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FOREWORD

Iregard the implementation of devolved
governance 3s a vital component of the
principle of subsidiarity in service delivery.
However, in some areas, this framework
continues to pose challenges with regard to
ensuring effective and efficient service
provision. The essence of devolution is to bring
services closer to people in terms of both actual
service responsibility and  accountability.
However, this does not necessarily mean a
change in water management principles of
equity, efficiency, and sustainability. Yet still,
when we look back, significant achievements
have been made through water sector reforms
guided by good global practice.

However, as we reflect on the progress and
challenges of the water sector in our latest
Impact 17 Report, it is evident that while
significant strides have been made, critical
issues such as Non-Revenue Water (NRW)
remain a persistent concern. Despite concerted
efforts, NRW levels have continued to decline,
underscoring the need for more innovative and
aggressive interventions to curb losses and
enhance efficiency. Addressing NRW is an
operational priority and an economic and
environmental imperative.

Upcoming innovations are beginning to
transform operations. Yet, these gains will
remain incomplete if we do not resolve the NRW
issue. This report is both a reflection of where
we stand and a roadmap for the work ahead.

Regulatory Compliance for
Equitable Access to Water
and Sanitation

Reducing NRW requires technology, regulatory
enforcement and compliance, and community
participation.

Regulatory compliance is the key to achieving truly
equitable service delivery across all communities.
We must confront the sobering reality that, despite
significant advancements in regulatory frameworks
and infrastructure development, persistent gaps in
compliance continue to hinder universal access. This
results in an inequitable distribution of services and
compromised quality, and ultimately, our most
vulnerable  populations are let down by
non-compliant WSPs. However, these challenges
also present remarkable opportunities. The evidence
unequivocally demonstrates that WSPs that achieve
full compliance exceed benchmarks, resulting in:

« Increased consumer satisfaction ratings.
« Enhanced financial viability.
« Greater resilience to climate shocks.

This report diagnoses issues and outlines the
compliance  pathway necessary to achieve
Sustainable Development Goal 6 (SDG 6). We
possess the solutions, but implementing them will
require unprecedented levels of cooperation,
creativity, and, most importantly, a steadfast
commitment to adhering to the regulations. | would
like to congratulate WSPs who have improved their
performance through unrelenting commitment,
sheer will, and focus.

As we analyse these findings, let's commit to
transforming "equitable access" from a mere
catchphrase into a measurable reality for all Kenyans.

Job Chirchir,
Chairman
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PREFACE

ustainable development and human dignity
S continue to be based on access to safe,

reasonably priced, and dependable water and
sanitation services. As we present the 17th edition of
the IMPACT Report, we consider the vital role that
regulation plays in promoting accountability,
transparency, and equity throughout Kenya's water
sector.

Established by the Water Act of 2016, WASREB has
continued promoting a regulatory framework that
guarantees sustainable service delivery and fair
access. This year's theme, "Regulatory Compliance
for Equitable Access to Water and Sanitation,"
emphasizes our commitment to closing service
delivery gaps to Kenyans through water service
providers' (WSPs') adherence to regulations,
performance, and standards. The launch of the
report is timely, aligning with the enactment of the
Water Services Regulations 2025, which are intended
to operationalize and advance the objectives of the
Water Act 2016.

This report provides an impartial assessment of
sector performance across licensed Water Service
Providers (WSPs) and counties, highlighting key
insights into their levels of compliance. Most
importantly, it reinforces our regulatory philosophy:
that compliance serves as a pathway to enhanced
efficiency, strengthened consumer confidence, and
inclusive development — not as a tool for punitive
action.

®

Crucially, the regulatory environment must
ensure that non-compliance is not a viable
option—through  consistent enforcement,
appropriate  sanctions, and strengthened
institutional accountability.

WASREB  has  prioritized  collaborative
regulation in accordance with national and

international commitments, such as the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
I'(4

Compliance is a means to

increase efficiency, better

consumer confidence, and
inclusive development rather
than a means of punishment.

V4

We are still collaborating closely with County
Governments, WSPs, consumers, and
development  partners to  enhance
governance, enhance investment planning,
and open up new financing options. We hope
these collaborations will spur quantifiable
improvements in service resilience, quality,
and coverage.

Since we can only attain universal and
equitable access to water and sanitation for all
Kenyans through shared responsibility, |
implore all stakeholders in the sector to
continue to be resolute in their commitment
to regulatory compliance as we proceed.
Congratulations to all WSPs that have
improved their performance.

Richard Cheruiyot
Ag. Chief Executive Officer
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‘Leaving no one behind’ is the central promise of the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development. A society can only achieve high rates of public
health, gender equity, educational attainment, and economic productivity
when all its members enjoy their rights to water and sanitation. Respect for
human rights must be integrated into development plans for all sectors, at all
levels.” - UN Water.

1.1 Global Outlook on the attainment of SDGs

1.1.1 Global Outlook on SDG 6 Achievement — 2024 Mid-Term Review
Global Outlook on SDG 6 Achievement - 2024 Mid-Term Review

As of 2024, global progress
toward achieving Sustainable
Development Goal 6—clean
water and sanitation for all—is
mixed. While notable
improvements have been made
in some areas, others remain
significantly off track. Access
to basic drinking water has
improved globally, reaching
91% of the population by
2022. However, only 73% had
access to safely managed
services, highlighting ongoing

inequalities, particularly in
rural areas and least
developed countries, where

over 2 billion people still lack
safe drinking water.

Sanitation  services  show
slower progress. As of 2022,
only 57% of the global
population used safely
managed sanitation, leaving
around 3.5 billion people
without it.

This data is derived from the 2024
Mid-term Status Report on SDG 6,
presented at the 10th Meeting of the
Parties to the Water Convention in
Slovenia on 23 October 2024. The
report was compiled by the Integrated
Monitoring Initiative for SDG 6 under
UN-Water, a key organization
responsible for global monitoring of
water-related targets.

Summary of the SDG 6 report

* 91% of the global population has access to basic drinking
water, but only 73% to safely managed services.

* 57% of the global population uses safely managed sanitation
services.

» 75% have access to basic handwashing facilities.

- 58% of wastewater is safely treated.

» Around 60% of monitored water bodies meet national water
quality standards.

+ The global water use efficiency is USD 19/m3.

» Water stress levels remain stable globally but are high in 18
countries.

- The global average score for Integrated Water Resources
Management is 54/100.

- Wetlands and water ecosystems continue to shrink.

- International financing for water and sanitation has declined
since 2018.

CHALLENGES

» Over 2 billion people still lack safe drinking water.

« About 3.5 billion lack safely managed sanitation, and 1.4
billion lack basic hygiene.

» Rural areas and least developed countries lag far behind in
services.

+ Wastewater treatment capacity and infrastructure remain
inadequate, especially in low-income regions.

« Many countries lack robust data collection and reporting
systems.

« Agriculture remains inefficient in water use.

* Rising climate pressures and urbanization are increasing water
stress.

« Transboundary water cooperation is limited, especially in
Africa and Asia.

- Water-related ecosystems are degrading due to pollution,
overuse, and lack of restoration funding.

« Financial assistance for water and sanitation is declining.
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Hygiene services have improved, with 75%
of the global population having access to
basic handwashing facilities, though wide
regional disparities remain, especially in
sub-Saharan Africa.

In terms of wastewater treatment, only
58% of domestic and industrial wastewater
was safely treated by 2022. Urban areas
perform better than rural regions, but
overall progress is constrained by limited
infrastructure  and data  availability,
particularly in low-income countries.

Monitoring of ambient water quality has
increased, with around 60% of monitored
water bodies meeting national quality
standards. However, many countries still
lack robust systems for data collection and
reporting, obscuring a complete picture of
global water quality.

Water use efficiency continues to improve
slowly. As of 2020, the global average was
USD 19 per cubic meter, though efficiency
remains low in agriculture—the largest
water-consuming sector—particularly in
low- and middle-income countries where
technology and investment gaps persist.

Water stress remains a growing concern.
Globally, water stress levels have remained
relatively stable, but 18 countries already
experience extremely high levels of water
withdrawal. Rising demand and climate
change are expected to increase stress
further in the coming years.

The implementation of Integrated Water
Resources Management is progressing
moderately. In 2020, the global average
score was 54 out of 100, with many
countries having adopted policies, but
lacking the institutional coordination and
financing needed for effective execution.

Transboundary water cooperation
remains limited. Out of 153 countries
sharing transboundary waters, only 32 had
operational arrangements in all shared
basins by 2022. This presents a major
challenge, particularly in regions like
Africa and Asia where shared water
resources are vital.

CALL TO ACTION

. O

Accelerate progress
toward safely
managed water,
sanitation, and
hygiene for all.

Address inequalities
in service access,
especially in rural
and low-income
settings.

infrastructure, data

0. ©

Implement the
Water Action
Agenda launched at
the 2023 UN Water
Conference,
focusing on:

Strengthen

systems, and
monitoring
capacity.

* Public-private
partnerships

+ Blended financing

» Improved water data
and governance
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Water-related ecosystems are in decline.
Wetlands and other water-dependent
ecosystems are shrinking due to land use
change, pollution, and overextraction.
Although satellite technology has improved
tracking, ecosystem restoration efforts
remain limited and underfunded.

Support for implementation is weakening.
International financial assistance for water
and sanitation has declined since 2018.
However, community participation in water
governance has improved in many
countries, driven by stronger institutional
frameworks.

Overall, the pace of progress is
insufficient. The UN-WHO/UNICEF Joint
Monitoring Programme projects that if

1.1.2 Kenya’s Progress on SDG 6

Kenya's progress toward achieving SDG 6
reflects a mixed picture of gains and
challenges. Kenya performs relatively well
in some areas, particularly in community
participation and water quality monitoring
compared to global averages. However, it
falls behind in sanitation and wastewater
management.

By 2022, approximately 59% of Kenyans
had access to safely managed drinking
water services, a significant improvement

current trends continue, 2 billion people
will still lack access to safely managed
drinking water by 2030, 3 billion will be
without safely managed sanitation, and 1.4
billion will lack basic hygiene. Climate
change, urbanization, pollution, and
financial constraints continue to place
significant pressure on water systems.

The 2023 UN Water Conference launched
the Water Action Agenda to address these
challenges, focusing on public-private
partnerships, blended financing, and
improved water data. While some progress
is evident, achieving SDG 6 by 2030 will
require faster, targeted, and inclusive
action across all indicators.

over the past decade but below the global
average of 73%. Urban areas have seen an
expanded infrastructure, though rural
communities still face access gaps.

Kenya's sanitation performance is notably
lagging. Only 29% of the population used
safely managed sanitation services in

2022, well below the global average of
57%. Open defecation and the use of
unimproved latrines remain common in
many rural and peri-urban areas.
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Similarly, only 59% of households had
access to basic handwashing facilities,
compared to 75% globally.

Wastewater treatment is one of Kenya’s
most pressing challenges. As of 2023, only
15% of domestic wastewater was safely
treated, far below the global average of
58%. Inadequate treatment infrastructure
contributes to environmental degradation
and public health risks.

Water quality, on the other hand, shows
relatively strong results. Around 56% of
Kenya's monitored water bodies met
national quality standards, aligning with
the global average. This indicates that
many natural water sources remain in
acceptable condition despite limited
treatment capacity.

Kenya also faces high water stress. About
54% of available freshwater resources are
withdrawn annually—more than double the
global average of 25%. This pressure is
driven by population growth, climate
variability, and inefficient agricultural
practices.

Kenya scored 55 out of 100 on water
governance in implementing Integrated
Water Resources Management. While this

score is close to the global average, it
points to ongoing coordination, funding,
and enforcement gaps. However, Kenya
excels in community participation, with all
six water and sanitation sub-sectors
reporting active local involvement, a key
factor for sustainable service delivery.

Transboundary water cooperation shows
moderate progress. Kenya has operational
arrangements covering 54% of its
transboundary basins. While this is above
the global average, more robust regional
agreements are needed, particularly in
basins such as the Nile, where upstream
and downstream coordination is essential.

Kenya's progress toward SDG 6 highlights
both achievements and critical challenges.
While strides in water access, quality
monitoring, and community engagement
are encouraging, significant investments
and policy reforms are required to address
weaknesses in sanitation, wastewater
treatment, and water resource
sustainability. Aligning national action
with global priorities will be vital to
achieving universal water and sanitation
access by 2030.
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1.2 Changes in the Kenyan Legal & Regulatory Landscape

1.2.1 Public-Private Partnerships under the Water (Amendment) Act, 2024

The Water (Amendment) Act of 2024 introduced pivotal reforms to support Public-Private
Partnerships (PPPs) in the water sector to finance and improve water and sanitation infrastructure

across Kenya.

« Public Entities at the National and County levels have been empowered to enter into
PPP Agreements.

« Expanded the definition of Bulk Water Service Providers (BWSPs) to include
licensed water service providers, contracting authorities, and other entities supplying
bulk water under WASREB's oversight.

« The National Water Harvesting & Storage Authority (NWHSA) is empowered to enter
PPPs directly with private parties, or water works development agencies for water
service provision, in consultation with WASREB.

