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.11 shows that 38.2% of the respondents have noticed solid particles only once in a 

month  in their current water supply while 33.9% have noticed solid particles up to four times 

in a month.  Nyasare Community Water supply had the least proportion (1.8%) of 

respondents who have noticed solid particles in water from their current water supply while 

SNWSCO has the highest proportion at 24.2% followed by KIWASCO at 22.4% and 

Chemosit  at 17.6%.  
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Table 6.12: The frequency of turbidity per WSP in a month before 2004  

 WSP 
  

How often in a month did you ever notice solid particles in 
your water supply before 2004? Total 

Once 2-4 times 5-10 times Severally   

 Chemosit  5 7 2 15 29 

    3.2% 4.5% 1.3% 9.6% 18.6% 

  Mogombet   7 1 2 1 11 

    
4.5% .6% 1.3% .6% 7.1% 

  Kiwasco 9 17 1 11 38 

    5.8% 10.9% .6% 7.1% 24.4% 

  Boya  12 2 1 7 22 

    7.7% 1.3% .6% 4.5% 14.1% 

  SNWSCO 18 10 0 7 35 

    11.5% 6.4% .0% 4.5% 22.4% 

  MIKUTRA 11 5 0 4 20 

    7.1% 3.2% .0% 2.6% 12.8% 

  Nyasare   0 0 1 0 1 

    .0% .0% .6% .0% .6% 

Total 62 42 7 45 156 

  39.7% 26.9% 4.5% 28.8% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.12 shows that 39.7% of the respondents had noticed solid particles only once in a 

month  in their water supply before 2004 while 26.9% had noticed solid particles up to four 

times in a month.  Nyasare Community Water supply had the least proportion(1) of 

respondents who had noticed solid particles in water from their water supply before 2004 

while KIWASCO had the highest proportion at 24.4% followed by SNWSCO at 22.4% and 

Chemosit 18.6% of the respondents who have noticed solid particles from their water supply   

before 2004.  There was an observed improvement in terms of reduced frequency of solid 

particles noticed in water consumed currently compared to that of the period before the year 

2004.  The reduced turbidity in water supplied to consumers is attributable, in part, to 

enhanced water treatment and purification mechanisms being enforced by WRMA,  by way 

of involving WRUAs and WSP management committees. 
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6.3 AFFORDABILITY OF WATER 

 
Affordability was measured in terms of cost of water and the consumers’ ability to pay.  The 

respondents were asked to state how much they spent on water monthly, how much they paid 

as connectivity fee, and the average monthly household income.  The assumption was that 

WSPs would charge for water differently depending on their operational costs.  We wished to 

establish whether or not cost of water differed with form of WSP or management strategies 

adopted by a WSP and whether the cost factor was responsible for the number of water 

connectivities per WSP.  The responses for the periods before and after 2004 were obtained 

and compared.  The responses are shown in Tables 6.14 and 6.15. 

 

6.3.1 THE COST OF WATER 

 

The cost of water in the seven WSPs is assessed before and after the year 2004 by 

considering ranges in the monthly water bills per household.  The current water bills were 

verified by either checking the current individual monthly bill or with the individual bill 

listings at project office for the community water projects.    

 

 However, the household heads were expected to give an approximation of what they spent in 

the year before 2004, on average, as much as they could remember.   Table 6.14 shows the 

current monthly expenditure on water per household by WSP while Table 6.15 shows the 

monthly expenditure on the same before the year 2004. 
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Table 6.14: Monthly expenditure on water by households per WSP 

 WSP 
  

How much is your household monthly water bill  now in Kshs? Total 

0-200 201-399 400-599 600-799 800-999 >=1000   

 Chemosit  9 10 20 3 1 4 47 

    3.3% 3.7% 7.4% 1.1% .4% 1.5% 17.5% 
  Mogombet  0 20 4 3 0 0 27 

    .0% 7.4% 1.5% 1.1% .0% .0% 10.0% 
  Kiwasco 3 2 5 9 22 13 54 

    1.1% .7% 1.9% 3.3% 8.2% 4.8% 20.1% 

  Boya  4 17 4 0 1 1 27 

    1.5% 6.3% 1.5% .0% .4% .4% 10.0% 

  SNWSCO 10 7 24 3 3 7 54 

    3.7% 2.6% 8.9% 1.1% 1.1% 2.6% 20.1% 

  MIKUTRA 9 3 8 9 6 1 36 

    3.3% 1.1% 3.0% 3.3% 2.2% .4% 13.4% 
  Nyasare   7 0 9 2 3 3 24 

    2.6% .0% 3.3% .7% 1.1% 1.1% 8.9% 
Total 42 59 74 29 36 29 269 

  15.6% 21.9% 27.5% 10.8% 13.4% 10.8% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.14 shows that a substantial proportion of the respondents currently spend between 

Kshs 400-599 on monthly household water bill at 27.5% followed by between Kshs 201- 399 

(21.9%) and up to Kshs 200 (15.6%) while 10.8% of the households spend more than Kshs 

1000 per month.  In comparison to the period before 2004, table 6.15 shows that  64.8% of 

the households spent up to Kshs 200 per month on water bills while about 93% spent up to 

Kshs 399 per month on water bills.  Only 35% of the respondents spent more than Kshs 600 

on monthly household water bill after the year 2004.   

 

Out of the 10% who spend more than Kshs 1000.00 per month on water, majority (4.8%) 

were from KIWASCO followed by SNWSCO at 2.6%.  However, majority of respondents 

from KIWASCO 8.2% had monthly water bills of between Kshs 800-999, while majority of 

respondents from SNWSCO, Chemosit and Nyasare had monthly water bills ranging from 

Kshs 400-599.  In Boya community water project, like in Mogombet majority of the 

consumers, at 6.3% and 7.4%, respectively, spent between Kshs 201- 399 per month.   
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This trend shows that either water is more expensive in Kisumu than in other areas or Kisumu 

residents use more water than other areas or both.   It also shows that water consumers in the 

community water projects either are relatively poorer or consume less water than those in the 

water companies or both. 

Table 6.15: Monthly expenditure on water by households per WSP before 2004 
 

WSP 
  

 How much was your household monthly water bill  before 2004 in Kshs? 
Total 

  0-200 201-399 400-599 600-799 >=1000 

 CHEMOSIT  28 5 1 1 0 35 

    12.8% 2.3% .5% .5% .0% 16.0% 

  MOGOMBET  4 7 0 0 0 11 

    
1.8% 3.2% .0% .0% .0% 5.0% 

  KIWASCO 28 18 1 0 1 48 

    12.8% 8.2% .5% .0% .5% 21.9% 

  BOYA  25 4 0 0 0 29 

    11.4% 1.8% .0% .0% .0% 13.2% 

  SNWSCO 32 18 0 0 0 50 

    14.6% 8.2% .0% .0% .0% 22.8% 

  MIKUTRA 16 6 4 2 0 28 

    7.3% 2.7% 1.8% .9% .0% 12.8% 

  NYASARE   9 4 3 2 0 18 

    4.1% 1.8% 1.4% .9% .0% 8.2% 

TOTAL 142 62 9 5 1 219 

  64.8% 28.3% 4.1% 2.3% .5% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.15 shows that before 2004, 64.8% of the respondents spent between Kshs 0-200 on 

monthly household water bill followed by between Kshs 201- 399 at 28.3% and Kshs 400-

599 at 4.1%.  In a nutshell about 93% of the households spent below Kshs 400 on monthly 

water bill before 2004.   

 

Only 2% of the respondents spent more than Kshs 600 on monthly household water bill.  Out 

of the 64.8% of the consumers who spent up to Kshs 200.00 per month on water, majority 

(14.6%) were from SNWSCO followed by KIWASCO and Chemosit each at 12.8%.  

Nobody from Mogombet, Boya and SNWSCO spent more than Kshs 399 on water bills 

before 2004.   
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This trend shows that water was cheaper in the public water institutions before 2004 than in 

the community water projects an indication that the water sector reforms have in part 

contributed to  increased the cost of water.  This is most likely because the subsidies were 

either eliminated as for KIWASCO or reduced as in the cases of MIKUTRA, SNWSCO and 

Chemosit.   

 

On average, water was more expensive in community water projects before 2004 than in the 

public utilities with the most expensive being Nyasare at Kshs 315.00 per month and the 

cheapest being Chemosit at Kshs 215.20.  However, currently water is cheapest at Boya, a 

community water project at Kshs 377.04 per month and most expensive at KIWASCO at 

Kshs 760.76 per month followed by MIKUTRA at 513.85 as shown in Table 6.18.   

Compared to 2004 when average monthly bill was Kshs 243.58, water is more expensive 

currently at an overall mean of Kshs 453.79.  

 

 In terms of change, the cost of water increased more in the water companies than in 

community water projects with KIWASCO recording the highest rise of Kshs 507.17 per 

month while the highest rise in community water projects was recorded in Nyasare at Kshs 

205.20 per month and the lowest being in Mogombet at Kshs 121.80 in a month.  The lowest 

rise among the water companies was recorded in MIKUTRA at Kshs 228.56 per month.   

 

We can therefore conclude that in as far as cost is concerned; water is more affordable at the 

community water projects than at the water companies even where two WSPs happen to be in 

the same locality for example Nyasare and MIKUTRA in Migori, and Mogombet and 

Chemosit in Bomet.    
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6.3.2 THE MONTHLY INCOME OF HOUSEHOLDS 

 
The section provides data on the income of individual households against their respective 

monthly expenditure on water for the period before and after 2004.  The main concern is to 

assess whether or not the proportion of household expenditure on water  to that of income has 

changed.   A positive change connotes improved economic status of consumers in the sense 

that they will be spending less proportion of their income on water.  A negative change 

implies that, all other factors like inflation and cost of goods remaining constant,  the 

consumers will be spending more proportion of their income on water with a direct impact on 

the consumer’s cost of living. 

 

Currently, the most respondents’ monthly income range between Kshs 0-10,000 at 50.6% 

followed by those earning between Kshs 10001- 20000 per month at 20.2 % while  6% of the 

household heads’ income are more than Kshs 50000 per month.  In all WSPs except 

KIWASCO, the majority of the respondents’s income range between Kshs 0-10000 per 

month.  At KIWASCO, the majority of the respondents’s income ranged  between Kshs  

40,000 – 50,000.  No respondent had an income of  more than Kshs 50,000 in MIKUTRA 

and Boya WSPs.  In this category, KIWASCO was leading at 3% followed by Chemosit at 

1.1 % as shown in Table 6.16. 
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Table 6.16: Monthly income currently per WSP 
 

INCOME 
  

Name of current water service provider Total 

CHEMOSIT  MOGOMBET  KIWASCO BOYA  SNWSCO MIKUTRA NYASARE    

 0       - 
10,000 

25 20 10 21 29 19 11 135 

    9.4% 7.5% 3.7% 7.9% 10.9% 7.1% 4.1% 50.6% 

  10,001-
20,000 

12 5 8 4 12 9 4 54 

    4.5% 1.9% 3.0% 1.5% 4.5% 3.4% 1.5% 20.2% 

  20,001-
30000 

4 0 10 2 8 3 3 30 

    1.5% .0% 3.7% .7% 3.0% 1.1% 1.1% 11.2% 

  30,001-
40,000 

0 0 2 0 2 3 1 8 

    .0% .0% .7% .0% .7% 1.1% .4% 3.0% 

  40,0001- 
50000 

3 1 14 2 1 3 0 24 

    1.1% .4% 5.2% .7% .4% 1.1% .0% 9.0% 

  Over 
50,000 

3 1 8 0 2 0 2 16 

    1.1% .4% 3.0% .0% .7% .0% .7% 6.0% 

Total 47 27 52 29 54 37 21 267 

  17.6% 10.1% 19.5% 10.9% 20.2% 13.9% 7.9% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.16 shows that currently, majority of the respondents’ monthly income ranged 

between  Kshs 0-10,000 at  50.6% followed by between Kshs10001- 20000 per month at 

20.2% and followed by households whose monthly income were more than Kshs 50000 per 

month at  6%.  In all WSPs except KIWASCO, the income for most households ranged 

between Kshs 0-10000 per month.  At KIWASCO, the household incomes for most 

consumers ranged  between Kshs 40,000-50000 at 5.2%.  No respondent reported earning 

more than Kshs 50,000 in MIKUTRA and Boya WSPs.  In this category, KIWASCO was 

leading at 3.0 % followed by Chemosit at 1.1%.  
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Table 6.17: Monthly income of households in 2004 
 

 Monthly 
income 
  Name of current water service provider 

Total 
  

Chemosit  
Mogo
mbet   

Kiwas
co Boya  

SNW
SCO Mikutra 

Nyasa
re   

 0       - 
10,000 

25 14 13 21 26 20 8 127 

    10.5% 5.9% 5.5% 8.9% 11.0% 8.4% 3.4% 53.6% 

  10,001-
20,000 

12 4 13 2 13 7 6 57 

    5.1% 1.7% 5.5% .8% 5.5% 3.0% 2.5% 24.1% 

  20,001-
30000 

3 0 9 1 6 2 1 22 

    1.3% .0% 3.8% .4% 2.5% .8% .4% 9.3% 

  30,001-
40,000 

0 0 6 1 1 0 0 8 

    .0% .0% 2.5% .4% .4% .0% .0% 3.4% 

  40,0001- 
50000 

1 1 5 0 1 2 0 10 

    .4% .4% 2.1% .0% .4% .8% .0% 4.2% 

  Over 
50,000 

3 3 5 0 1 0 1 13 

    1.3% 1.3% 2.1% .0% .4% .0% .4% 5.5% 

Total 44 22 51 25 48 31 16 237 

  18.6% 9.3% 21.5% 10.5% 20.3% 13.1% 6.8% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.17 shows that in the year 2004, majority of the respondents’ monthly income like the 

current income ranged between  Kshs 0-10,000 at  53.6% followed between Kshs 10001- 

20000 per month at 24.1% and followed by households whose monthly income were between 

Kshs 20001-30000 per month at  9.3%.  In all WSPs, the income for most households ranged 

between Kshs 0-10000 per month.  No respondent earned more than Kshs 50,000 in 

MIKUTRA and Boya WSPs.  In this category, KIWASCO was leading at 2.1 % followed by 

Chemosit and Mogombet each  at 1.3%.  In both instances,  individual households’  income 

and the expenditure on water increased.  The extent of change is shown in table 6.18. 
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Table 6.18: Monthly expenditure versus income of households currently and in 2004 

  

Water Service  

Provider 

Now  Before 2004   Change to date   

Mean 

expend. 

on 

water 

Mean 

monthly 

income 

% of 

income 

spent on 

water 

Mean 

expend. 

on 

water 

Mean 

monthly 

income 

% of 

income 

spent 

on 

water  

Expend. 

On 

water 

Monthly 

income 

% of 

income 

spent 

on 

water  

CHEMOSIT 462.13 16667.0 2.0 215.2 15333.6 1.4 246.91 1333.36 1.40 

KIWASCO 760.76 29167.25 2.6 253.59 23667.1 1.1 507.17 5500.11 1.50 

MIKUTRA 513.85 16417 3.1 285.29 13416.9 2.1 228.56 3000.06 1.00 

SNWSCO 510.51 15750.32 3.2 226.89 14750.3 1.5 283.62 1000.02 1.70 

MOGOMBET 395.4 12667.9 3.1 273.61 17083.7 1.6 121.79 -4415.78 1.50 

BOYA 377.04 12916.9 2.9 235.24 10666.9 2.2 141.80 2250.02 0.70 

NYASARE 520.52 29167.25 1.8 315.32 15083.6 2.1 205.20 14083.61 -0.30 

OVERALL MEAN 453.79 18167.03 2.5 243.58 16417 1.48 210.21 1750.03 1.02 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.18 shows that the current mean monthly income at Kshs 18,163 while the 

expenditure on water is Kshs 453.79 compared to the monthly income in 2004 at Kshs 

16,417.00 against mean expenditure on water of Kshs 243.58.  This implies that households 

currently spend on water 2.5% of their income compared to 1.48% in 2004.   

 

As expected, respective monthly household incomes increased in all the areas.  However, it is 

worth noting that in 2004, the households around community water projects had higher mean 

monthly incomes than those of the water companies even where they are in the same locality, 

for example, MIKUTRA and Nyasare in Migori town on the one hand, and Mogombet and 

Chemosit around Bomet town on the other as shown in Table 6.18.  This could be attributed 

to the fact there was a likelihood of social exclusion factor whereby only more privileged 

people were more likely to spend more money to connect water which will normally be 

beyond reach of the common person where there was no public utility supply.  As expected 

being in a city hence of a relatively higher income bracket, KIWASCO registered the highest 

mean monthly income.  
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6.3.3 ECONOMIC SITUATION OF THE CONSUMERS 

 
We wished to establish the impact of the water sector changes on the economic situation of 

the consumers as determined by: mean monthly income; expenditure on water; and 

proportion of the income spent on water.  This is to establish whether, by holding other 

factors constant, the expenditure on water has impoverished the consumers or has made life 

cheaper.  