« The nine Water Works Development Agencies (WWDAs) have expanded authority
to operate bulk waterworks and form partnerships with investors and water services
providers. They continue temporarily operating waterworks until responsibility is

transferred to local governments or water
services providers. Transfers exclude national
public waterworks, which cannot be handed to
county governments.

+ To ensure value for money in projects, the
amendment has provisions for Contracting
authorities to complete projects if a private
partner fails to deliver.

The amendment defines the constitution, qualifications,
terms and remuneration for Water Tribunal members to
ensure effective oversight.

WASREB, the Regulatory Board, will have expanded powers
to oversee and regulate bulk water services and water works
development agencies.

The Cabinet Secretary for Water, Sanitation, and Irrigation
was also tasked with creating guidelines for bulk water supply
license applications and enhancing regulatory clarity.

D 0O

The Regulatory Board will have expanded powers
to oversee and regulate bulk water services and
water works development agencies.

Issuing licenses to bulk water
service providers (BWSPs)
specifying the allocated service
areas in the license)

Evaluate, recommend, and
approve bulk water tariffs for
domestic, commercial and
irrigation use, ensuring consumer
protection

Co-ordinate the consultation
and approval of bulk water
purchase agreements comply with
the Public-Private Partnerships Act

Ensuring that public
participation is conducted when
entering into agreements related
to water works, especially those
involving investors.
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1.2.2 Water Services Regulations 2025

The Water (Services) Regulations were revised to align with the Water (Amendment) Act 2024,
introducing key reforms to enhance governance, accountability, and service delivery in
Kenya's water sector.

Key Highlights include: -

+ Governance and Management Qualifications:

« Regulation 11(2) sets minimum qualifications for county water service provider
board members to be a degree.

* Regulation 12(3) reinforces the competence criteria for executive staff,
including

+ A competence matrix for executive staff appointments is annexed to the regulations.

¢ Counties are no longer required to gazette their water services strategies
post-approval, allowing for greater administrative flexibility.

+ The regulations clarify that PPPs in the water sector are governed by the Public Private
Partnerships Act, 2021, amongst other laws.

+ The mandatory requirement for counties to establish a Dedicated Fund for underserved
areas has been removed, permitting alternative funding strategies.

¢ Regulation 22(1) provides enhanced guidance on the public consultation process of
WSPs, promoting transparency and inclusivity.

¢ Water Service Providers (WSPs) and the Regulatory Board are no longer required to
engage specifically with Water Action Groups (WAGs) under Regulation 91(a), allowing
for more flexible consumer engagement approaches.

The 2025 regulations link penalties for contravention of the rules to Section 147 of the Water
Act, 2016, which stipulates that offenses not otherwise specified are punishable by a fine not
exceeding one million shillings, imprisonment for up to two years, or both.

These revisions aim to professionalize the sector, enhance flexibility, and ensure strategic
alignment in water service delivery while reinforcing enforcement and performance
standards.
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1.2.3 Intergovernmental Co-ordination Framework 2024

On December 16, 2024, a significant advancement in devolution was achieved by completing the
delineation of functions between the national and county governments.

JOURNEY OF TRANSFER OF DEVOLVED
FUNCTIONS
(2010-2024)

A

REPUBLIC DF KENYA

®© 6 ©

2012

2013

Initial Transfer Under
the Transition
Authority (TA)

2016

Intergovernmental
Relations Technical
Committee (IGRTC)

2023

Presidential Directive
to Provide a Status
Report

2024

Transfer of Remaining
Devolved Functions

Framework for Transition
to Devolved Government in
Kenya

The Transition to Devolved

The term of the
Government Act, 2012,

The largest transfer of IGRTC publishes a status During the 11*National

creates an independent

functions from the National

Transition Authority

report indicating that

and County Government

to the County Government (TA) expires & the residual inistri oot .
Transition Authority to ¢ y ° (TA) expi - affectgd m|n|str|'es were Coordination Summit,
L was carried out in August functions still performing the President confrms
oversee the transition L
R 2013 by the Transition taken over by the elements of |GRTC has finalized the
«The intergovernmental hori . | . N ! X
Relations Act, 2012 Authority (TA) Intlergovernn:]entaI functions that had been unbundling, delineation,
i ' i Relations Technica unbundled and and transfer of functions
establishes the National and Committee (IGRTC) dentified as exclusive to

County Government

inati with effect from March 2016 county
Coordinating
Summit and governments
the Council county
Governors

This process, guided by a Presidential Directive and facilitated by the Intergovernmental Relations
Technical Committee (IGRTC) under the Intergovernmental Relations Act (2012), emphasized; Mutual
consultation and cooperation in resource transfer to support function implementation; Adherence to
national values of inclusivity, accountability, and sustainable development; County governments' role
in facilitating community participation and building administrative capacity at the local level; Division
of Responsibilities; The framework outlines specific functions for each level of government.

<
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Roles of the National Government and County Governments with regard to
Water and Sanitation Services

NATIONAL GOVERNMENT

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

Develope national policies, legislation, standards, norms
& guidelines

Formulate county specific policies & legislation aligned
with national standards

License & regulate water services

Prg;ide water & sanitation services, including establishing
s

Pl?n & develop national public water & sanitation
infrastructure

Develop county level water & sanitation infrastructure

Construct dams & oversee water storage initiatives

Undertake county-specific water harvesting projects
Monitor

Monitor & evaluate national public works & critical
infrastructure

Monitor WSP performance to ensure it is in line with
national guidelines.

Implement national & basin level water & sewerage

Develop County Water Policies & Strategies

master plans

Manage asset inventory & valuation for national public
works

Implement county public works & manage related assets

Develop pro-poor interventions & guidelines on water

vending Execute pro-poor interventions & water vending strategies

Provide capacity buidling & support to count
governments . = i .

1.2.4 Citizen Engagement Standards

WASREB released the Citizen Engagement Standards to establish citizen engagement standards for
water utilities in Kenya. The guideline focuses on establishing consumer engagement standards,
performance indicators for quantifying and ranking consumer engagement across the water and
sanitation service chain, and a tool to assess utilities' performance based on these indicators.

The standards developed include a consumer engagement policy with a roadmap for grievance
management, showcasing multiple channels for reporting grievances, such as USSD, SMS, websites,
office visits, telephones, toll-free lines, and customer care desks.

Additionally, the guidelines provide a framework for handling complaints, a grievances service charter
with fixed timelines for action, and a consumer sensitization plan at the utility level. The standards also
include robust indicators of consumer engagement.

Furthermore, the guidelines incorporate best practices on how Customer Relationship Officers (CROs)
at Water Service Providers (WSPs) can engage citizens, integrate the recommendations of the Water
Regulations into the citizen engagement ecosystem, and recommend a framework for handling
whistleblowers.



A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 Y —

1.3. Overview of the Regulator's Actions and Initiatives

1.3.1.Strengthening Sector Reforms and Financing

The National Water and Sanitation Investment Program (NAWASIP) is Kenya's roadmap toward
achieving universal access to water and sanitation by 2030. It envisions a sector led by commercially
viable Water Service Providers (WSPs) that deliver reliable services and finance their operations
sustainably.

A key pillar of this vision is the expectation that WSPs will service their debts to Water Works
Development Agencies (WWDAs) using revenue from approved tariffs. However, widespread
non-repayment by WSPs has left WWDAs unable to meet their obligations to the Government of
Kenya. This has contributed to an estimated sector debt of KSh 225.7 billion, posing a significant threat
to NAWASIP's goals.

The Ministry of Water, Sanitation, and Irrigation (MoWSI) is advancing the Debt Restructuring
Taskforce's recommendations to address this in collaboration with county governments and the
National Treasury. To support NAWASIP's objectives and improve sector viability, WASREB leads
several key initiatives:

* Assisting counties and WSPs in implementing cost-reflective tariffs and targeted subsidies
- unlocking new revenue while ensuring equity.

« Through oversight and enforcement of governance standards, WASREB strengthens WSPs'
institutional frameworks, enabling them to function as semi-autonomous entities.

« WASREB tracks WSPs' creditworthiness by monitoring and enforcing compliance with
non-revenue water standards, cost coverage, and labour efficiency. This supports WSPs in
improving their financial health, which is critical for accessing commercial finance.

CLSG II: Supporting Recovery and Resilience

The Conditional Liquidity Support Grant Phase Il (CLSG II) is a targeted financing initiative aimed at
strengthening the Operational Cost Coverage Ratio (OCCR) of 34  (WSPs). Through the
implementation of structured Financial Recovery Plans (FRPs), the program focuses on addressing
key inefficiencies in billing, revenue collection, and metering, while also expanding access through
pipeline extensions.

With a total funding allocation of Khs 2.983 billion, CLSG Il supports WSPs in enhancing their overall
financial performance. Progress is monitored through regular reporting on revenues and costs.
Between FY 2022/23 and FY 2023/24, the average OCCR among the 34 supported utilities improved
from 96% to 99%. As WSPs complete the implementation of planned interventions, further
improvements are expected in the next reporting period.
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K-WASH: Enhancing water and sanitation services in Kenya

The PforR Program is structured around five interrelated Result Areas that align with the NAWASIP and
are designed to enhance water and sanitation service delivery across Kenya. The program includes 11
Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs) tied to measurable outcomes. Under this framework, 19
counties and 33 water utilities receive funding based on verified achievement of specific results
throughout the program period. The Result Areas are outlined below:

L RA 1 - Rural Water Access (US$71.8M):

Supports 19 Counties in adopting long-term water strategies and policies, followed by funding for
new and upgraded rural water systems in 17 non-refugee hosting counties. Focus is on
sustainability, quality standards, multiple water uses (WASH+), and climate resilience.

RA 2 - Rural Sanitation & Hygiene (US$69.4M):

Expands access to improved sanitation and hygiene facilities in households, schools, and health
centres using community-led approaches. Includes menstrual hygiene-friendly WASH
infrastructure.

. RA 3 - WSP Financial Performance (US$43.8M):

This Result Area promotes regulatory compliance, operational efficiency, and financial sustainability

of County-owned Water Service Providers (WSPs). It includes blended financing to support

commercially viable projects that enhance cost recovery.

It focuses on three Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs):
* DLI 6: Ensures WSPs meet legal and regulatory requirements, such as having valid licenses,
tariffs, performance contracts with counties, strong board governance, and implementing
approved Performance Improvement Action Plans (PIAPs).Ilt focuses on three
Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs):

* DLI 7: Rewards improvements in financial performance through achieving Operating Cost
Coverage Ratio (OCCR) targets.

* DLI 8: Encourages WSPs to prepare bankable projects and seek financing from commercial
banks.
Eligible WSPs can access up to US$1 million under this Result Area upon meeting compliance and
OCCR performance targets during the program period.
. RA 4 - Sector Reform & M&E (US$5M):
Strengthens policy, coordination, and monitoring frameworks at national and County levels to
enhance accountability, investment, and performance reporting in line with SDGs.
Iv. RA 5 - WASH for Refugees & Hosts (US$40M):
Promotes integrated WASH services in refugee-hosting areas, supporting the transition to
County-led management and adoption of joint refugee-host water utility models.

o
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1.3.2. Capacity Building for Counties and WSP

In line with the Fourth Schedule of the Constitution, which assigns the national government the
responsibility for capacity building and technical assistance to counties, WASREB has demonstrated
its commitment to strengthening governance in the water sector.

Recognizing that sound governance is the cornerstone of effective service delivery, the regulator
organized capacity-building workshops targeting WSPs across various WWDA regions. These
sessions prioritized governance alongside other key areas such as tariffs, licensing, and extending
services to rural and underserved areas.

The focus on governance aimed to empower the top management teams of WSPs and WWDAs with
the tools and knowledge necessary to enhance transparency, accountability, and strategic
decision-making. This focus ensures that water service delivery aligns with best practices and meets
the needs of the communities it serves.

Continuous capacity building remains vital - not only to address challenges posed by frequent
management turnover but also to provide updated knowledge and collect feedback from WSPs. This
collaborative approach strengthens governance frameworks and contributes to effective regulatory
practices across the sector.
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1.3.3. WASREB's Monitoring and Enforcement Framework

I. Monitoring and Inspection

WASREB regularly oversees WSPs through self-reporting, scheduled and unscheduled
surveillance, and targeted risk-based inspections. These inspections—lasting between 2
and 5 days—are undertaken by both internal staff and external part-time inspectors to
assess compliance with regulatory standards and identify service gaps. In the 2023-2024
period, WASREB conducted 37 risk-based inspections. These inspections enforce
regulatory compliance while upholding principles of professionalism, accountability, and
consumer protection.

Il. Wasreb Integrated Management Information System (WIMIS)

WIMIS is WASREB'’s digital platform also used to conduct inspections, collect and
validate data, and monitor compliance by Water Service Providers. It streamlines
regulatory processes, reduces operational costs, and integrates tasks across
departments, making inspections and follow-up actions more efficient, coordinated,
and Data driven. In addition to enhancing the monitoring and inspection functions.
WIMIS also provides addresses the growing need for technological
advancement in managing Kenya’s water services. It has an array of workspaces tailored
to streamline various functions. These include licensing of WSPs, tariff application,
human resource management, QMS and internal audits, strategic planning,
procurement and disposal, and finances among others.
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Each component is designed to bring about a transformative change in how WASREB and
its stakeholders manage data, oversee operations, and maintain regulatory compliance.
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Ill. WARIS - Water Regulation Information System

WARIS is a centralized platform that supports performance monitoring and compliance
tracking across the water sector. It integrates data from WSPs, Water Works Development
Agencies (WWDAs), and County Governments, enabling comparative analysis and
informed decision-making. WARIS enhances transparency and supports strategic planning
by consolidating sector data on service delivery, infrastructure investments, and

institutional performance.
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IV. IMPACT - WASREB'’s Annual Sector Performance Report

IMPACT is WASREB’s annual publication that compiles and analyses sector-wide
performance data submitted by all licensed WSPs. The report offers a comparative
benchmarking tool, highlighting progress, compliance levels, and service delivery trends.
Unlike inspections, which are investigative and enforcement-focused, IMPACT relies
exclusively on self-reported and validated data submitted through WARIS. The publication
promotes transparency and guides sector stakeholders in planning and investment
decisions, including policymakers, counties, and development partners.

V. Enforcement and Compliance

WASREB applies a risk-based enforcement approach proportionate to the level of
non-compliance. The spectrum of enforcement actions includes advisory notices,
warnings, financial penalties, and formal sanctions. WASREB prioritizes corrective
engagement and incentivizes good practices. Its enforcement process is grounded in
proportionality, fairness, transparency, accountability, and consistency. Water Service
Providers have recourse through internal reviews or appeals to the Water Tribunal,
ensuring due process in all enforcement actions.

Licensee Defaults
on License
Condition(s)

@w&;»fl..ﬁa @Wﬁ%ﬂ.ﬁ?
Source of information: * |ssued by WASREB to * DefaulterLicensee submits * Revocation of licence
* Inspection report Defaulter Licensee Cure Plan to WASREB * Publishing in media
* Whistle blower report * Requiresthe Licenseeto Content of Cure plan: * Penalty
* Customer report remedy the default * Reasons for default * Removal of Board of

* Officer responsible Directors & Top

* Measures taken against Management

officer * Criminal Charges/

1.3.3. WASREB's Monitoring and Enforcement Framework

WASREB engages the public through various consultation mechanisms, ensuring transparency and
accountability in its regulatory decisions. These engagements include open consultations, stakeholder
forums, and the use of online platforms such as WIMIS, social media, and other feedback channels. By
leveraging these tools, WASREB fosters continuous dialogue with the public, making it easier for

community members to share their insights and for the board to respond effectively.

é
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While regulatory independence is essential, it should not be mistaken for isolation. WASREB remains
accessible, flexible, and proactive, encouraging petitions and enabling public commentary on
proposed actions such as licensing and tariffs. By convening meetings at convenient locations,
WASREB demystifies regulatory processes, making them more understandable and approachable for
all stakeholders.

Effective regulation, however, requires more than formal participation. WASREB is committed to
genuine openness to stakeholder input and reasoned, evidence-based decision-making. The board
respects all voices, ensuring that decisions are made transparently and based on solid evidence
presented in public forums. This approach builds trust and credibility, demonstrating WASREB's
dedication to incorporating the perspectives and experiences of those it serves.

llf i
g .

1.4. Technology Adoption

The use of technology is essential to boosting data-driven decision-making, monitoring compliance,
and improving the delivery of water services. WSPs are gradually embracing digital transformation to
increase productivity, lower water losses, and improve service delivery, but challenges like funding and
skills gaps remain. The sector is moving toward smarter, more efficient water management.
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1.41. Smart Metering

The economic impact of Non-Revenue Water
(NRW) within the water sector is substantial. Even
after accounting for allowable losses, the
remaining non-revenue water amounts to

approximately 203 million cubic meters,
translating to a financial loss of KSh. 11.9 billion.
Digital technologies, especially smart water
management systems, present a compelling
opportunity to address this challenge by
improving water supply systems' -efficiency,

resilience, and sustainability.

Smart metering plays a critical role in this
transformation. By leveraging real-time data and
advanced analytics, these systems enable WSPs
to detect leaks early, monitor consumption
patterns, and optimize operational efficiency.
This proactive approach reduces financial losses
due to NRW, supports long-term sustainability
goals, and enhances customer service through

transparency and accountability.

That said, while the benefits of smart metering
are evident, their implementation requires
careful consideration. WSPs must evaluate the
financial viability of such systems, balancing
upfront and maintenance costs against potential
gains. Smart meters are especially beneficial for
production and bulk meters, where accurate data
is essential for determining water abstraction
volumes and levies payable to the WRA. They are
also valuable for large consumers, —such as
private clients in affluent areas, —who use water
for high-volume luxury purposes like gardening,
car washing, and pool maintenance. In these
cases, real-time feedback can encourage more

responsible consumption.

6

However, for lower- consumption consumers,
the high cost of smart meters—often upwards of
KSh. 25,000—may not be economically justified,
especially when monthly water bills average just
KSh. 1,000. Here, conventional metering may
remain the more practical option in the short

term.

Smart metering is not a one-size-fits-all solution.
Some WSPs have successfully adopted the
technology, reduced commercial losses, and
enhanced operational oversight through features
such as tamper alerts, storage volume
monitoring, and daily consumption tracking.
Nonetheless, deploying and maintaining these
systems demands specialized technical capacity,
both in hardware and software, which may
currently be beyond the reach of many
providers. Staff buy-in and technical training are

essential for successful integration.

Ultimately, discretion is key. For WSPs facing
multiple, often competing priorities—including
service expansion, cost recovery, and system
maintenance—the decision to adopt smart
metering should be guided by a clear
understanding of the local context, consumer
profiles, and resource availability. Where applied
appropriately, smart metering can be a
game-changer, but its rollout should be strategic,
targeted, and phased to ensure maximum impact

and sustainability.




A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 e J |

1.4.2. Adoption of Enhanced Billing Systems

During the reporting period, WASREB noted continued advancements in the adoption and utilization of
water billing systems by licensed WSPs across Kenya. These systems are central to effective water

resource management, accurate billing, and sustainable revenue collection.

WSPs operate billing systems through which customers are billed based on actual consumption
recorded at individual households or other connections. Meter readings are collected manually or
through automated meter reading (AMR) technologies, which are increasingly adopted to enhance
accuracy and operational efficiency.

Water billing typically follows an increasing block tariff structure, where unit costs escalate with higher
usage. This tiered pricing model promotes water conservation and ensures affordability for low-income
households, who generally fall within the lowest consumption blocks.

A key trend observed during this reporting cycle is the growing integration of digital tools in billing and
customer service. Many utilities now issue bills electronically via SMS or email and accept payments
through mobile money platforms such as M-Pesa and banking Apps. These platforms have significantly
enhanced payment convenience, increased revenue collection rates, and reduced foot traffic to
physical offices.

Additionally, for WSPs with limited financial or technical capacity to deploy in-house billing
infrastructure, third-party vendors now offer billing systems as a service (SaaS). These outsourced
solutions allow smaller or resource-constrained utilities to access modern billing platforms through
subscription-based models. Vendors handle system hosting, maintenance, and upgrades, thereby
reducing the utility's burden while ensuring compliance with regulatory reporting standards and billing
accuracy.

These systems are increasingly integrated with customer relationship management modules, enabling
utilities to manage service histories, handle complaints, perform disconnections and reconnections,
and flag anomalies such as illegal connections or leaks. The data produced from these platforms is
critical for WASREB’s monitoring and tracking of utility performance.

Despite these advances, NRW remains a major challenge. WSPs leverage billing data and digital
diagnostics to understand better and address water losses caused by physical leaks, theft, or metering

inaccuracies.

The continued modernization and expansion of billing systems, including the availability of
vendor-provided solutions, is a key enabler in achieving equitable, reliable, and financially sustainable

water services across Kenya.
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1.4.3. Sanitracker Digital System

Sanitracker is a digital system that allows residents/clients within a
WSPs service area to request septic tank cleaning, pit emptying, or
wastewater disposal from accredited and licensed sanitation

e e emm il service professionals/providers.
— WSPs:
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of its professionals. Licensing: Sanitracker can simplify the

licensing process. The utility or municipality can approve licensing
requests or add licensing status directly from its centralized dashboard.

RESIDENTS/CLIENTS: OPEN REGISTRATION

Request Service

Pay for Services

Review Order and

Services

The system enables The system allows clients to review Sanitracker does not facilitate
clients to request a orders (ongoing, scheduled, and direct online payments between
service by either completed), view total expenditure, clients and service providers.
selecting from the list of provide details of facilities e.g. Instead, it calculates the total
service providers or septic tanks, toilets, etc., provide service cost, leaving the payment
allowing the system to feedback and rate service arrangements to be handled
suggest the nearest providers, and check the history of independently between the client
service providers. jobs and service providers. and the service provider.

é
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Developed by the Eastern and Southern Africa Water and Sanitation (ESAWAS)
Regulators Association, Sanitracker aims to revolutionize how residents connect with
faecal sludge service providers. Sanitracker is a user-friendly platform with an
on-demand service model that enables service providers to access a large client base
and connect with faecal sludge treatment plants in a service area.

Regulators:

Industry Oversight: Sanitracker's user service data helps regulators and WSPs effectively manage and
oversee non-sewered sanitation operations in their respective countries. Access to Country Data:
Through a centralized dashboard, regulators can access operational data from multiple WSPs, service

providers, and clients.

Accreditation of WSPs: Sanitracker provides regulators with data to accredit service providers, such as
WSPs, in accordance with their mandate to guide sanitation service delivery.

With the support of ESAWAS and WSUP, Sanitracker will allow customers to directly request sanitation
services from the convenience of their mobile phones.

WASREB identified Nakuru and Kisumu as pilot WSPs , to determine user requirements in the
post-rollout phase. WASREB is currently working to onboard the vacuum truck operators.



SECTOR
DEVELOPMENT
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"Improved access signals effective strategies"

The population within the service areas of the 95 regulated WSPs grew by 9.5%, equivalent to 2.68 million
people. On the other hand, the population served increased by 17.9% or 3.27 million people. This notable
17.9% growth in service coverage is primarily attributed to contributions from Small-Scale Service Providers
(SSSPs) operating within the WSPs' service areas. These providers currently serve 2.78 million people, account-
ing for 85% of the reported increase in coverage. Excluding the contributions of Small-Scale Service Providers
(SSSPs), the number of individuals served increased by 482,582, corresponding to a coverage increase of only
1.56%. This figure remains significantly below the six percentage-point increase required for universal access.
To close this gap at the targeted rate within the regulated service areas, the sector must extend services to
530,000 households annually.

The regulator continued identifying alternative operators to address gaps in water service provision. To ensure
the sustainability of these operators services, the regulator will maintain the implementation of management
models outlined in the guidelines for water services in rural and other underserved areas. A total of 3,257
additional SSSPs were identified within the service areas of regulated WSPs. These SSSPs serve a population of
4,065,931.

Figure 2.1 shows the progress of national goals in three key areas: increasing access, reducing losses, and
improving cost recovery, as outlined in the National Water Services Strategy (2025-2030). To facilitate compari-
son, all four indicators have been standardized to a target of 100%.

Figure 2.1: Status of National Goals, %

Wiear Covarags Ferveran Water Emwmred Sariation Mon - Sewered Sanitatson

B Current Status 1 Univarsst Gap Unbveranl Torget 2030
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During the reporting period, an additional 3.27 million people (17.9%) were brought underwater service cover-
age, outpacing the 9.5% growth (2.68 million people) in the total population within Water Service Providers
(WSPs) service areas. As a result, water coverage improved from 65% to 70%. Water production increased
marginally by 1.7%, while turnover rose by 9.1%.

Sewerage service coverage declined from 16% to 15% despite a 7.2% increase (319,299 people) in the number
of people served - significantly lower than the 2.68 million increase in the service area population. Similarly,
total sanitation coverage declined by one point to 92%.

To meet national targets, policy efforts must focus on accelerating infrastructure expansion, improving service
efficiency, and enhancing billing and revenue mechanisms to ensure sustainability while addressing growing
demand.

2.1 Access to Water and Sanitation Services

Water coverage in regulated areas improved significantly, primarily due to the contribution of SSSPs, who
accounted for 85 % of the additional population served. In contrast, the increase in the population served
with sewerage services—319,299 people—represented only 25.8% of the annual target of 1.24 million,
indicating a substantial shortfall in progress toward the required growth.