 

Before 2004, mean monthly water bill was Kshs 243.58 while currently as at January 2012  it 

was Kshs 453.79.  However, the mean monthly income for the consumers before 2004 was 

Kshs 16,416.99 while currently, mean monthly income is Kshs 18,167.03.  This implies that 

before 2004, the consumers spent 1.45% of their income on water while currently, the 

consumers spend an average of 2.5% of their income on water bills.  This is still however 

within the acceptable limit of UNDP’s recommended proportion of 3% (UNDP, 2006).   

 

The proportion of monthly income spent on water increased in the WSPs between 2004 and 

2012 with exception of Nyasare Community Water Supply Association which recorded a 

decrease from 2.1% to 1.8%.  The highest increase was registered in SNWSCO at 1.7%.  

Other than MIKUTRA, SNWSCO and Mogombet, the proportion of the expenditure on water 

of the monthly household income are all within the recommended level by UNDP as shown 

in Table 6.18.  The increased costs in water companies, is most likely to be as a result of the 

withdrawal of or reduced subsidies by the government following the introduction of water 

sector reforms since the companies got into private management .   At Mogombet, it could be 

as a result of high cost of electricity for pumping water from the rivers to the reservoir tanks 

up hill.  In general terms, the increased proportion of individual household’s  expenditure on 

water is likely to have raised the cost of living for the consumers. 
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6.3.4 MODE OF PAYMENTS 

 
 

The section is intended to identify any innovative approaches that WSPs may allow its 

customers to use as modes of payment of water bills.  The most prevalent mode of payment 

for water among the households in all the WSPs is cash at 79.9% .  Other preferred modes of 

payments include  bank transfer at 6.4% and payment done together with house rent, mostly 

in cash,  at 4.0% as shown in Table 6.19.  Although payment of bill together with house rent 

is not strictly a mode of payment, it is an emerging approach to water bill payment especially 

in the informal settlements in urban centres where the money is paid to the landlord at flat 

rates together with monthly house rent.  This was evident in all the WSPs except Boya and 

Mogombet. 

Table 6.19: Mode of payment do you use to settle water bill in the year  2004 

 What mode of payment do you 
use to settle water bill? 
  

Name of current water service provider Total 

Chemosit  Mogombet  Kiwasco Boya  SNWSCO Mikutra Nyasare    

 Cash 33 16 46 27 35 25 17 199 

    13.3% 6.4% 18.5% 10.8% 14.1% 10.0% 6.8% 79.9% 

  Via mobile phone - MPesa, 
Zap 

1 0 1 0 0 1 1 4 

    .4% .0% .4% .0% .0% .4% .4% 1.6% 
  via Bank Transfer 2 0 3 0 11 0 0 16 

    .8% .0% 1.2% .0% 4.4% .0% .0% 6.4% 
  WSP Agents 1 0 0 0 4 2 1 8 

    .4% .0% .0% .0% 1.6% .8% .4% 3.2% 
  Cheque 4 0 1 1 0 5 0 11 

    1.6% .0% .4% .4% .0% 2.0% .0% 4.4% 
  Included in rent 5 0 1 0 2 1 1 10 

    2.0% .0% .4% .0% .8% .4% .4% 4.0% 
  Others 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

    .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .4% .0% .4% 

Total 46 16 52 28 52 35 20 249 
  18.5% 6.4% 20.9% 11.2% 20.9% 14.1% 8.0% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.19 shows that all WSPs accept cash as a mode of payment and that the least used 

mode is payment via mobile phones i.e. MPesa at 1.6% used minimally especially in public 

water companies of  Chemosit, KIWASCO and MIKUTRA.   
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Nyasare Community water supply Association is the only community water project using 

mobile phone money transfer as a mode of payment of water bills.   Some consumers in all 

the WSPs except Mogombet and  Boya had water bills included in their monthly house rents.   

The reason could be that Boya and Mogombet are basically rural water projects and the 

consumers are the house owners and do not pay rent.  Only Chemosit, KIWASCO and 

SNWSCO (3.8%) accept payment of water bills via bank transfer.  This could be attributed to 

the history of the established companies with the previous Local Authorities water 

departments and Ministry of Water.  They inherited long serving customers with regular 

incomes who mainly paid through their respective banks.  Cheque payments are also accepted 

in MIKUTRA, Boya, KIWASCO and Chemosit.  WSP agents are used mainly by SNWSCO 

at 1.4%  and minimally by Chemosit, MIKUTRA and Nyasare.   Generally, the modes of 

payments for water bills have not changed from those used before 2004.  What has changed 

is the rate of acceptance especially for mobile phone transfer and cheques as shown in Table 

6.20. 

Table 6.20: Mode of payment used to settle water bills before the year  2004 
 

 WSP 
  

Name of current water service provider 

Total 
  Chemosit  Mogombet  Kiwasco Boya  SNWSCO Mikutra Nyasare  

 Cash 31 17 42 27 36 18 17 188 

    13.2% 7.2% 17.9% 11.5% 15.3% 7.7% 7.2% 80.0% 

  Via mobile phone - 
MPesa, Zap 

2 3 3 0 4 3 0 15 

     .9% 1.3% 1.3% .0% 1.7% 1.3% .0% 6.4% 

  via Bank Transfer 1 0 4 2 5 0 2 14 

    .4% .0% 1.7% .9% 2.1% .0% .9% 6.0% 

  WSP Agents 1 0 1 0 3 1 0 6 

    .4% .0% .4% .0% 1.3% .4% .0% 2.6% 

  Cheque 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 4 

    .0% .0% .4% .0% .0% 1.3% .0% 1.7% 

  Included in rent 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 

    1.7% .0% .0% .0% .9% .0% .0% 2.6% 

  Others 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

    .4% .0% .0% .0% .4% .0% .0% .9% 

Total 40 20 51 29 51 25 19 235 

  17.0% 8.5% 21.7% 12.3% 21.7% 10.6% 8.1% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 
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Table 6.20 shows that cash which is the most commonly used mode of payment of water bills 

currently was still the most preferred even before the year  2004.  The least used method 

before the year 2004 was cheque payments at 1.4%.  It was only used minimally in areas 

served by KIWASCO, and MIKUTRA Water service providers.  All WSPs except 

Mogombet, and SNWSCO had some consumers paying their water bills with their monthly 

house rents.  All except MIKUTRA and Mogombet accepted payment of water bills via bank 

transfer.  Cheque payments are also accepted in MIKUTRA and KIWASCO only.  WSP 

agents were used in all WSPs except Boya, Mogombet, and Nyasare.    

 

We can conclude that the public water companies provided more variety in terms modes of 

payment for water bills than the community water projects both before 2004 and currently.  

However, there is a wider use of cheques, bank transfers and mobile phone money transfer 

currently than they were in the period before 2004.    We can also add that very little change 

in terms of mode of payment of water bills has been witnessed in both public water 

companies and the community water projects categories of WSPs. 

 

6.4 ACCESSIBILITY TO WATER 

 
 

The accessibility to water was measured using the distance from the water point, and the type 

of connectivity to water points.  The fundamental question was whether the type of water 

supply connectivity service provided by WSPs varied with particular PPP arrangements( 

form) or managerial strategies of a WSP.  The assumption was that WSPs would have 

different approaches to use in supplying water  to its consumers in terms of connectivity, and 

alternative sources should there be a problem with the regular supply system.  We wished to 

establish whether or not type of connectivity, distance from source of water supply and 

alternative sources differed with form of WSP. 
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6.4.1 TYPE OF CONNECTIVITY 

 

The type of connectivity was used to identify various avenues through which consumers 

access water from the WSPs and under what conditions.  The respondents were asked to state 

what type of connectivity they have currently.  The response to the question is shown in 

Table 6.21. 

Table 6.21: Type of water supply connectivity 

WSP 
  

What connectivity do you have now? Total 
  Own 

water 
meter 

Shared meter -
up to ten 
households 

Bulk Meter -
over ten 
Households 

Communi
ty, Water 
Kiosk 

Through a 
neighbour's 
meter 

None 

 Chemosit  17 10 6 1 1 1 36 

    6.4% 3.7% 2.2% .4% .4% .4% 13.5% 

  Mogombet   26 3 0 0 0 0 29 

    9.7% 1.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% 10.9% 

  KIWASCO 40 7 2 2 1 0 52 

    15.0% 2.6% .7% .7% .4% .0% 19.5% 

  Boya  24 6 0 0 0 0 30 

    9.0% 2.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% 11.2% 

  SNWSCO 30 16 0 7 4 0 57 

    11.2% 6.0% .0% 2.6% 1.5% .0% 21.3% 

  MIKUTRA 16 9 4 7 2 1 39 

    6.0% 3.4% 1.5% 2.6% .7% .4% 14.6% 

  Nyasare   12 12 0 0 0 0 24 

    4.5% 4.5% .0% .0% .0% .0% 9.0% 

Total 165 63 12 17 8 2 267 

  
61.8% 23.6% 4.5% 6.4% 3.0% .7% 

100.0
% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Out of 288 respondents, 165 (61.8%) had own water meter, while 23.6%  each had a shared 

meter of up to ten households, 12 (4.5%) had bulk meter of over ten households, 6.4% access 

water through community water kiosks while 3% receive water through neighbours’ meter.  

All the three community water projects: Mogombet, Boya, and Nyasare had only two types of 

connectivity, own water meter, and shared water meter of up to 10 households.  The use of 

bulk water meters(over ten households) are only found in water companies (Chemosit 2.1%, 

MIKUTRA 1.4%, and KIWASCO 0.7%).  Although SNWSCO does not provide water via 

bulk meter, it does provide water via shared meter of up to ten households (6.0%).  Further, 

only water companies provide water via water kiosks.   
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It is only in the case of water companies, that we find water being accessed through 

neighbours’ connectivity. We can conclude that water companies have devised interventions 

to supply water to the disadvantaged through shared water meters, and provision of bulk 

meters.    Access of water through neighbours’ connectivity should be seen as a weakness in 

the management and monitoring of water supply lines which eventually lead to loss of 

revenue through unaccounted for water.   

 

6.4.2 PAYMENT OF CONNECTIVITY FEE 
 

To identify how and where consumers access water supplied by  respective WSPs is of 

significance for this analysis.  Conventionally, it is expected that all consumers apply for 

connectivity from particular WSPs to which they pay connectivity fees before they are 

connected to the water supply source.  Table 6.22 shows various agencies to which different 

consumers paid water connectivity fees.    
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Table 6.22: Payment of connectivity fee by WSP 
 

Connectivity fee 
paid to 
  

Name of current water service provider Total 
  

Chemosit  Mogombet  KIWASCO Boya  SNWSCO MIKUTRA Nyasare  

 Chemosit  20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

    11.8% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 11.8% 

  Mogombet   0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 

    .0% 7.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 7.1% 

  KIWASCO 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 41 

    .0% .0% 24.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% 24.3% 

  Boya  0 0 0 23 0 0 0 23 

    .0% .0% .0% 13.6% .0% .0% .0% 13.6% 
SNWSCO 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 13 

    .0% .0% .0% .0% 7.7% .0% .0% 7.75% 
  MIKUTRA 0 0 0 0 0 16 2 18 

    .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 9.5% 1.2% 10.7% 
  Nyasare   0 0 0 0 0 2 7 9 

    .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.2% 4.1% 5.3% 

  Land lord 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 6 

    1.2% .0% 2.4% .0% .0% .0% .0% 3.6% 

  Government 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 

    .6% .0% .6% .0% .6% .0% .0% 1.8% 

  Project, Company 
staff 

1 1 1 0 0 1 2 6 

    .6% .6% .6% .0% .0% .6% 1.2% 3.6% 

  LVSWSB 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

    1.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.2% 
  Catholic Diocese 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

    .0% .0% .0% .6% .0% .0% .0% .6% 
  Water Service 
Provider Agents 

14 0 0 0 1 0 0 15 

    8.3% .0% .0% .0% .6% .0% .0% 8.9% 

Total  13 47 24 15 19 11 169 

  23.7% 7.7% 27.8% 14.2% 8.9% 11.2% 6.5% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.22 shows that all consumers except 6 (2.1%) paid connectivity fee to the Water 

service providers either at their respective offices or through their agents, 3.6%  paid their 

connectivity fee to their respective landlords while 1.2% (2) paid their connectivity fee 

directly to the LVS water service Board.  These were from Chemosit Water Supply Company 

whose SPA had been suspended hence possibility of LVS collecting levies directly.   
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Some respondents from KIWASCO, Chemosit and SNWSCO paid connectivity fee to the 

government raising  the possibility of the individuals having paid the fee to either the MWI or 

the Water department of Kisumu Municipal Council before the implementation of water 

sector reforms from 2004.  Some respondents from MIKUTRA, Chemosit and KIWASCO 

paid connectivity fee through landlords.  This was possible in urban informal settlement 

where water is officially connected in the name of the landlord.  The payment of water bills 

through landlords is another intervention strategy which is emerging in water companies but 

not in community water projects. 

 

6.4.3 DISTANCE FROM WATER ACCESS POINT 

 
The focus is to assess the changes in distance covered by consumers before and after the 

water sector reforms were implemented in the year 2004.  The respondents were asked to 

state how far in metres they were from their respective water access points.   The assumption 

was that access to water supply by consumers differed with the form of and managerial 

strategies adopted by a WSP.  The responses are shown in Table 6.23. 

Table 6.23: Distance (in metres) from the water access/connectivity point per WSP 
 

 WSP 
  

If  No, how far (in metres) are you from the water access/connectivity point? Total 
  0-200 201-399 400-599 600-799 800-999 >=1000 

 Chemosit  35 5 0 2 1 1 44 

    16.3% 2.3% .0% .9% .5% .5% 20.5% 

  Mogombet  23 1 0 0 0 0 24 
    10.7% .5% .0% .0% .0% .0% 11.2% 

  KIWASCO 28 0 2 0 0 0 30 

    13.0% .0% .9% .0% .0% .0% 14.0% 
  Boya  20 0 0 2 0 0 22 

    9.3% .0% .0% .9% .0% .0% 10.2% 

  SNWSCO 43 3 3 0 0 1 50 

    20.0% 1.4% 1.4% .0% .0% .5% 23.3% 

  MIKUTRA 21 4 1 1 0 0 27 
    9.8% 1.9% .5% .5% .0% .0% 12.6% 

  Nyasare   16 1 1 0 0 0 18 
    7.4% .5% .5% .0% .0% .0% 8.4% 
Total 186 14 7 5 1 2 215 

  86.5% 6.5% 3.3% 2.3% .5% .9% 100.0% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 
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Table 6.23 shows that of those who did not have piped water inside their respective houses, 

86.5%  had water within a range of 200m, while 6.5% (2) had accessed water at a distance of 

between 201-399 m.  Only 0.9% accessed water at a distance of over 1 km away.  These were 

from Chemosit and SNWSCO.  Table 6.24 shows the mean distance from respective water 

sources. The figure of 86.5% shows an improvement in access to water compared to the 

findings of Wagah, G et al (2010) which gave a figure of 77.1% especially for Kisumu for 

those households which access water within a distance of 200m.  However, only 25.3% of the 

288 respondents had piped water inside their respective households.  KIWASCO has the 

highest number of respondents with piped water in the house at 9.0% followed by 

MIKUTRA at 4.2%, SNWSCO at 3.1% and Chemosit at 2.4%.    The water companies have 

more piped water connected to individual houses than the community water projects courtesy 

of the existing water pipeline network.   

 

The percentage for households with piped water appears to be on the downward trend from 

31.9% in 1989  to  30%  in 1999(Republic of Kenya, 1999).   The  Kenya demographic health 

survey of 2004 however gave a higher figure of 39.9%.  This shows a decline in all cases 

compared to those with piped water currently at 25.3%.   The decline was attributed partly to 

the diminishing performance of the water schemes.  However, the higher figure registered 

around 2004 could be attributed to illegal connections that might have been removed when 

the management under the water companies reduced operational loopholes.  Our figure of 

25.3% appear realistic and could be on the upward trend compared to 24% found by Wagah 

et al (2010).  Table 6.24 shows the mean distance covered by households to water sources 

currently and the period before 2004. 
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Table 6.24: The mean distance  from water source by  Water Service Provider  

Water Service  Provider 

Distance from water source in metres 

Now  Before 2004 Difference 

CHEMOSIT 241.7 333.3 -91.06 

KIWASCO 188.3 218.3 -30.0 

MIKUTRA 221.7 258.3 -36.6 

SNWSCO 213.3 345 -131.7 

MOGOMBET 173.3 208.3 -35.0 

BOYA 211.7 273.3 -61.6 

NYASARE 195 361.7 -166.7 

OVERALL MEAN 211.7 290 -78.3 
Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.24 shows that at a mean distance of 290m from the households, water sources were 

farther before 2004 compared to the current mean distance of 211.7m in all the WSPs.  In 

2004 Nyasare Community water Supply Association had the highest mean distance from 

water sources at 361.7m while Mogombet had the lowest mean distance from water source at 

208.3m as shown in Table 6.24.   