Table 2.1: General Data Summary

Parameter 2022/23 2023/24 Variance, No Variance, %
Total Population in Service Area 28266927 20,943,749 2676822 8.5
Total Population Served with Water 18,248,634 21,515,354 3,266,760 17.8
Population Served with Sewer 4,437,279 4,756,578 319,209 7.2
Population Served with Sanktation Services 26,280,303 28,377,696 2,057,393 a0
Total Water Produced, m* 453,532,187 451,282,593 7,750,406 1.7
Total Water Billed, m® 257 505,303 258,030,853 35,480 0.01
Total Water Billed {domestic), m’ 166,030,354 163,134,276 - 2,896,078 =1.7
Total Revenue, Kshs 26,448 013,664 28,850,537,056 2402523433 8.1
Per capita production, Ve/d (using full production) 712 671 - 4.1 -5.8
Per capita consurnption, efd *** 289 264 - 25 -85
To no. of connactions, water 1415656 1,440,369 24713 1.7
To o, of connections, sewar 389,835 408,904 19,069 49

***based on population served directly by WSP and excludes the portion of population served by third party providers

Water production increased by 1.7%, while the billed volume rose slightly by 0.01%. However, domestic
billed volume declined by 1.7%. This reduction in billed volume contributed to a decrease in per capita
consumption, which fell from 28.9 to 26.4 litres per capita per day (I/c/d).
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Figure 2.2: Trend in Water and Sanitation Coverage
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2.2 Access to Water and Sanitation Services

NAWASIP estimates that Ksh 995 billion is needed to achieve Water Supply and Sanitation (WSS) goals
by 2030. Under a business-as-usual scenario, only Ksh 529 billion would be mobilized, resulting in a
funding shortfall of Ksh 466 billion. This gap is expected to be bridged through potential private sector
investments of Ksh 395 billion, leaving a financing gap of Ksh 71 billion.

To bridge the financing gap in the water sector, households are expected to contribute Ksh 23 billion over
seven years—equivalent to Ksh 3.3 billion annually, or approximately Ksh 106 per capita each year.
However, the current Ksh 105 per cubic meter (M3) tariff falls short of the actual service delivery cost,
which stands at Ksh 114/M3. This shortfall undermines service sustainability and the ability to invest in
system improvements.
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Sector analysis shows that, on average, Water Service Providers (WSPs) must recover at least 110% of
their costs to sustain current service levels. However, the current average cost coverage stands at only
98%.

To bridge this gap, two main options are available:

*Increase Tariffs: To achieve full cost recovery, the average tariff would need to rise by Kshs
21/m3, from the current Ksh 105/m3 to Ksh 126/m3.

«Improve Efficiency: Alternatively, utilities could attain equivalent financial gains by reducing
Non-Revenue Water (NRW) from the current average of 44% to 37%, thus saving Ksh 19/m3.

When the annual household financing requirement is also considered, this adds Ksh 12.8/m3. This brings
the total required tariff to approximately Ksh 138.8/m? or a further reduction in NRW to around 33%
would be required to avoid additional tariff increases.

Despite these adjustments, the level of per capita investment in the sector remains relatively low
compared to other African countries.

Monitoring and reporting on county-level allocations to water supply and sanitation (WSS) is imperative
to effectively track progress toward sector goals. In addition, county funding mechanisms need to be
streamlined and harmonized to enhance efficiency, accountability, and alignment with national sector
priorities.

Achieving long-term sustainability and improved service delivery requires a deliberate policy shift toward
cost-reflective tariffs and greater household involvement in sector financing. Strengthening
self-financing mechanisms is, therefore, a critical first step in narrowing the existing investment gap.

2.3 Efficiency in water and sanitation services provision

Efficiency in water and sanitation services (WSS) provision is driven by institutional, technical, financial,
and governance factors. The reforms undertaken over the past two decades were designed to clarify the
roles and responsibilities between national and county governments while promoting water service
providers' managerial and financial autonomy.

Improving operational efficiency in service providers requires targeted interventions. Priority should be
given to reducing Non-Revenue Water (NRW) towards the sector benchmark of 25% by Strengthening
asset management practices. This would call for timely repairs and infrastructure renewal to lower
long-term operational costs. Enhancing energy efficiency, including adopting renewable energy
solutions, can significantly reduce expenditure on energy-intensive processes. Finally, investing in digital
technologies such as smart meters and GIS supports real-time system management would enhance
efficiency.

Strengthening financial management is another critical facet of ensuring sustainable service delivery.
This involves adopting cost-reflective, tariffs that balance affordability with full cost recovery while
improving billing and revenue collection systems to ensure timely payments and minimize financial
losses. Strategic investment planning, focused on high-impact and cost-effective projects, optimizes
resource allocation and supports long-term sector viability.

A skilled and competent workforce is central to achieving high performance, with expertise across
technical, managerial, and financial domains driving operational efficiency. Strong incentive and
performance management systems encourage a results-oriented culture, ensuring recognition of
excellence and accountability. Continuous training and capacity development are essential to keeping
staff current with evolving technologies and policies, fostering long-term growth and adaptability in

the sector.
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2.4 Performance of WSPs

Robust performance monitoring is essential for informed policymaking, improved service delivery,
and strengthened accountability between WSPs and the public. It forms a critical pillar of transparent,
evidence-based governance in the water and sanitation sector.

Performance monitoring is vital to ensuring sustainable water and sanitation services. It helps track
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), allowing early detection and response when issues arise.

It also supports financial sustainability by identifying inefficiencies such as high levels of non-revenue
water or poor billing practices. WSPs that monitor their performance can plug financial leaks and
better manage resources.

Regular performance reporting enhances transparency and accountability, particularly when data is
openly shared with regulators and the public. The Annual Performance Report showcases
high-performing WSPs and encourages sector-wide improvement.

Performance monitoring is a critical tool for evidence-based policymaking and strategic investment
planning. Identifying effective practices and revealing service delivery gaps enables targeted resource
allocation and programmatic interventions. Moreover, it contributes directly to achieving global
commitments, such as Sustainable Development Goal 6, by systematically tracking progress toward
universal access to water and sanitation and highlighting areas requiring urgent policy attention.

Performance ranking based on performance indicators fosters a spirit of healthy competition, motivating
WSPs to strive for better results.

As in previous years, WSPs were assessed using nine Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), and national
performance, as outlined in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2: Progress on Key Performance Indicators

KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 2021/22 2022/23 Trend 2023/24 Trend
Water Coverage, % 62 | &5 [T s
Drinking Water Quality, % 95 90 3 BE ¢
Hours of Supply, hrs/day 17 17 = 18 1+
Non-Revenue Water, % B + I ¢
Metering Ratio, % 95 97 'y 97 =
Staff Productivity, No. per 1000 Connections 7 7 = 7 (=
Personnel Expenditure as % of O+M Costs, % A ¢ 1@
Revenue Collection Efficiency, % 95 93 & 95 1+
0+M Cost Coverage, % [ 96 | 95 R 9 [
Sewered Sanitation Coverage, % * 16 | 16 A 15 R
Sanitation Coverage, % * 93 93 = 92 4
* not used for ranking DGood DAcceptable .Not Acceptable DBenchmark Varies

The regulator has introduced a composite Key Performance Indicator (KPI) to track progress in sanitation
service delivery. This KPI incorporates sewered and non-sewered sanitation solutions to encourage
greater utility engagement in comprehensive sanitation management. The approach has been piloted in
10 WSPs, with the outcomes detailed in Section 3.6.5.

From Table 2.2, five indicators showed improvement in the current reporting period, down from eight in
the previous cycle. Two indicators remained unchanged, compared to one previously, while four
declined, up from two in the last period. Overall, this reflects a downward trend in performance
compared to the previous reporting period.

2.5 Utility Ranking

The performance framework, detailed in Section 3.6, sets @ maximum achievable score of 200 points for
a utility. Based on this evaluation, Nyeri was ranked as the top utility with 168 points, followed by Nakuru
and Nanyuki with scores of 167 and 163, respectively. Nyeri scored two points higher than Nakuru's
highest score in the previous period. Oloitokitok ranked the lowest with 6 points, followed by Tana with
8 points, and Samburu was third from the bottom with 9 points. Overall, the average performance
improved marginally from 44% to 45% in the current period.

Table 2.3 provides an overview of the top and bottom 10 WSPs.
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Table 2.3: Overall Top and Bottom 10 WSPs

TOP TEN UTILITIES 2023/24 BOTTOM TEN UTILITIES 2023/24
Rank | Utility Score (Max 200) Rank | Utility Score (Max 200)
1| Nyeri 168 Kapenguria 33
2| Nakuru Urban 167 NolTuresh 27
3| Nanyuki 163 Turkana Urban 22
4|Murang'a Urban 155 Wajir 21
5|Isiolo 154 Bomet 15
6| Thika 151 Tuuru 14
7| Kisumu 150 Elwak 12
8| Ruiru-Juja 145 Samburu 9
9| Ngandori Nginda 145 Tana 8
10| Meru 143 Oloitokitok 6

Water Service providers are vital in delivering safe, reliable, and sustainable services. While annual
reporting offers a snapshot of utility performance, tracking performance over time provides a deeper and
more strategic view of sector progress. It enables stakeholders to assess the effectiveness of interventions,
identify persistent challenges, and adjust approaches accordingly.

Long-term monitoring also strengthens accountability by highlighting both consistent performers and
WSPs that may require regulatory intervention or targeted support.

In recognition of these benefits, the regulator has institutionalized the assessment of utility performance
over time. This approach is key to improving sector governance, driving service improvements, and
advancing the goal of universal and sustainable access to water and sanitation.

Utility performance is evaluated over consecutive reporting periods to promote and recognize consistent
performance in the sector. This approach ensures that improvements are not isolated but reflect sustained
efforts toward better service delivery. A utility is considered to have achieved sustained improvement if it
demonstrates a positive performance trend across two successive years, specifically, the 2021/22 and
2022/23 reporting periods.
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In addition to showing an upward trajectory, the utility must attain a3 minimum performance score above
50% in both periods. This dual criterion ensures consistent improvements and meets a minimum
service quality threshold. By setting these standards, the framework

encourages long-term performance gains, reinforces accountability, and supports the broader policy
objective of achieving reliable and sustainable water and sanitation services.

Table 2.4: Top Improvers & Bottom Losers

TOP IMPROVERS BOTTOM LOSERS
WsP ;;:::3 ;’;:;4 Variance WsP ;:;:;3 :";;: Variance
1 |Neivasha 122 139 17| | 81|Mwala 56 42
2 | Ngandori Mginda 135 145 10 82| Tana 23 8
3 |Murang'a South 119 129 10 83| Mathira 128 112
4| Kapsabet Mandi 103 110 r 84| Garissa g2 45
5| Murang'a West 108 115 7 B85 | Githunguri 108 92
B | Naramoru 108 111 5 86 | Murug Mugumangs 101 82
7| Kisumu 148 150 2 87| Tachasis 132 112
8 |Nyasare 114 116 2 88| Mandera 56 35
9| Rukanga 134 136 2 89| Kibwazi Malindu 7 54
10| Nakum Urban 166 167 1 80| Nol Turesh E5 27

Naivasha emerged as the most improved utility during the reporting period, followed by Ngandori
Nginda and Murang’a South. On the other hand, Nol Turesh, Kibwezi Makindu, and Mandera recorded
the greatest performance declines, respectively.

2.6 Regional Benchmarking

Benchmarking the performance of the largest WSPs within a country is often constrained by the lack of
comparable peers. Sometimes, a country may have only one utility, limiting opportunities for meaningful
intra-national comparison. This presents a challenge in assessing relative performance and identifying
best practices.

Regional benchmarking is critical in addressing this gap, particularly for large WSPs or those operating
as sole providers in their respective countries. While acknowledging the differences in operating
environments across countries, benchmarking against similarly sized regional sized WSPs offers valuable
insights. It enables regulators and WSPs to draw lessons from comparable contexts, fostering
performance improvement through shared experiences, innovations, and best practices.

The regional benchmarking initiative focuses exclusively on participating countries' largest or sole nation-
al WSPs. This approach enables meaningful comparison among similarly scaled entities, especially where
domestic benchmarking is limited due to the absence of comparable peers.

Participation in the benchmarking exercise expanded from nine WSPs in the 2021/2022 period to eleven
in 2022/2023, following the inclusion of Régie de Production et de Distribution d'Eau et d'Electricité
(REGIDESO) of Burundi and Empresa Publica de Aguas de Luanda (EPAL) of Angola.
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The eleven WSPs featured in the 2022/2023 benchmarking exercise are:

Nairobi City Water and Sewerage Company (NCW&SC) - Kenya
Lusaka Water and Sanitation Company (LWSC) — Zambia

Dar es Salaam Water and Sanitation Authority (DAWASA) - Tanzania
Aguas da Regido Metropolitana de Maputo (AJRMM) - Mozambique
Water and Sewerage Company (WASCO) - Lesotho

Water and Sanitation Corporation Ltd (WASAC) - Rwanda

Régie de Production et de Distribution d'Eau et d'Electricité (REGIDESO) - Burundi
Zanzibar Water Authority (ZAWA) - Zanzibar

National Water and Sewerage Corporation (NWSC) - Uganda
Lilongwe Water Board (LWB) - Malawi

Empresa Publica de Aguas de Luanda (EPAL) — Angola

This expanded participation strengthens the regional benchmarking framework, offering a broader
platform for knowledge exchange and comparative analysis to drive performance improvement across
the water and sanitation sector.

The performance analysis of the eleven WSPs using the ten selected KPIs is summarized in Table 2.5.

Quality of
Sarvices

Eoonamio
Efficiancy

Opad anional
Bustainabiliny

Table 2.5: Regional Performance of the Largest WSPs in the Ten KPIs
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The benchmarking exercise also included a comparative analysis of the best-performing WSPs within
each participating country to promote continuous improvement and guard against complacency. This
approach aims to highlight excellence at the national level and encourage peer learning among
high-performing institutions.

However, data was available for only five WSPs during this reporting cycle. These are:

. Nakuru Water and Sanitation Services Company - Kenya

. Southern Water and Sewerage Company (Southern WSC) - Zambia

. Iringa Urban Water Supply and Sanitation Authority (Iringa WSSA) - Tanzania
. Lilongwe Water Board (LWB) - Malawi

. Water and Sanitation Corporation Ltd (WASAC) - Rwanda

The performance of these WSPs is presented below in descending order, providing a snapshot of leading
practices across the regjon.

Table 2.6: Regional Performance of the Best WSPs based on Ten KPIs

Quality of Services Economic Efficiancy Oparatienal Sustainability

Water Sewerage Water Hoursof 0&M Collection —eo el '

asa%of WE&S Metering
ﬂn“rlll Gmrlnrlll m.llnr 81.||‘.l|.1l:;|I Gnvlrlli El'l'lcl;lnqr HHGMt m“.ﬂ“' NRWI[15] ratio [10]

Makuru .

WSPE, Kenya )

Southarn

anhla

Iringa

WSSA, 7%

Tanzania

Lilongwe . 3%

WE, Malawi

WASAC, %
Rwanda J

During the reporting period, Nakuru Water and Sanitation Services Company from Kenya emerged as the
best-performing utility in the region.

Utility
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3.1 Introduction

Performance assessment of WSPs ensures that the regulator reports annually to the public on water supply and
sewerage services issues. WASREB continues to do this through the KPI assessments, after which the WSPs are
ranked. Effective performance assessment requires a strong focus on measurement and continuous
improvement.

3.2 Are We Able to Maintain the Benefits of the gains?
Sustainability of Tariffs

With the tariff guidelines revised to include effective performance assessment, a strong focus on measurement
and continuous improvement is critical. WSPs continue to implement justified tariffs, with an increase from 22
to 40 within the last and current reporting periods.

This not only reduced dependence on subsidies but also enabled WSPs to adopt sustainable tariffs that factor
in current price changes.

Sustainability of Wastewater

While sanitation is largely a devolved function managed by county governments, WASREB aims to ensure that
sanitation services meet national standards and deliver safe, equitable outcomes. Accurate, timely, and reliable
information is critical to this. WASREB has developed a sanitation indicator for monitoring WSPs and tracking
the progress made in attaining global, regional, national, and local sanitation targets. The results of the pilot of
this Sanitation KPI are presented in this report.

3.3 Ensuring Data Accuracy and Compliance in Reporting

During the period under review, ninety-one (91) public and four (4)

private WSPs submitted data; this denotes 100% compliance with e ittt Bhiodeihotioions
reporting. In the current period, the additional WSPs were Lodwar, ™ b
. . . . . Incomplets 1]
Oloitokitok, and Namanga, who submitted their data following
. . . . . MNon-Submission _
non-reporting during the previous reporting periods. st o of WS o

There was a noted improvement in the quality of data submitted by

WSPs, with only one data set identified as non-credible after validation. Despite the improvement in data
consistency, WSPs are continuously urged to enhance their data management practices, which will ultimately
improve service delivery through informed decision-making based on accurate data.
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Figure 3.1: Trend in Data Submission by WSPs
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WASREB will continue to enhance the data validation process coupled with frequent reporting.

Table 3.1 presents the general data for the different WSPs evaluated.
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Table 3.1: General Data on WSPs 2023/24

PARAMETER

Produced in m® (000)
Non-Revenue Water
Production per
capita (Uc/d)

No. of Total Staff

Domestic + Kiosks
billed volume inm®

Total Populationin
Service Area

Total Population
Total No. of
Connections
(active+inactive)
Total No. Active
Connections

No. of towns served
Turnover (KSh
million)

inm? (000)
Compliance

UTILITY

Very Large (235,000
Nairobi 5,232,575 446,964 442,203
Eldoret 511,602 109,969 100,128
Mombasa 1,348,932 91,481 42,39
Nyeri 155,815 X 72,322 56,010
Nzoia 858,446 69,310 45,072
Nakuru Urban 595,605 68,124 64,559
Ruiru-Juja 583,727 62,897 60,393
Kisumu 494,063 62,467 62,389
Thika 368,312 § 62,262 57,673
Murang'a South 481,000 55,023 38,154
Embu 240,899 49,562 44,406
Kilifi Mariakani 1,049,197 48,497 36,520
Gatundu 328,416 45,481 31,669 125
Kirinyaga 527,234 R 43,918 33,443 179
Urban 442,769 43,367 40,489 361
Malindi 579,296 43,105 27,393 672
Kericho 429,139 39,817 28,677 231
Othaya Mukurweini 186,706 90,089 38,495 24,336 197
Large (10,000-34,999 connections)
Nakuru Rural 1,172,769 874,964 33,318 20,847 383 Non-Compliant
Tavevo 378,610 229,983 32,398 19,830 395 Non-Compliant
Murang'a Urban 119,774 114,572 31,992 28,717 Non-Compliant
Mat 156,786 100,619 31,500 20,430 175 Non-Compliant
Gusii 874,269 415,337 31,449 28,859 237 Non-Compliant
Nanyuki 132,931 125,629 30,374 29,913 382 Compliant
Murang'a West 157,646 81,597 28,454 16,167 97 Compliant
Nyahururu 122,726 111,612 25,336 23,548 254 Non-Compliant
Kwale 702,105 256,309 22,970 14,124 200 Non-Compliant
Meru 172,869 132,998 21,980 17,153 250 Compliant
Bomet 448,823 52,533 21,592 8,813 78 Non-Compliant
Sibo 582,797 361,065 19,764 16,239 147 Non-Compliant
Ngandori Nginda 88,124 78,816 19,613 18,618 95 Non-Compliant
Kitui 408,972 314,807 19,430 10,755 139 Compliant
Kikuyu 453,238 365,711 19,158 10,826 148 Non-Compliant
Nithi 151,339 88,501 18,933 13,422 80 Non-Compliant
Tetu Aberdare 77,366 71,841 18,327 12,832 69 Non-Compliant
Mavoko 362,131 192,522 17,703 15,981 227 Non-Compliant
Garissa 149,506 96,435 16,007 15,931 305 Non-Compliant
Isiolo 88,023 80,840 15,195 14,444 Non-Compliant
i 132,436 104,013 14,506 11,130 74 Non-Compliant
Kiambu 158,713 130,470 14,481 12,226 306 Non-Compliant
Gatanga 187,904 61,800 13,956 10,801 61 851 Non-Compliant
Limuru 301,674 240,512 13,658 13,054 182 847 Non-Compliant
Naivasha 400,189 363,665 13,448 11,708 1,134 Non-Compliant
Oloolaiser 445,380 355,731 11,997 7,016 120 Non-Compliant
Ngagaka 85,104 62,342 11,909 8,479 42 672 787 Non-Compliant
i i 230,947 51,281 11,782 9,186 55 400 535 Non-Compliant
Turkana Urban 98,945 64,576 11,748 11,448 63 Non-Compliant
Homabay 315,096 199,746 11,746 8,912 83 398 567 Non-Compliant
Amatsi 590,091 40,199 11,562 5,830 68 380 Non-Compliant
Meru Rural 146,185 122,256 11,541 6,534 52 628 799 Non-Compliant
Karuri 267,132 186,318 11,470 7,982 101 687 951 Non-Compliant
Busia 367,622 41,619 11,467 7,291 49 197 252 Non-Compliant
Machakos 252,274 167,455 11,105 7,291 90 491 584 Non-Compliant
Kyeni 95,910 13,898 11,007 4,254 16 192 467 Non-Compliant
Kiambere Mwingi 182,580 107,949 4,996 4,752 69 262 366 Non-Compliant
Kibwezi Makindu 295,141 148,796 10,211 6,574 85 702 940 Non-Compliant
Medium (5,000-5,999 i
Tuury 285,050 14,374, 9,690 2,831 28 454 588 Non-Compliant
Nyandarua 115,549 67,814 9,590 5,481 54 462 Non-Compliant
Migori 394,156 100,729 8,178 4,932 26 359 423 Non-Compliant
Narok 134,516 105,427 8,123 7,904 138 436 817 Non-Compliant
Samburu 361,093 81,389 7,920 6,471 24 241 Non-Compliant
Embe 47,568 36,778 7,906 3,839 30 323 435 Non-Compliant
Nol Turesh 250,001 31,928 7,838 5,958 47 531 663 Non-Compliant
Tana 125,629 39,904 7,267 4,609 35 225 363 Non-Compliant
Cl 122,472 26,451 6,323 3,067 37 472 632 Non-Compliant
Kapsabet Nandi 101,707 37,334 6,227 4,774 83 445 741 Non-Compliant
Kirandich 53,230 15,964 5,938 4,101 32 488 579 Non-Compliant
Murugi 33,885 20,103 5,870 4,763 19 928 Non-Compliant
Lamu 39,238 28,889 5,092 2,955 22 497 198 229 Non-Compliant
Small (<5,000
Iten Tambach 88,778 15,166 4,619 2,611 36 726 303 498 Non-Compliant
Rural 832,415 19,717 4,568 3,420 19 420 258 277 Non-Compliant
Mandera 136,819 28,266 4,346 1,241 19 852 214 451 Non-Compliant
OlKalou 137,989 54,248 4,035 3,278 46 583 285 379 Non-Compliant
Olkejuado 185,124 32,221 3,783 516 20 148 84 Non-Compliant
Kapenguria 172,437 9,890 3,772 1,306 17 494 194 277 Non-Compliant
Muthambi 4K 19,295 7,635 2,208 9 729 447 501 Non-Compliant
Wote 155,467 88,952 1,963 31 342 103 229 Non-Compliant
Naromoru 19,860 17,246 2,604 16 324 155 240 Non-Compliant
Elwak 119,810 13,092 1,558 7 58 62 Non-Compliant
Oloitokif 74,706 14,629 1,538 12 255 93 93 Non-Compliant
Rukanga 9,284 5,252 1,905 13 277 184 213 Non-Compliant
Namanga 19,863 5,868 1,249 12 312 228 233 Non-Compliant
Yatta 154,193 105,366 1,812 28 270 154 184 Non-Compliant
Tatu City 1,656 2,914 1,930 158 602 589 Non-Compliant
i i 18,948 18,516 1,776 21 416 280 Non-Compliant
Wajir 192,213 14,167 1,747 15 237 74 83 Non-Compliant
250,034 6,644 1,015 14 137 53 97 Non-Compliant
Nyasare 29,699 21,927 949 8 140 70 89 Non-Compliant
Tachasis 31,564 20,454 1,325 3 377 245 288 Non-Compliant
Runda 14,462 14,452 1,262 86 865 693 699 Non-Compliant
Kathiani 24,270 17,732 11 104 50 83 Non-Compliant
Mwala 102,811 22,308 5 35 17 2 Non-Compliant
Two Rivers 868 867 983 38 134 10 124 Compliant
Mbooni 139,751 4,828 976 3 56 28 31 Non-Compliant
Marsabit 179,479 17,839 301 15 148 15 36 Non-Compliant
Small Scale Service Providers
SSSPs within the Service areas | -1 2,784,178 | -1 [ - T - - -1 -
Totals/Averages | 30,943,749 | 21,515,394 | 2,299,885 | 1,849,273 | 156 | 28,851 | 461,285 | 168,270 | 258,031 |

Total Water

Total billed volume
Consumption per
capita (Vc/d)
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The 95 WSPs covered by this report serve a population of REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

21.5 million people out of a total of 30.9 million within their ™oAY QUARTERLY e

service areas. This population incudes the small-scale = watercusiey Tarttmolementation Stans Water Quaifty Summary
service providers who cover approximately 13% of the total HoslovgsPubemn

population. Nairobi remains the largest WSP with 19% of the population served and accounting for 39% of the

sector turnover.

Annex 6 has determined the compliance status of WSPs. A WSP is deemed compliant if it has a valid license and
tariff. In addition, the WSP must be up to date with regulatory levy payments within the financial year and must
have adhered to the monthly, quarterly, and annual reporting requirements.

Table 3.2 : Overall Compliance Status

Overall
Status Levy (No.) Tariff(No.) Licence(No.) Reporting(No.) Compliance
Status (%)

Compliant 16 65 12%

79 43
Non-Comptiant  EZNNN I I RN IR NN

3.4 Comparing Utility Categorization with Service Delivery

To facilitate equitable performance comparisons, WSPs have been categorized based on size (total number of
registered connections for both water and sewer) and ownership structure (public or private).

Based on the total number of water and sewerage connections, WSPs have been classified as Small, Medium,
large, or very large, which is taken into account in the performance ranking.

Regarding categorization by ownership structure, public WSPs serve a wide range of customers from high to
low-income, whereas privately owned WSPs have a more homogeneous medium-to-high-income customer
base and only cover a small population base.