 

There is hardly any difference noticeable in terms of the form of water service providers vis 

vis distance from water source in the year before 2004.  There is noticeable reduction in 

distance from respective water sources in all the WSPs currently compared to the figures in 

2004 with Nyasare recording the highest reduction of 166.7m followed by SNWSCO at 133m 

and Chemosit at 95m.  The least change was registered in KIWASCO at 30m, which is still 

very significant given the fact that KIWASCO serves the city with high population density 

compared to the other areas served by the respective WSPs.  We can attribute the reduction of 

the distance to water sources from the households to the entry of public private partnerships 

in the water sector in water service provision financing.    
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 Wheras Boya community project partnered with SANA, an NGO, to facilitate water supply 

in its area of operation, KIWASCO partnered with AFD to increase access to water in 

informal settlements of Nyalenda in Kisumu city while while West Karachuonyo community 

water project , which is a scheme of SNWSCO,  through Koguta community water project 

received facilitation from WSTF to extend water pipeline by 13 kilometres.  

 

It is also observed from Table 6.24 that currently, community water projects have the shortest 

distance from water points to the households than the water companies.  This is only with the 

exception of KIWASCO which has the second overall shortest distance at 188m after 

Mogombet community water project which has a mean distance of 173m from water points.  

We can therefore infer that in as far as distance from the water point from respective 

household is concerned, the community water projects have better services than the water 

companies.  This is attributable, in part, to better management strategies evidenced in proper 

staffing, close supervision of water pipelines and regular stakeholder participation in 

governance through AGMs and executive committee meetings.  Of the water companies, only 

KIWASCO showed evidence of perfoming the stated functions. 

 

6.4.4 ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF WATER 

 
To identify sources of water to the households connected to the piped water should there be 

interruption for whatever reason is important and was therefore analyzed .  Respondents were 

asked to state what alternative source of water they resorted to should there be interruption in 

their regular supply of piped water.  The primary concern was to identify any interventions 

that are put in place by respective water service providers for their consumers in the event 

that piped water supply is interrupted.  The responses are as shown in Table 6.25.   
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Table 6.25: Alternatives to regular sources of water for household consumers by WSP 
 

  
 Alternative sources 
of water supply 
  
  

Name of current water service provider 

Total 
  Chemosit  Mogombet   Kiwasco Boya  SNWSCO Mikutra 

Nyasa
re   

 Nearby bore 
hole 

6 1 19 10 9 13 7 65 

    2.3% .4% 7.3% 3.8% 3.5% 5.0% 2.7% 25.0% 
  River 23 11 1 11 6 8 7 67 
    8.8% 4.2% .4% 4.2% 2.3% 3.1% 2.7% 25.8% 

  Water vendors 10 1 21 1 13 6 5 57 
    3.8% .4% 8.1% .4% 5.0% 2.3% 1.9% 21.9% 

  Nearby water 
pond 

0 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 

    .0% .0% .4% .4% .4% .4% .0% 1.5% 
  Dam 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

    .4% .0% .0% .0% .0% .4% .0% .8% 
  Springs 3 9 1 0 0 3 0 16 

    1.2% 3.5% .4% .0% .0% 1.2% .0% 6.2% 

  Roof harvesting 1 4 2 0 0 1 0 8 

    .4% 1.5% .8% .0% .0% .4% .0% 3.1% 

  Storage tanks 2 2 3 2 3 0 2 14 

    .8% .8% 1.2% .8% 1.2% .0% .8% 5.4% 

  Nearby Water 
kiosk 

0 0 3 1 5 0 0 9 

    .0% .0% 1.2% .4% 1.9% .0% .0% 3.5% 

  Lake 0 0 1 1 16 0 0 18 
    .0% .0% .4% .4% 6.2% .0% .0% 6.9% 

Total 46 28 52 27 53 33 21 260 

  17.7% 10.8% 20.0% 10.4% 20.4% 12.7% 8.1% 100.0
% 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

Table 6.25 shows that rivers are the most used alternative source of water (25.8%) when 

regular water supply is interrupted followed by nearby bore-hole at 25% and water vendors at 

21.9%, lake and springs 6.3% and 5.6%, respectively.  Water kiosks and storage tanks are 

other alternative sources to piped water being used by consumers in the seven WSPs. 

 

Whereas Mogombet has the least proportion (0.4%),  KIWASCO has the highest at 7.3% of 

users of nearby bore-holes as alternative source of water when the supply of piped water is 

interrupted.  Chemosit has the highest number of proportion of those using rivers as the 

alternative source at 8.8%.  Water kiosks are mainly used as an alternative source of water in 

KIWASCO and SNWSCO at 1.2% and 1.9%, respectively.   
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The use of water kiosks  as an approach is consistent with the management strategy of public 

water companies under the management contracts of using water kiosks to supply water to 

the unplanned settlements through tender process.   It is also evident that a number of water 

consumers still resort to natural sources of water like rivers(25.8%), Lake Victoria (6.9%), 

and natural springs at 6.2%.  Whereas Lake Victoria is the highest used alternative source in 

SNWSCO, rivers are the highest alternative sources in Mogombet, Chemosit, Boya and 

Nyasare.   

 

Water vendors at 21.9% is the third highest used alternative source of water when there is 

interruption of piped water and is mainly used in SNWSCO at 5.0% and KIWASCO at 8.1% 

serving urban centres of Homa Bay and Kisumu, respectively.  Springs are used mainly in 

Mogombet at 3.5% but used minimally by other WSPs customers.   

 

Roof rain water harvesting is a major alternative source of water in Mogombet and minimally 

at KIWASCO and is negligible in other WSPs.  The use of roof harvesting method has been 

popularized in Bomet area by Waterline, an NGO which has facilitated construction of water 

storage tanks to individual household through cost subsidy to the tune of about 70%.   When 

the respondents who had purchased water from vendors were asked to explain the 

circumstances, the responses captured experiences in cost and reasons for use.  There have 

been various experiences from water vending by various households.  Vendors use different 

means including motor bikes (7.3%), handcarts (0.7%), donkeys (1%).  Wheras handcarts are 

only used for water vending in SNWSCO, motor bikes are mainly used in Chemosit, 

KIWASCO,  SNWSCO,  donkey riders are used in vending water in Chemosit and Boya 

water projects. 
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Water vendors are used as a last resort by the households, especially when there is: water 

rationing 5.6%; no water in the pipes (20.5%) and due to easy accessibility to the 

consumers(2.1%).   Water vendors are also used when there is power outage especially in 

Mogombet and SNWSCO.  The two WSPs are electricity powered schemes and through 

pumping of water will be interrupted whenever there is electric power interruption.  A few 

respondents from KIWASCO, Chemosit and SNWSCO use vendors because they do not 

have water storage tanks in their respective houses.     However, despite the advantages, the 

consumers lament that the water vendors buy water from kiosks cheaply and re-sell it 

expensively (4.7%).   The water vendors are not regulated in terms of both costs and quality 

of the water, hence an avenue for exploiting the consumers. 

 

The community water projects of Boya, Nyasare and Mogombet record low in use of vendors 

on motor bikes as an alternative source of water should there be water supply interruption.  

Water companies appear better than community water projects in terms of having 

interventions in form of water kiosks.  The kiosks are contracted to individuals who in turn 

sell water to individual households without individual water meters/connections but can also 

be used by those with individual water meters when there is no water in the taps for whatever 

reason such as water rationing, breakage and disconnections.   

 

6.5  THE PERFOMANCE OF WATER SERVICE PROVIDERS 

 
This section provides an overall assessment of the performance of the water service providers 

based on the attributes discussed in the preceding sections of this chapter.  This includes 

customer service, water quality, affordability of water, and accessibility.  We identify a 

consistent measurement across the WSPs for each attribute, where the highest score for each 

attribute is 5 and the lowest being 1.   
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 This helps us make a qualitative judgement on which WSP has the highest score on each 

attribute and which WSP has the overall highest score in all the attributes put together.    For 

customer service, we considered two attributes each, the frequency of interruptions, and the 

duration it takes to restore water supply. The WSP with the highest number of frequency of 

interruptions will score the lowest while that with the lowest number of interruptions will 

score highest implying that it has the best quality service in that attribute.  The full score chart 

is as below based on data on Tables 6.10 and 6.13.  

Customer Service 

Freq. Of interruptions  Score 

3.5-4.4    5 

 4.5-5.4 4 

5.5-6.4 3 

6.5-7.4 2 

7.0-7.9 1 
 
 

The WSP which  takes longest number of days to restore water supply interruptions, will 

score the lowest while that which takes the shortest duration  will score highest implying that 

it has the best quality service in that attribute. 

 

Duration in days  Score 

10-12.0 5 

12.1-13.9 4 

14.0-15.9 3 

16.0-17.9 2 

18.0-19.9 1 

The WSP which has the highest percentage of income on water expenditure implying high 

cost of water will score the lowest while that which has the lowest will score highest 

implying that it has the best quality service in that attribute. 
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Affordability of water 

% of income on water expend. Score 

1.7-2.0 5 

2.1-2.3 4 

2.4-2.7 3 

2.8-3.1 2 

3.2-3.5 1 

 

The WSP which has the highest frequency of coloured water will score the lowest while that 

which has the lowest will score highest implying that it has the best quality service in that 

attribute. 

Water quality 

Freq. of coloured water Score 

3.0-3.9 5 

4.0-4.9 4 

5.0-5.9 3 

6.0-6.9 2 

7.0-7.9 1 

  

The WSP which has the highest frequency of turbidity in water will score the lowest while 

that which has the lowest will score highest implying that it has the best quality service in 

that attribute. 

Frequency of Turbidity Score 

3.0-3.9 5 

4.0-4.9 4 

5.0-5.9 3 

6.0-6.9 2 

7.0-7.9 1 
 

 

The WSP which has the longest distance between households and water points will score the 

lowest while that which has the shortest distance will score highest implying that it has the 

best quality service in that attribute. 
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Distance from water point Score 

165-179 5 

180-194 4 

195-209 3 

210-235 2 

234-249 1 
 

The sum total of scores out of the possible best of 30 points is shown in Table 6.26. 
 

Table 6.26: Assessment of overall performance of Water Service Providers 

 

WSP Score Total 

Score   

/30  

Rank 

Customer Service Water quality 
Afford

ability 

Dista

nce 
Frequency 

of interrup. 
Time to 

restore 

Colour Turbi

dity 

CHEMOSIT 3 3 1 2 2 1 12 7 

KIWASCO 5 4 2 3 3 4 21 2 

MIKUTRA 3 1 3 3 2 2 14 6 

SNWSCO 3 5 3 3 1 2 17 5 

MOGOMBET 5 5 3 4 2 5 24 1 

BOYA 4 4 5 2 2 2 19 3 

NYASARE 2 3 3 3 5 3 19 3 
 

Source: Author’s own compilation 

 

Table 6.26 shows that Mogombet has the best performance in customer service followed by 

KIWASCO while MIKUTRA has the poorest customer service.  In terms of water quality, 

Mogombet and Boya community water projects have the best performance while Chemosit 

has the worst.  Nyasare water supply Association has the best affordability of water ratio 

while SNWSCO has the worst.  Finally, Mogombet has the shortest distance between water 

points and the households followed by KIWASCO while Chemosit has the longest distance.  

In all the attributes of public service delivery in terms of water service provision mentioned 

above, community water projects have performed better than the water companies.   This is 

reflected further in the overall best performing WSP.  In this category, Mogombet community 

water project has emerged the best with a score of 24 out of 30 followed by KIWASCO with 

a score of 21 then Boya and Nyasare community projects tying  with a score of 19 each.    
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Chemosit is the worst performing WSP with a score of 12 out of 30, then MIKUTRA with 14 

points.  It is clear that other than KIWASCO, water companies have performed poorer than 

the community water projects. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: SUMMARY ,  CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

7.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 
The study has established that the Private -Public Partnership policy for provision of water as 

a public good has resulted in several beneficial outcomes in the provision of water in Kenya.  

The specific findings are highlighted in line with the specific specific objectives of our study 

as follows: 

7.1.1 THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 

ARRANGEMENTS IN THE WATER SECTOR 

  

The first objective was to analyze the nature and scope of Public-Private Partnership 

arrangements in the water sector.  We hypothesized that the nature of a water service provision 

policy compact determines the organizational structural design of a WSP.   

 

The study found that there are two major types of water service policy compacts in the study 

area, Management Contracts in the form of public water companies and Private Ventures in the 

form of community water projects.  Each of the water policy compacts has provided different 

latitude for interaction of each WSP with different stakeholders, both institutional and 

individuals involved in water service provision either as interventions or facilitators with 

varying results.    The private ventures have a lot of space  while management contracts have 

restricted space to interact with the stakeholders.  This varying latitude of interaction has 

resulted in relatively low cost of water, better customer service, shorter distance from water 

access point in community water projects than in public water companies with exception of 

KIWASCO. 
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The study further found that there is more private participation autonomy as WSPs become less 

involved with the government operations and management.  The community water projects 

show more private sector participation as they engage NGOs, bilateral donors and even the 

government in pursuit of their service delivery.  In contrast, the public water companies are tied 

mainly to the bi-lateral partners and financial institutions whose facilitation are negotiated by 

either the respective local councils or the WSB.  It is the respective policy compacts that exist 

between the state and the WSPs, water companies and community water projects that 

determine the nature and structural design of the public private partnernship.  For example, the 

community water projects can establish networks with non governmental organizations  

without seeking state intervention and by extension create necessary structures to perform 

respective functions.  

 

Finally, as presently structured and formally constituted, the existing structural organization of 

water service provision policy does not guarantee effective popular participation.  In other 

words, there are limitations in the governance structure of the management of both water 

resources and water service provision.  The policy not only wrongly assumes that water service 

consumers are not water users for purposes of resources management, but also gives another 

amorphous institution WRUA, undue enhanced position on management of the resources they 

do not necessarily have direct influence on.   There is a necessary but lacking linkage between 

the WRUAs, the WSPs, the consumers and the Regulatory agency (WSRB and WRMA). 
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7.1.2 GAINS FROM ORGANIZATIONAL MANAGERIAL STRATEGIES IN THE 

PROVISION OF WATER SERVICES 

 
The second objective to examine the gains from organizational managerial strategies in the 

provision of water services was based on two related hypotheses.  First, the quality of water 

service provision is dependent on the organizational managerial strategies of  a WSP.  

Secondly, the nature of WSP policy compact influences the provision of  quality water service.  

The expectation was that quality of water service provisions vary with, i) the quality of 

managerial strategies adopted by a WSP, ii) the nature of water service provision policy 

compact.  Our assumption was that each WSP adopts particular organizational managerial 

strategies to deliver the desired quality of water service and that particular strategies adopted by 

a WSP would lead to provision of quality water services.   

 

The study found out that community water projects with more public private sector 

participation implemented better, on average, the required managerial strategies in the 

provision of water services notably Enterprise Design, Operational roles, Network 

management, and Human resource functions than public water companies.  Some of the 

organizational gains from the managerial strategies include:  goal achievement seen in the 

WSPs  through individual billing, water rationing and delegated management adopted by 

KIWASCO in which it sells water in bulk to retailers especially in unplanned settlements of 

Nyalenda and Manyatta implying diversified  methods of expanding access to water by the 

poor or the disadvantaged in the society, and choosing on the time and phase to involve 

partnerships.   
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In all the water companies, the development partners have been engaged mainly in the 

expansion of water pipeline networks.  In the case of  the community water projects 

engagement of partners has been in virtually all aspects including asset ownership and 

distribution networks. 

7.1.3 INTERVENTIONS ADOPTED THAT ENHANCE THE ACCESSIBILITY OF 

WATER SERVICES 

 
The last objective of the study was to analyse appropriate interventions adopted that enhance 

the accessibility of water services by the vulnerable consumers.  The related hypothes was 

that popular participation facilitates state’s accountability to citizens in the provision of water 

services. 

 

The study found out that the main interventions adopted to enhance accessibility to water 

services to the vulnerable consumers are three fold: First, the provision of bulk meters by the 

water companies.  This is especially used by KIWASCO in unplanned settlements whereby 

the landlord installs one bulk meter and either splits to individual tenants or includes water 

bill in the house rent.  This method has been adopted  in Partnership with AFD in Kisumu by 

extending water pipelines to unplanned settlements of Nyalenda and Manyatta.  The approach 

has increased water access to consumers among the unplanned settlements communities. 

 

Secondly, the water companies use water kiosks system whereby water taps are installed at 

specific water drawing points and rented out to individuals who in turn sell at a profit to 

individual consumers in specific quantities of measurement, usually 20 litres jerrican.  These 

are also the points where water vendors draw water from.  The method has been particularly 

beneficial to unplanned settlements. 
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Finally, the government through WSTF provides funds to community water projects to 

facilitate more accessibility to vulnerable groups of consumers through Water Service 

Boards.  Currently the WSB plays amorphous roles of being the water service provider, the 

regulator and supervisor of the WSPs on behalf of WSRB, and the asset owners.  Our study 

has revealed that the WSB does not perform any of the roles effectively.  The projects usually 

sell water to sustain operational costs.   

 

This role is however currently compromised by the long chain of having to go through WSBs 

which not only adds no value but delays the process of providing water to the disadvantaged.  

There is no evidence that the Community Service Organizations (CSOs) contracted to 

monitor the implementation and accountability aspects of the funds given to the CBOs, carry 

out their roles effectively.   