Figure 3.2 : Categorization by Ownership

PUBLIC: 81 WSPa PRIVATE: 4 \W5Ps

W’n In servica PO piLatson in
ares: 30,807 815 SEMICE Sren:
385,934

The regulated privately-owned WSPs remain four: Kiamumbi, Runda, Two Rivers and Tatu City with less than
1% of the population in service area.
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Figure 3.3: Transition in Utility Size

Very Large

KEY:M-Medium | L- Large | S- Small | E- Entrant A Positive movement in size W Negative movement in size

During the reporting period, the Very Large WSPs remained at 18. The large WSPs increased from 35 to 38 with
the addition of Machakos, Kibwezi Makindu, and Turkana Urban (formerly Lodwar). The medium WSPs remained
at 13, with Lamu growing from the small category and Nol Turesh becoming a small WSP from the large
category.

The growth in utility size reflects the potential business scope. It enables the utility to harness the benefits of
economies of scale. This will ultimately translate to increased access to potable water and quality of service.

py

i
bt
L]
L



A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 I ——

3.5 Assessment of WSPs and Market Share Distribution

The distribution of the WSPs over the years recorded marginal changes despite the increase in reporting WSPs
from 92 to 95. The large WSPs are the most, at 39%. The medium WSPs are the fewest, with only 13 WSPs,
approximately 14%.

Figure 3.4: Proportion of WSPs in Size Categories

Total

n Small
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The large and very large WSPs dominate the market in terms of revenue, water production, and the number of
people they serve. In the current period, the contribution of these 55 WSPs to the sector notably surged,
constituting 96% of total turnover, 94% of total water production, and 93% of the population. Larger WSPs
generally have access to greater infrastructure investment and coverage, while small providers often struggle
with network expansion.

Figure 3.5: Market Share by Utility Size

Wary Largs Langs adium Small

 share by No. of
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3.6 Performance Evaluation and Ranking

Performance evaluation and ranking are determined by a utility's performance across nine Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs), with the scoring thresholds and benchmarks for these KPIs detailed in Table 3.3.

Perormance rating |%)

Table 3.3: Performance Indicators, Sector Benchmarks and Scoring Regime

Sector Benchmarks Scoring Regime
E Q
o > e
= INDICATORS ,g ©
o - £
= 8 = ®
S 3 2 5 £ 5
o © < I o
o 7] a a 7]
1 WaterC % >90% 80-90% <80% =90% 30
g ater Coverage, % (] (] (J <50% 0
S
= >950,
- 2 Drinking Water Quality , % >95% 90-95%  [B<E[0L%) 95% 30
n <90% 0
k]
> . =20 20
£ Population >100,000 21-24 16-20 <16 <10 o
s 3 Hours of Supply, No. =16 20
o Population <100,000 17-24 12-16  SP - o
=25 15
Large ancfi Very Large <20% 20-30% ~30%
e 5 Companies =35 (]
g Personnel Expenditure as <30 15
.g 4 Percentage of O+M Costs, Medium Companies <30% 30-40% ;40 0
= [+
E % . =40 15
o Small Companies <40% 40-45% BT =45 o
cE> =150% 25
c 5 O+M Cost Coverage, % =2150% 100-149% ESSEM)
8 =90% (o]
w ) - =95 20
6 Revenue Collection Efficiency, % >95% 95-85% <85% <85 0
£ 7 Non-R Water, % <20% 20-25% >25% =20% 25
2 on-Revenue Water, % © - 0 N - 10% o
©
£ Large & Very Large <5 20
.g Companies = S = =8 0
> Staff Productivity (Staff per Medium & Small (less than 3 <7 20
« 8 . <7 7-11 >11
= 1000 Connections), No. towns) =11 0
S Medium & Small (3 or more <) el =4 <9 20
® towns) =14 0
2 9 Metering Ratio, % 100% 95-99% <95% 100% 15
o etering Ratio, % 0 0 (] =80% 0
Total Maximum Score 200

The national aggregated performance using three indicator clusters is shown in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6: KPI Performance by Cluster
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Analysing the sector trends in scoring for the cluster indicators over a period of five years, the Quality of Service
and Operational Sustainability indicators improved.

However, economic efficiency has continued to decline over the last three years. This is due to the general
increase in personnel expenditures. This may depict that the resources that were a function of the improved
quality of service have yet to translate to efficiency gains commensurate with the investments. The trends for
the specific indicators are under Table 3.2." on Performance of WSPs by Indicators.

3.6.1 Comprehensive Ranking

The WSPs have been ranked based on the scoring regime in Table 3.2. Table 3.3 presents the individual ranking
of the 91 publicly owned WSPs based on the scoring regime outlined earlier. The ranking of the four privately
owned WSPs is presented in Table 3.4.

The top public utility was Nyeri, with a score of 168, followed closely by Nakuru Urban, with a score of 167 out
of the possible 200 points. Nanyuki retained position three with a score of 163. The bottom three positions for
the reporting period were Oloitokitok, Tana and Samburu, with scores of 6, 8, and 9, respectively.

Mombasa, Bomet, Tana, and Oloitokitok were the worst performers in the Very Large, Large, Medium, and
Small categories, respectively.

Oloolaiser was not ranked as the utility is currently under a Special Regulatory Regime.




A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24

Table 3.4 (a): Overall Ranking and Ranking by Category for Publicly Owned WSPs

Indicator 5 = g - 5 o >
5 < 2 2 = o g )
2 K z :- g g2 g < ¥ w
g I o s e =T o 8 o = s =
: : 3 38 35| S8 S g el 3| 3
= 2 3 2 38 i ERER 2 W s 2 e
S [ (3] o —~ = g e E5 % Q £ o o =
= -4 = o3 a X g9 § 20 o = a £ 3
. g £ _ 2 53 5% g5 28T = _ g k] = 3
Public Utilities 2 SE S 2 E & s 8 % k-1 58 = 5 & 3
VeryLarge
Nyeri 100 15 100 24 4 el 49 108 100 168 1 1
Nakuru Urban 100 26| 92 21 9 94 27 102 100 167 2 2
Thika 100 36| 92 21 5 95 34| 118 100 151 3 6
Kisumu 100 & 93 24 5 96 31 105 100 150 4 7
Ruiru-Juja 100 95 21 5 90 33 136 100 145 5 8
Kakamega Urban 93 37 98 21 4 97 118 100 141 6 12
Embu 100 83 23 5 o5 Y 102 100 140 7 13
Eldoret 93 83 23 4 103 106 100 131 8 18
Murang'a South 100 IR S 20 4 99 103 100 129 9 19
Malindi 100 21 73 20 [ 85 38 102 100 111 10 27
Kirinyaga 100 21 5 92 100[ 110 " 28
Kilifi Mariakani 926 18 7 97 28 70 100 107 12 32
Gatundu 68 21 5 e 0 s3] 70] 100[ 102 13 36
Nairobi 95 7 94 61 105 100 101 14 37
Othaya Mukurweini 100 IR T 24 6 o3 IZE IR 99 101 15 38
Nzoia o3 I Y 20 6 112 Y] Y] 100 o3| 1| a2
Kericho 100 IS Y 18 7 IS 101 100 71 17 57
Mombasa o S T T 90 37| 104 100 68 18 59
Large
Nanyuki 100 28| 95 23 4 97 50) 123 100 163 1 3
Murang'a Urban 100 31 96 24 5 101 52 111 100 155 2 4
Isiolo 100 29| 92 20 4 103 53 104 100 154 3 5
Ngandori Nginda 93 31 89 24 4 103 52 109 100 145 4 9
Meru 100 20 77 20 7 104 TS 106 100 143 5 10
Tetu Aberdare 100 93 22 5 94 52| 103 100 142 6 11
Naivasha 93 25 91 24 7 96 101 100 139 7 14
Ngagaka 99 24 5 102 I 101 100 133 8 16
Kiambu! 98 82 21 6 93 34 103 100 133 9 17
Nyahururu 100 T 91 23 6 102 ] S 100 127 10 20
Nakuru Rural 100 22 6 95 45 104 98 120 11 21
Murang'a West 100 23 5 98 50 113 100 115 12 23
Mathira 100 36| 64 24 < Y T 119 100 112 13 24
Kitui 98 16 10 108 27 52| 100 108 14 30
Limuru 93 33| 80 17 7 101 I ) 100 107 15 31
Gatamathi 99 23 6 L = e o 105 16 33
Nithi 100 IS T 19 6 102 IR Y 100 105 17 34
Gusii 9 I YT 21 5 %6 98[ 101 18 39
Kwale 98 17 10| 110 24 72) 100 94 19 41
Githunguri % 16 g 75| @ 3 = eg 100 92 20 43
Meru Rural 93 36 84 20 16} 103 Y T 8 91 21 44,
Gatanga 99 20 [ 103 T T I 88 22 46
Kiambere Mwingi o3 I D 9 92 30 100 87 23 47
Homabay 100 20 [N 88 100 87 24 48
Machakos 100 Y] I T I 89 100 81 25 53
Amatsi 93 21 100 98 74 26 54
Karuri ee] 33 7o 18] 8 % 100/ 72 27 56
Tavevo | s  sol e 15| 13 93 19 T 100| 64 28 62
Kikuyu o1 [T I o4 Y. 7 100 64 29 63
Sibo 19 [ 112 T I 99 62 30 65
Mavoko 7 6 99 100 58 31 67
Kibwezi Malindu | o2 ) I Y T 56 ] IS 100 54| a2 6o
Kyeni 18 6 105 52 33 70
Garissa 22 124 40 45 34 74
Busia B sl  n] S| o] se|  ss|  eo| 78] 38 35 77
Turkana Urban | s3] se|  es| 8| o  7e|  aal es| a9 22 36 83
Bomet T ] I I 7" S I B I BT | o7 s
Medium
Kapsabet Nandi 100 20 8 95 35 85 100 110 1 29
Embe 93 16 9 d 00 s 00 79 100[ 105 2 35
Lamu 93 %6 100 86 3 49
Murugi Mugumango 47 59| 24 96 100 82 4 51
Kirandich 7 92 24 I 9 69 5 58
Nyandarua 42 59| 20 13| 96 100| 61 6] 66
Narok 34 T 100] 55 7 68
Chemususu | 50| es| 29 19 16| o6 I 107 45 47 8 73
Migori | e 4o 00 o¢] @00 8 5] 75 17 45 9 75
Nol Turesh | saf @ es] @ i3] @ 14 B 7o  ss[ 75| e 27 10 82
Tuuru | o e s[ 124 [ 14 1 86
Samburu | s3] a0 23] 9| 6 aof  sof @ a7 es] 9 12 88
Tana | 73| es| a2 o] e es] 42| 7ol ac N NE M)
Small -
Rukanga 95 23 57 23 B 95 23 T 100] 136 1 15
Nyasare 93 8 89 40 123 100| 116 2 22
Tachasis 95 23 10 ] 50 118 9 112 3] 25|
Naromoru 26 87 22 10 120 100] 111 4 26
Kathiani 20 186 33 I 100[ 100 5 40
Iten Tambach | 93 17 18| oc I R 100] 88 6 45)
Muthambi 4K 24 6 83| 37 Y 100] 84 7 50
Wote | 100 108 | g 100 81 8 52
Matungulu Kangundo 33 I 100 74 9 55
OlKalou 19 13 100 43 84| 100 68 10 60
Olkejuado 24 Y] 16 I Y 26 [—T] 95 66 1 61
Kakamega Rural | 93 18 [HNEGEGEEEE 22 56 0 63 12 64
Yatta 7ol @ s @ e8] @ i3] 0 14 0 70 47| 103 100 50 13 71
Mbooni | ey 0 4] 000 o 00 o] 00 a8l s8] @ es] 53 95 49 14 72
Mwala | s3] @0 27 0 2o 0 8] @0 4o 89 100 42 15 76
Marsabit g 7s] 00 ol 3] @ 1se] 00 es| 5] = 36 100 36 16 78
Mandera B s3] 6 14 T 0 35 17 79
Namanga i 25 T Y 10 I I BT BT o4 18] o
Kapengura o] a6 o] o) 101 102 5 I I I
Wajir 18 a3  s7  a7] 0 7] ei] 21 20 84
Elwak [ o] aal — n] 2] 80|  7s[ so[  7[ es| 12 21 87
Oloitokitok o[ el s 2] e
Not Ranked
50 I ER & Y 5 I ) I I N
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Table 3.4 (b) : Overall Ranking for Privately-Owned WSPs

Indicator - : =
3 g . g £
4 - M iz e
$¢ & E: § &z 2 2 5
] @ i E =1 = E -]
= ¥ £ 53 fa %z E 2 5 H
] s & i s 3 0 ! o ¥
- 3 g (4] i Q = T = - &= E E E
3 g 0 5 £C 8 g £2 8 E o w» 2
g % ¥ s I g § % % E
Private Utilities = 3 5 £ ] 5
5 2 s % 33 &% d: & fF i
Tatu City 100 2 100 24 g 96 38 171 100 200 1 1
Kiamumbi 100 25 98 24 6 100 AP i 170 2
Runda sal 18 w0 w[ED 10 % 118 {00 157 3 3
Two Rivers 93 g w0 2[EY 10 0 106 100 153 4 4

In the privately owned category, Tatu City maintained its position as the top performer for the fourth year,
with a full score of 200. Kiamumbi was ranked second, up from fourth place. Runda maintained position
three in the category, while Two Rivers dropped to fourth from position two last year.