 

 

7.2 CONCLUSION  

 
The study is exploratory and investigated the impact of  public service delivery arrangements 

for water in Kenya.  The focus on the provision of water services is because it still faces 

several challenges despite major sectoral reforms.  Public private partnership arrangements 

was specifically identified for analysis as an alternative approach  to public service delivery 

whose beneficial outcomes is yet to be fully appreciated in Kenya and is part of water sector 

reforms package.  The study sought to establish especially the nature and scope of public 

private partnership forms; the organizational managerial strategies that have been adopted, 

and with what results.   
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In terms of human development, the study sought to establish the beneficial outcomes in 

regard to access to water, affordability, quality, and customer care (quality of service) based 

on evidence from  the experience in four public water companies and three community water 

projects under Lake Victoria South Water Board (LVSWB), Kenya.  We conducted 

household surveys interviewing 288 respondents, 23 key informants and held 8 Focus Group 

Discussions. 

 

The study has significantly added knowledge in the realm of public private partnership 

particularly with regard to public service delivery.  It has been established that public private 

partnership has enhanced the delivery of public services.  The improvement has been 

occasioned by the forms which the partnerships have taken and the management strategies 

which the institutions have employed.  The institutions that have adopted more private sector 

participation have performed better than those that have not.   Our conclusion therefore is that 

the more the public private sector partnership, the better the quality of public service delivery. 

 

In terms of theory, we have established that the Analytical Accountability Framework is not 

adequate contrary to initial expectations in discussing the public private partnerships.  This is 

due to the fact the accountability chain is broken at the consumer level to the extent that there 

is no direct linkage between the consumer and a regulatory authority which would lead to 

direct interventions.    The WSRB has no direct linkage with the consumer, neither does it 

relate directly with the local authorities which are the undertakers of the water service 

provision.  It only deals with the WSB, which has leased licence to the water service 

providers which are either companies of local authorities or community projects.  The 

governance theory in view of the limitations was therefore more useful in discussing the 

interactions involved.   
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Lake Victoria South Water Service Board (LVWSB) is still immersed in the traditional 

model of having to be approached by consumers for services which is their mandate to 

provide instead of taking services to the consumers.  For example, there is no evidence that 

WSB conducts monitoring and evaluation of the WSPs until and unless the same WSPs 

approaches the board for recommendation to get financial support from WSTF.  The Impact 

Reports have for the last three years been listing Boya and Nyasare as small water service 

providers that have not submitted their returns, yet they still continue with normal operations.  

Mogombet does not appear anywhere in the list of WSPs in the same report.  Moreover, the 

infrastructural and asset development is still based on enhancing the capacity of the existing 

lines which were meant to serve a particular group (urban elite) from colonial times.  There 

has been no effort to expand the network to the hinterland.  The water is tapped from the 

hinterland to serve the urban population.  There is a wrong assumption in this circumstance 

that the rural population does  not have entitlement to water as a human right. 
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7.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The study has made the following recommendations 

 

7.3.1 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
First, the study recommends the realignment of the national water regulatory agency (WSRB) 

to be in charge of both service provision and resources management at the national level. The 

Asset Ownership should be given to the respective County governments, which will in turn 

form a Water Service and Development Board (WSDB) composed of representatives from 

electoral areas from within the county to supervise water service development and provision.   

 

The communities should then be allowed to perfom water service provision function either 

alone or in partnership with the private sector.  The private operators should also be allowed to 

undertake water provision services but report to the WSDB. This will ensure reciprocal 

accountability at each stage and full involvement of the community/consumers in the 

governance of water service. The same board will also oversee the resource management.   

 

Secondly, the “Service Provider” role of the state should be shifted to that of a regulator of 

services and facilitator for strengthening the institutions responsible for planning, 

implementation and management of water resources. The water related services should be 

transferred to community and/or private sector with appropriate “Public Private Partnership” 

model.  This holds promise for  gradual removal of the large disparity between stipulations for 

disproportionate water supply to urban areas.  The aim should be  to bring equality in access 

and water provision between rural and urban people.  Each operator, community or private, 

should have infrastructure development as part of the lease agreement for water service 

provision. 
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Third, the Water Service Trust Fund (WSTF) should be enhanced to finance water operators, 

community or private, with viable proposals to provide water to the community without having 

to go through Water Service Boards.  The beneficiaries should be directly accountable to the 

WSTF for the funds and the WSDB/CA for provision of water.   

 

The WSTF should be co-opted members of each WSDB for the area they are funding and 

should also provide periodic report of the projects funded in each county.  This will ensure 

faster and accountable development of water infrastructure.  The funding mechanism of CPCs 

by WSTF should also therefore be changed from relying on the stated poverty index to 

equitable distribution in each county with a view to increasing water network coverage  

   

7.3.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR  FURTHER RESEARCH 

 

The study has found out that Public Private Partnerships is a more viable model for provision 

of water services.  However, it was not possible within the scope of this study to establish 

which aspects and type of PPP are more crucial and should be prioritised in provision of 

water.  A further research should be conducted to determine whether it is the form or 

managerial strategies that are more important in a Public private partnership model. 

 

Secondly, further research should be carried to establish the role of the consumer in effective 

implementation of  public private partnership. 

 

Finally, further research should be conducted to establish the gains and losers in public-

private partnership arrangement. 
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APPENDIX I:HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
I am Okeyo Obosi, a post graduate student of the University of Nairobi.   The following is a 
list of questions associated with service delivery in the Water sector.  I am requesting you to 
answer them as honestly as possible.  I will use the answers for research purposes only for my 
PhD thesis in Political science and Public Administration.   The responses will be handled 
confidentially, and names of the respondents not disclosed at all. 
 

BIO-DATA 

 
1. Name (Optional)  ---------------------------------------------- 

2. County of Residence  --------------------------------------------- 

3. District of Residence  ------------------------------------------------- 

4. Location  of Residence           ------------------------------------------------ 

5. Sub- Location of Residence ------------------------------------------------ 

6. Length of stay within this area  

1.   Less than 2 years  2.  3-5 years 4.  6-10 years 5.  Over 10 years 

7. Highest Level of Education  

1. Primary 2.Secondary 3.University 4.Others. Specify------------------------ 
8. Occupation   

1.  Salaried employee   2.  Businessperson    

3.  Peasant/farmer    4. Others (specify)------------------------ 

9. Gender  

1. Male    2.  Female 

10. a)   Name of current water service provider ______________________________ 

b)  Date registered                           _______________________ 

11. Is  this the same water service provider you had before 2004? 1. Yes  2. No. 

12. a. If  No, state the Water Service Provider(s) you changed from. ---------------------------.  

b. Give  reasons for change of Water Service Provider(s).   -------------------------------- 

ACCESSIBILITY/DISTANCE 

13. What connectivity do you have now? 

1. Own water meter  2.Shared meter (up to ten households) 3. Bulk Meter (over ten 

Households)   4. Community /Water Kiosk 5. Through a neighbour’s meter 

6. Others. Specify------ 

14. Do you have piped water inside your house? 1. Yes 2. No. 

15. If  No, how far (in metres) are you from the water access/connectivity point?  

1. 0-200  2.  201-399 3. 400-599 4.  600-799 5. 800-999  6. ≥1000 

16. Did you pay connectivity fee? 1. Yes      2. No 

17. To whom did you pay connectivity fee:__________________ 

18. Did you have piped water in your house before year 2004? 1. Yes 2. No. 

19. If  No, how far (in metres) were you from the water point before 2004? 

1. 0-5 m 2.  6-20m  3. 21-100m 4 101-999m 5. Over 1 km 
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WATER  QUALITY 

20. Have you ever had coloured water from your current household consumption connection? 

1. Yes 2. No  

21. How often in a month did you have coloured water from household consumption 

connection in 2004? 

1. Once 2. 2-4 times 3. 5-10 times 4.Severally  

22. Did you ever use coloured water from household consumption from your connection 

before year 2004? 1. Yes 2. No 

23. If Yes, how often in a month?  

1. Once 2. 2-4 times 3. 5-10 times 4.Severally 

24. Have you ever noticed any solid particles in your current water supply? 1. Yes 2. No 

25. If Yes, how often in a month have you noticed solid particles in your current water 

supply? 1. Once 2. 2-4 times 3. 5-10 times 4.Severally 

26. Did you ever notice solid particles from your water supply before 2004? 1. Yes 2. No 

27. If Yes, how often in a month did you ever notice solid particles in your water supply 

before 2004? 1. Once 2. 2-4 times 3. 5-10 times 4.Severally 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 

28. Do you currently experience interruption in your current water supply? 1. Yes 2. No. 

29. If Yes,   how often in a month does it occur? 

1. Once 2. Twice 3. Thrice 4.  ≥Four times 

30. Did  you ever experience water supply interruption before 2004? 1. Yes 2. No. 
31. Explain  the main causes of the interruption(s) of the water supply (dry taps/rationing)? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
32. How often in a month was your water supply interrupted for more than one hour for 

reasons other than non payment of bills after 2004? 

1. Never 2. 2-4 times 3.5-10 times 4.Severally 5. Rarely 

33. How often in a month was your water supply interrupted for reasons other than non 
payment of bills with your current water service provider before 2004? 

1. Never 2. 2-4 times 3.5-10 times 4.Severally 5. Rarely 
34. How soon are reported interruptions addressed and water supply restored? 

1. Within a day 2.Within 2 days 3.3-7days 4.8-30 days 5.Over  30 days 

35. How soon are unreported interruptions of water supply addressed? 
1. Within a day 2.Within two days 3.3-7days 4.8-30 days 5.Over  30 days 

36. How long did it take to restore water supply after reported interruptions before 2004? 
1. Within a day 2.Within two days 3.3-7days 4.8-30 days 5.Over 30 days 

37. How long did it take to restore water supply for unreported interruptions before 2004? 
1. Within a day 2.Within two days 3.3-7days 4.8-30 days 5.Over 30 days 

38. Where do you report your dissatisfaction with current water supply service if any? 
1. A nearby customer care centre/office 2.  A dedicated help telephone line  
3.   A dedicated e-mail 4.  Nowhere 5. Others.  Specify________________ 

39. Where were you reporting your dissatisfaction with water service before 2004? 
1. A nearby customer care centre/office 2.  A dedicated help telephone line  

3.   A dedicated e-mail 4.  Nowhere 5. Others.  Specify________________ 
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 AFFORDABILITY 

 
40. How much is your household monthly water bill now in Kshs? 

1. 0-200  2.  201-399 3. 400-599 4.  600-799 5. 800-999  6. ≥1000 
41. a) How much was your household monthly water bill before 2004 in Kshs? 

1. 0-200  2.  201-399 3. 400-599 4.  600-799 5. 800-999  6. ≥1000 
b) Did your clear it?_____________________ 

42. What mode of payment do you use to settle water bill? 
1.WSP offices  2.  Via mobile phone i.e. MPesa, Zap 3.  via Bank Transfer 4.  WSP 
Agents 5. Cash 6. Cheque  7. Included in rent 8. Others.  Specify________________ 

43. How were you paying your water bill before 2004? 
1. WSP offices  2.  Via mobile phone i.e. MPesa, Zap 3.  via Bank Transfer 4.  WSP 
Agents 5. Cash 6. Cheque  7. Included in rent 8. Others.  Specify________________ 

44. Monthly income in Kshs now? 
1. 0       - 10,000  2. 10,001-20,000  3. 20,001-30000 
4. 30,001-40,000  5. 40,0001- 50000. 6.  Over 50,000. 

45. Monthly income  in Kshs in 2004  
1. 0       - 10,000  2. 10,001-20,000  3. 20,001-30000 
 4. 30,001-40,000  5. 40,0001- 50000. 6.  Over 50,000. 

 

ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLIERS 

 
46. How do you get water when there is no supply from -----------(insert name of local WSP)? 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

47. Have you ever purchased water from water vendors? 1. Yes 2. No 
 

48. If Yes, Please Explain?---------------------------- 
  

49. What is the main challenge in the current water supply system? 

_______________________________________________________ 

50. What was the main challenge in the water supply system before 2004? 
__________________________________________________________ 

51. What possible solution could you suggest for the improvement of water provision 
service? 

_________________________________________________________________ 
 

52. In your opinion, is the water service provision better currently than it was before 2004? 1. 
Yes 2. No 

Please explain_______________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX II: INTERVIEW SCHEDULES FOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS 

 
I am Okeyo Obosi, a post graduate student of the University of Nairobi.   The following is a 
list of questions associated with service delivery in the Water sector.  I am requesting you to 
answer them as honestly as possible.  I will use the answers for research purposes only for my 
PhD thesis in Political science and Public Administration.   The responses will be handled 
confidentially, and names of the respondents not disclosed at all. 

BIO-DATA 

 
1. GROUP     ------------------------------ 

2. DISTRICT     ---------------------------- 

3. COUNTY    ------------------------------ 

4. LOCATION    ------------------------------- 

5. SUB-LOCATION   ------------------------------ 

6. WATER SERVICE PROVIDER ------------------------------- 

ACCESSIBILITY/DISTANCE 

7. Who are the water service provision customers? 

8. What are the causes of water rationing or dry taps? 

9. Methods of water treatment? Boiling/chlorination/ Direct from tap? 

10. Methods for water payments? 

11. What alternative sources of water service provision are there in place currently? 

12. What alternative sources of water service provision were there in place before 2004? 

GOVERNANCE 

13. Describe the organization of water service provision. 

14. Is there public private partnerships in the water service provision? 

15. In what ways has Public- Private Partnership manifested itself in the water service 

provision sector? 

i. The role of the government in the water service provision? 

ii. The role of the private actor? 

iii. The beneficiaries in the existing arrangement? 

iv. The losers in the existing arrangement? 

16. Are there differences between water service provision since 2004 and what was there 

under local authorities? What are the improvements? (Ref. Cost/affordability, distance, 

quality 
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17. How is each of the following agencies involved in water provision in this area? 

i. Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) 

ii. Water Service Regulation Board (WSRB) 

iii. Water Service Board (WSB) 

iv. Water Service Providers (WSPs) 

v. Catchment Areas Advisory Committee (CAAC) 

vi. Water Resources Users Association (WRUA ) 

vii. Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF) 

viii. Local Authority 

ix. Identified Bilateral Donors i.e. DANIDA, USAID as the case may be in the area 

x. Identified NGOs  including churches in the area  

xi. Local Community (Identified CBOs) 

18. Explain how the citizenry and yourself have perceived the role of the state in water 

service provision. 

19. Compare the citizens’ perception of water service provision with other service sectors? 

Explain 

20. How important is the managerial capacity of the WSPs in provision of water? 

21. How do the poor/vulnerable access water? 

22. What major complaints about water service provision do you hear? 

23. Describe the customer complaints’ handling mechanism. 

24. Who is designated to deal with these complaints? 

25. Identify major challenges in water service provision? 

26. Suggest ways for improvement of water service provision? 
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APPENDIX III: INTERVIEW SCHEDULES FOR KEY INFORMANTS 

I am Okeyo Obosi, a post graduate student of the University of Nairobi.   The following is a 
list of questions associated with service delivery in the Water sector.  I am requesting you to 
answer them as honestly as possible.  I will use the answers for research purposes only for my 
PhD thesis in Political science and Public Administration.   The responses will be handled 
confidentially, and names of the respondents not disclosed at all. 
 
1. NAME     ----------------------------------- 

2. POSITION     ----------------------------------- 

3. COUNTY    ------------------------------------- 

4. DISTRICT    -------------------------------------- 

5. LOCATION           -------------------------------------- 

6. SUB-LOCATION    ------------------------------------- 

7. PROFESSION/OCCUPATION ------------------------------------- 

8. Please describe the organization for water service provision. 

i. History(origin) 

ii. Organizational Structure 

iii. Present activities 

9. In what ways has Public- Private Partnership manifested itself in the water service 

provision sector? 

i. The role of the government in the water service provision? 

ii. The role of the private actor? 

iii. The beneficiaries in the existing arrangement? 

iv. The losers in the existing arrangement? 

10. How is each of the following agencies involved in water provision in this area? 

i. Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) 

ii. Water Service Regulation Board (WSRB) 

iii. Water Service Board (WSB) 

iv. Water Service Providers (WSPs) 

v. Catchment Areas Advisory Committee (CAAC) 

vi. Water Resources Users Association (WRUA) 

vii. Water Services Trust Fund (WSTF) 

viii. Local Authority 

ix. Identified Bilateral Donors i.e. DANIDA, USAID as the case may be in the area 

x. Identified NGOs  including churches in the area  

xi. Local Community (Identified CBOs) 
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11. What are the causes of water rationing or dry taps? 

12. Methods of water treatment? Boiling/chlorination/ Direct from tap? 

13. Methods of payment for water? 

14. Do the poor/vulnerable get access to affordable water? 

 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 

15. What are the major complaints in water service provision? 

i. Customer complaints gathering 

ii. Customer complaints’ feedback mechanism 

iii. Complaints handling mechanisms 

16. Who is designated to deal with these complaints? 

17. In your opinion, how has the citizenry perceived the role of the state water service 

provision? 

18. Has the citizens’ perception in water service provision a reflection of other service 

sectors? 

19. Is water service provision since 2004 better than when it was under local authorities? 

20. What are the salient beneficial changes since 2004?(Ref. Quality, affordability, 

accessibility) 

21. How has the managerial capacity of individual WSPs been influencing their 

performances? 

ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLIERS 

22. What alternative sources of water service provision are there in place currently? 

23. What alternative sources of water service provision were there in place before 2004? 

24. Identify major challenges in water service provision? 

25. Suggest ways for improvement of water service provision? 

 