3.6.2 Performance Relative to Sector Benchmarks

As per sector benchmark criteria, the KPIs' performance is classified as 'good, 'acceptable, and 'not
acceptable.' Figure 3.7 shows the performance of WSPs against sector benchmarks and the proportion
of WSPs within each performance range.

Figure 3.7: Assessment of KPlIs against Sector Benchmarks
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In the review period, the metering ratio was the best-performing KPI, with 68% of the WSPs meeting
the acceptable sector benchmark, a slight improvement of one percentage point. Non-revenue water
remained the worst-performing KPI, with 86% of the WSPs not meeting the acceptable benchmark of
less than 25%.

6
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Within each cluster of KPIs, the least number of WSPs met the performance benchmark in the follow-
ing: Quality of Service - Water Coverage (17%); Economic Efficiency - O+M Cost Coverage (1%), and
Operational Sustainability - Non-Revenue Water (4%). It is important to note that these are the same
indicators as the last reporting period. The continued poor performance in these three indicators is of
concern since these three KPIs have a critical role in shaping the water services provision and, subse-
quently, achieving the sector goals. There is a need to expand the network for water services through
public sector investments. WSPs must also transition to cost recovery tariffs and effective use of

levies. This will, in turn, attract investors to expanding sector financing.

3.6.3 Performance Trends Over Time

Over the past ten years, the performance indicators have been assessed, and the trends have varied.
Of significant improvement is the Water Coverage, which has improved by 15 percentage points to 70.
Staff Productivity has remained at 7, while the other indicators' trends have varied with marginal

increases and decreases.

Figure 3.8: Ten-year Analysis of the Performance Indicators

Tables 3.5 and 3.6 show performance over period, relative to the previous reporting period of
2022/23, for publicly and privately-owned utilities respectively.
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Table 3.5 (a): Performance Over Time of Publicly Owned Utilities

Rank WSP
1 Nyeri
2 Nakuru Urban
3 Nanyuki
4 Murand'a Urban
5 Isiolo
6 Thika
7 Kisumu
8 Ruiru-duja
9 Ngandori Nginda
10 Meru
11 Tetu Aberdare
12 Kakamega Urban
13 Embu
14 Naivasha
15 Rukanga
16 Ngagaka
17 Kiambu
18 Hdoret
19 Murang'a South
20 Nyahururu
21 Nakuru Rural
22 Nyasare
23 Murang'a West
24 Mathira
25 Tachasis
26 Naromoru
27 Malindi
28 Kirinyaga
29 Kapsabet Nandi
30 Kitui
31 Limuru
32 Kilifi Mariakani
33 Gatamathi
34 Nithi
35 Embe
36 Gatundu
37 Nairobi
38 Othaya Mukurweini
39 Gusii
40 Kathiani
41 Kwale
42 Nzoia
43 Githunguri
44 Meru Rural
45 Iten Tambach
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Rank WSP
47 Kiambere Mwingi
48 Homabay
49 Lamu
50 Muthambi 4K
51 Murugi Mugumango
52 Wote
53 Machakos
54 Amatsi
55 Matungulu Kangundo
56 Karuri
57 Kericho
58 Kirandich
59 Mombasa
60 Ol Kalou
61 Olkejuado
62 Tavevo
63 Kikuyu
64 Kakamega Rural
65 Sibo
66 Nyandarua
67 Mavoko
68 Narok
69 Kibwezi Makindu
70 Kyeni
71 Yatta
72 Mbooni
73 Chemususu
74 Garissa
75 Migori
76 Mwala
77 Busia
78 Marsabit
79 Mandera
80 Namanga
81 Kapenguria
82 Nol Turesh
83 Turkana Urban
84 Wajir
85 Bomet
86 Tuuru
87 Hwak
88 Samburu
89 Tana
90 Oloitokitok

XX Oloolaiser

46 Gatanga

al o -
(=] K=} o
= k=) K] ~
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Score 2022/23 Score 2023/24
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In the Private category, all the utilities recorded improvement in performance.

Table 3.5 (b): Performance Over Time of Privately-Owned Utilities

Rank WSP
1 Tatu City
2 Kiamumbi
3 Runda
4 Two Rivers

Score 2022/23

S

n
~J

-
n
[95]

Score 2023/24



A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 f ]

To be recognized as improved, a utility must have shown improvement over two consecutive reporting
periods and the score must be at least 50 points.

WASREB recognizes utilities that have improved their performance over time, even if they have not
achieved top positions in the short or medium term due to circumstances beyond their control.

On the WSPs overall performance over time, the average score was 45%, a marginal improvement of
one percentage point from the previous period.

The five-year trend shows continued improvement in the average score, although still below the 50%
mark.

Table 3.5 (c) : Number and Percentage of Utilities Recording Improvement

Year No. of Utilities No. of Improvers % of Improvers Average Score, %
2019/20 91 47 52 38
2020/21 90 53 59 40
2021/22 92 52 57 44
2022/23 92 47 51 44
2023/24 95 69 73 45

3.6.4 Utility Performance Based on Key Performance Indicators
a) Water Coverage

Water coverage compares the population water service providers serve to those living within the
licensed service area. WSPs are expected to ensure that despite the growing population in the service
areas, service expansion is adequate. Additionally, licensed WSPs are required to maintain an updated
inventory of any other water service provider operating within their jurisdiction.

The national performance on water coverage registered a notable improvement from 65% in 2022/23
to 70% in 2023/24. This movement translated to an additional 3.3 million people being served. The
growth was attributed to both new connections and considering the additional population served by
the verified small-scale service providers within the service area of the licensed water WSPs. In terms
of water connections, individual connections retained the highest (86%) share of domestic connec-
tions. However, in terms of population served, multi-dwelling units accounted for the highest (43%)
population served by the WSPs. On average one MDU connection serves 51 people.
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Figure 3.9: Share of Domestic Connections Contributing to Coverage
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Figure 3.10: Water Coverage by WSP category, %
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Across the various utility sizes, Across the various utility sizes, there was an improvement in water
coverage. The overall population served for the small category WSPs decreased despite the additional
WSPs (Namanga and Loitoktok). Conversely, the medium WSP category gained from the transition
effect of Lamu and Nol Turesh WSPs.
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improved water sources disaggregated as follows _ e

7% have limited access, 24% have basic access, and only 39% have access to safely managed water that
(on-premise, available when needed, and free from harmful contamination). Meanwhile, 16% rely on
unimproved sources like unprotected wells or springs, and 14% access water directly from rivers, dams,
lakes, ponds, streams, canals, or irrigation canals.

Figure 3.11: Proportion of Population using Safely Managed Drinking Water Services
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These highlights signify service gaps in availability, reliability, and quality. Strategic investments and
targeted interventions are essential to accelerate progress toward achieving safely managed water for all.

b) Sanitation Coverage

The indicator on sanitation coverage considers the proportion of the population with access to improved
sanitation. The sector registered a slight drop from 93% in the previous reporting period to 92% in
2023/24. In terms of people served an additional 1.3 million people were served. However, this increase
did not match the additional 1.6 million people in the service area during the 2023/24 reporting period,
hence the overall drop in sanitation coverage.

Whereas sanitation coverage measures access to services, a detailed assessment must consider access
to safely managed sanitation. This underscores the place of a comprehensive sanitation key performance
whose development commenced during the reporting period. The regulator envisages that the new
sanitation indicator harmonizes severed and non-sewered sanitation services and strengthens the
principles of citywide inclusive sanitation.

Figure 3.12: Sanitation Coverage by WSP category, %
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Across the various utility sizes, sanitation coverage declined except for the very large category of WSPs.
This was partly due to the net effect of the additional sewerage coverage by WSPs in this category. Also,
the additional population served with sanitation matched the population growth in the service area.
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Progress toward safely managed sanitation services, in line with SDG 6 targets, remains a critical focus

area.

In the 2023/24 reporting period, 78% of the population used improved sanitation facilities, while 47% had
access to private improved sanitation. 39% of the population used privately improved on-site sanitation
solutions. However, only 20% have sanitation that is safely disposed of on-site or treated off-site, and 15%
are connected to sewer networks. Just 10% benefit from safely transported and treated off-site services.

Overall, 29% of the population access safely managed sanitation services. The remainder rely on basic
services (18%), limited services (31%), unimproved facilities (14%), or practice open defecation (8%).

This performance in sanitation underscores the need for expanded investment in safely managed
sanitation infrastructure, with a particular focus on safely disposing, transporting, and treating waste to
meet national and global health standards.

Figure 3.13: Proportion of Population using Safely Managed Sanitation
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Figure 3.14: Sewered Sanitation Coverage, %
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Coverage on sewered sanitation remained relatively low, dropping by one percentage point to 15%,
considering that only 19,096 additional sewer connections were registered in the reporting period. The
slow progress in sewered sanitation coverage demystifies the fundamental need to embrace options
under non-sewered sanitation that guarantee safely managed sanitation. In this regard, the public sector
must continue aligning with the provisions of the national sanitation management policy, which opens the
place of non-sewered sanitation in the water sector.

c) Drinking Water Quality

Drinking Water Quality (DWQ) measures the potability of water supplied by a utility. The national average
was 89%, a one-percentage-point drop from the previous year's reporting period. The decline was due to
declined performance in the driver sub-indicators, which include compliance with planning and test
standards.
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Figure 3.15: Drinking Water Quality, %

100

. >
2

a4 B
Bl 51 54 92 i

=

AR =
I ||

Small Medium Large Very Large

w
(=]

@ =~ @
o (=] (=3

w
=

] ] w
[=] o [=]

Drinking Water Quality (%)
£
[ =]
G G DN O S N D N e e e e S

(=]

7 2021/22 — 2022/23 — 2023/24 Acceptable Sector Benchmark

Average 2023/24




A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 e |

d) Hours of Supply

The hours of supply key performance indicator assesses the quality of services, availability, and reliability
of water supply. To consumers, WSPs with high hours of supply raise the bar on dependability of services
provided, which subsequently reinforces the realization of the human right to access water services.

In 2023/24, there was a marginal increase in supply hours to 18 hours per day. Whereas hours of supply
reflect service reliability to all consumers, correlation to per capita consumption indicates the number of
hours the water service is available for domestic consumption and, subsequently, the fulfilment of the
basic right to water. In the reporting period, the per capita consumption was 26 litres per person per day,

a decline from 29 liters in the previous period.

Figure 3.16: Hours of Supply, No
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e) Non-Revenue Water

Non-revenue water (NRW) refers to the difference between the total volume of water introduced into the
distribution system and the volume of water billed or accounted for as authorized consumption—whether
billed or unbilled. NRW includes commercial (apparent) and physical (real) losses. It is a critical
operational indicator that reflects the sustainability and efficiency of utility operations. The sector
average of 44% non-revenue in 2023/24 sends a message analogous to injecting water into a
water network, only to realize that nearly half of it never reaches the customer—or at least is not
accounted for. This is the reality of Non-Revenue Water (NRW), which implies an invisible loss
that includes everything from leaking pipes to unauthorized consumption. Subsequently, NRW
is not just a technical issue; it is a direct hit to operational efficiency and long-term sustainability for water
WSPs.
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Figure 3.17: Non-Revenue Water, %
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Over the past year, the sector recorded a decline in NRW performance, rising from 43% to 44%. In the
reporting period, all utility size categories except the large ones recorded a decline, with medium WSPs
remaining relatively constant.

Figure 3.18: Breakdown of NRW
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The interventions for NRW reduction include monitoring NRW through the implementation of standards,
licence requirements with clear targets, and enhanced performance reporting,.

The utilities are required to distinguish between technical and commercial losses, enable targeted inter-
vention, adopt smart technologies, build capacity, reduce turnaround time for leakages, embrace perfor-
mance-based contracts, and develop non-revenue reduction plans with clear financial support.

f) Dormant Connections
The analysis of dormant water connections across different utility sizes for the period 2021/22 to

2023/24 reveals varying performance levels and trends. Dormant connections are service points that

remain inactive. They are a key indicator of operational inefficiencies and customer engagement
challenges within WSPs.
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Dormant Connections (%)

Figure 3.19: Dormant Connections
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The benchmark line on the figure highlights that the national average level of dormant connections was
24% in 2023/24. Very large WSPs continued to register the lowest rates of dormant connections, with a
marginal increase from 17% in 2022/23 to 20% in 2023/24, but they remained well below the national
average throughout the three-year period.

In contrast, large WSPs recorded a gradual increase in dormant connections, rising from 27% in 2022/23
to 28% in 2023/24, surpassing the national average in the current reporting period.

The most notable concerns arise from the medium and small utility categories, which consistently
reported the highest dormancy levels. Medium WSPs closed at 36% in 2023/24. Small WSPs followed a
similar trajectory, rising from 33% to 35% over the same period.

This highlights a need for enhanced data-cleaning efforts to verify the root cause of the dormancy and
develop targeted interventions, particularly among medium and small WSPs.

g) Metering Ratio

The metering ratio, which reflects the percentage of metered water connections, is a critical measure of
utility performance, particularly in promoting accountability, billing accuracy, and operational efficiency

In the 2023/24 period, Very Large WSPs demonstrated remarkable performance with a metering ratio of
100%, surpassing the sector benchmark of 95%. Large WSPs improved to 95%, aligning with the national
average. However, performance in medium and small WSPs remains a concern. Medium WSPs declined
from 93% to 84%. Small WSPs improved slightly from 82% to 86%, falling below the national average and
benchmark. .
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Figure 3.20: Metering Ratio
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This widening disparity indicates that while larger WSPs achieve 100% metering levels, the smaller ones
face ongoing challenges, presumably due to resource constraints. WSPS must bill consumers based on
actual meter readings and not estimates. To close this gap, targeted interventions are to mobilize resources
for medium and small WSPs to improve metering levels and overall service delivery.

h) Staff Productivity

Staff productivity is one indicator of efficient water and sewer services. It is measured as the number of
staff required to manage 1,000 active connections. A lower staff-to-connection ratio indicates a higher
operational efficiency, implying that resources are being deployed effectively to serve a larger customer
base.

Overall staff productivity stagnated at 7% for the third year. Very large WSPs, which are required to operate
below 5, maintained a staff productivity of 6 for the third year, a drop of one (1) point for the category. The
small and medium categories had staff productivity levels far beyond the benchmarks.

The landscape of staff productivity is far from uniform. Urban Water Service Providers benefit from dense-
ly populated areas and concentrated infrastructure, often achieving lower staff-to-connection ratios. This

allows for streamlined operations and efficient resource allocation.

Conversely, WSPs navigating the complexities of rural or sparsely populated regions frequently contend
with higher ratios. The dispersed nature of infrastructure necessitates a broader reach for personnel. This
challenge intensifies WSPs' oversight of multiple independent systems, such as boreholes or localized
treatment plants, each demanding dedicated attention and staffing for upkeep.
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Figure 3.21: Staff Productivity, No of Staff per 1000 connections

[ W

[42] [=]
R ——

[ ]

o

r
[=]

12 13

12
it towns served 23; 9
a

Staff per 1000 connections
o

7

7 8
1 |
& g ¢
if larges very large; 5

Small Medium Large Very Large

if towns served < 3; 7

n

2021/22 — 2022/23 — 2023/24 Sector Benchmark (Varies) Average 2023/24

Water Service Providers (WSPs) can adopt innovations such as smart metering, GIS mapping, and
automated billing to reduce manual tasks and focus staff on strategic functions, enhancing productivity.
Investing in staff training and upgrading aging infrastructure also boosts efficiency. Maintaining an optimal
staff-to-connection ratio is essential-understaffing compromises service quality, while overstaffing

increases operational costs.
i) Revenue Collection Efficiency

Revenue collection efficiency measures how effectively a WSP can collect payments from the total amount
it bills its customers. It is a key indicator of the utility's financial management capacity and customer
payment behavior.

Revenue collection efficiency improved overall, from 93% in FY 2022/23 to 95% in FY 2023/24. Very large
and large WSPs each saw gains, reaching 95%. However, medium and small WSPs experienced a decline
of 6 and 4 percentage points, respectively, underscoring persistent challenges such as inefficient billing
systems and weak debt recovery mechanisms.

High collection efficiency signifies that the WSP successfully converts billed revenue into actual cash
inflows, which is critical for sustaining day-to-day operations, maintaining infrastructure, and planning for
future investments.

Poor efficiency, on the other hand, may indicate issues such as weak billing systems, customer dissatisfac-
tion, or enforcement challenges. Therefore, improving this metric is essential for ensuring the WSPs finan-
cial viability and service reliability.
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Figure 3.22: Revenue Collection Efficiency, %
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To enhance performance, these WSPs must invest in smart billing technologies, establish robust debt man-

agement policies, and improve service quality—particularly reliability of supply—to boost customer willing-
ness to pay and strengthen revenue streams.

j) Operation and Maintenance (O+M) Cost Coverage

O+M Cost Coverage assesses a utility's capacity to finance its routine operational expenses using internally
generated revenues, primarily from water and sanitation services. This indicator is a key benchmark for
financial sustainability since revenue from core services is generally more stable and within the utility's
control, unlike external sources such as subsidies and donor grants. A high O&M cost coverage ratio, also
known as the operational cost coverage ratio (OCCR), suggests that the utility is on a path toward self-suffi-
ciency, reducing dependency on external support.

To achieve financial sustainability, WSPs must meet or exceed the threshold ratios outlined in Table 3.6.0p-
eration and Maintenance (O+M) cost coverage rose from 95% in FY 2022/23 to 98% in FY 2023/24, driven
by a 9% increase in total revenue, outpacing the 6% rise in total costs. This national improvement was
largely attributed to the Very large WSPs, whose coverage increased from 101% to 105%. In contrast, large
and medium WSPs experienced declines of 5 and 1 percentage points, respectively. Notably, small WSPs

showed significant progress, with coverage improving from 44% to 59%, implying better cost recovery
efforts at the lower tier.

Table 3.6: Operation and Maintenance (O+M) Cost Coverage Components

Cost Companants 0O+ M Cost Covaerage
0 +M Cost 100%

O + M Cost + Debt Senica + Minor Investmants 101-145%

Full Cost Recovery 1509
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Operation and Maintenance (O+M) cost coverage rose from 95% in FY 2022/23 to 98% in FY 2023/24,
driven by a 9% increase in total revenue, outpacing the 6% rise in total costs. This national improvement

was largely attributed to the Very large WSPs, whose coverage increased from 101% to 105%. In contrast,

large and medium WSPs experienced declines of 5 and 1 percentage points, respectively. Notably, small

WSPs showed significant progress, with coverage improving from 44% to 59%, implying better cost

recovery efforts at the lower tier.

Figure 3.23: Operation and Maintenance Cost Coverage, %
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Of 95 WSPs, 36 achieved full O+M cost coverage through internally generated revenue, recording an
operating Cost Coverage Ratio (OCCR) above 100%. The list below highlights WSPs with strong financial
performance (OCCR >110%) as well as those with significant shortfalls (OCCR <50%).

Table 3.7: Highest and lowest O+M Cost Coverage Ratio for WSPs

WSP OCCR>110% WSP OCCR<50 %
Tatu City 171 Bomet 40
Ruiru Juja 136 Lamu 40
Garisaa 124 Samburu 37
Nanyuki 123 Marsabit 36
Nyasare 123 Migori 33
Mathira 119 Kirandich 32
Thika 118 Loitoktok 31
Kakamega Urban 118 Mandera 13
Tachasis 118 Elwak
Runda 118 Wajir
Muranga’a West 113
Murang’a Urban 111
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The number of WSPs with justified tariffs rose from 29 to 40, contributing to the improvement in O+M cost
coverage. Additionally, ongoing initiatives such as the CLSG Il and K-WASH (P4R) programs, which target
enhancing cost recovery among participating WSPs, are expected to further boost this KPI in upcoming
reporting periods.

To enhance OCCR, WSPs must operate with justified tariffs, improve billing efficiency, and explore cost-re
duction interventions such as solarization and process automation.

k) Personnel Costs as a Proportion of O+M Costs

Personnel Expenditure as a Percentage of O+M Costs evaluates the share of operational spending directed
toward salaries, wages, and allowances, offering insight into a utility's efficiency and cost structure. The

Sector benchmarks guide what is considered an optimal balance for each size category.

In FY 2023/34, this indicator improved by one percentage point from 48% to 47%, indicating progress
towards the sector benchmark. All utility size categories, except the small category, recorded a decline in
this indicator. The small WSPs experienced a 6-point increase, signalling rising pressure on staff-related
costs. However, it's important to note that this increase remained within the sector benchmark, suggesting
that the growth in personnel expenses, while notable, is not excessive or inefficient.

In contrast, very large and large WSPs—despite their scale and expected operational
efficiencies—continued to operate above the sector benchmark for the third year. This is a concern, as
these categories are typically likely to leverage economies of scale to keep personnel costs proportionally
lower. The persistent breach of the benchmark implies potential inefficiencies in staffing structures, wage
management, and productivity. This warrants a closer look into human resource policies, cost control, and
containment mechanisms in these larger WSPs.

Figure 3.24: Personnel Cost as % of O+M, %

51
@ 50
2 41
a@
40 40 e 40 &
30 1

30 30
20 20
10

]

Srmall Medium Large Very Large

- -

Personnel Expenditures (%)

202122 — 022/23 — 02324 Secter Banchmark (Varies)

é

Average 2023/24



A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24 I ————

) Comparison against Average Tariff and unit costs

Comparing the Average Tariff to the Unit Cost of Water Billed is essential in evaluating a utility'scapacity to
recover operational costs from internally generated revenues. When the average tariff exceeds the unit
cost of water billed, the utility is better positioned to meet its financial obligations—despite inefficiencies
such as non-revenue water. Conversely, a lower average tariff than the unit cost signals revenue shortfalls
and risk to sustainability.

Additionally, the gap between the Unit Cost of Production and the Unit Cost of Water Billed is a critical
measure of operational efficiency. A significant disparity often points to inefficiencies in distribution, high
system losses, or ineffective cost controls.

Figure 3.25: Tariff Cost Comparison
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In the period, the average tariff rose by Ksh.10 to Ksh. 105, while the unit cost of production declined by
Ksh. 3 to Ksh. 64.

At the same time, the unit cost of water billed increased by Ksh. 6.2 to Ksh. 114. The fact that average tariffs
are rising faster than unit costs of water billed is a positive sign of improved self-sufficiency among WSPs.

The drop in the cost of production per M3 was not reflected in the sector since the cost per unit of billed
volumes increased at a higher rate. This caused the gap between production and unit costs from Ksh. 41
to Ksh. 50, showing greater inefficiency in the sector.

Across size categories, small WSPs recorded the highest unit costs for both production and billing,
reflecting lower cost efficiency. Medium WSPs had the lowest unit costs, indicating better cost control.
Notably, large WSPs demonstrated the highest operational efficiency, with only a 48% gap between
production and billing costs. In contrast, the small category showed the widest gap at 57%, signalling
inefficiencies in operations and higher loss levels.
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Figure 3.26: Trends in Tariff and Unit cost of production: Very Large and Large WSPs
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Figure 3.27: Trends in Tariff and Unit cost of production: Small and Medium WSPs
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m) Grant Dependence

Grant dependence—calculated as the ratio of total grants to total costs—indicates the extent to which a
water company relies on subsidies and donor grants to cover its operations and maintenance costs. It
is a critical financial sustainability metric that assesses the WSPs efforts towards self-sufficiency.
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Figure 3.28: Grants and Subsidies of O + M Costs
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Table 3.8: O+M Parameters in Kshs

Total Operating Revenue (including Billing plus other services) 28,250
Total Subsidies and Grants for O+M 2,480
Total Other Incomes 599

Total Revenue 28,850
Total O+M Expenditures 29,507

Grant dependence increased marginally for very large and large WSPs between FY 2023/24 and FY
2022/23. For the small category, grant dependence reduced from 58% to 46%.

n) Revenue Diversification

Figure 3.29: Revenue Diversification Revenue diversification measures how evenly

a utility's operating revenues are spread across

consumer types—domestic and institutional. A
well-diversified utility does not overly rely on
one group, reducing vulnerability to shocks
affecting a specific segment. This enhances
financial resilience, stability, and the ability to
maintain services during economic or demand

WeryLars Lari i Smad fluctuations. It's a key indicator of risk

B bomeste Wi hsttonal mitigation and sustainable utility management.
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In FY 2023/24, large WSPs showed strong revenue diversification, with a near 50/50 split between
domestic and institutional sources, indicating low-risk exposure. Small and very large WSPs were also
relatively balanced. However, medium WSPs relied more heavily on domestic consumers, making
them more vulnerable to demand or payment fluctuations in that segment. Diversifying revenue
sources would strengthen their financial stability.
0) Liquidity of WSPs
Figure 3.30: Current Assets vs Liabilities (Ksh Billions)
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In FY 2023/24, all utility size categories—except the small category—had current liabilities exceeding

current assets, indicating poor liquidity and potential cash flow challenges.

A major contributor to this weak position was the high proportion of trade receivables within current
assets much of which remains uncollected beyond the sector’s 60-day benchmark. The medium-sized
WSPs were the most affected, with an average debtor collection period of 416 days, compared to 245
days for the very large category.

Figure 3.31: Distribution of Current Assets
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The prolonged recovery period severely impacts liquidity, as revenues are locked in unpaid bills. To
enhance liquidity, Water Service Providers (WSPs) need to improve their revenue collection processes,
implement tighter credit policies, and actively pursue debt recovery. Regular tracking of outstanding
receivables and aligning billing practices with cash flow objectives can also minimize financial risk and
strengthen stability. Moreover, government institutions must ensure timely payment of their water bills
to ease the liquidity constraints affecting the utilities.

3.6.5 Sanitation indicator rollout results

The proposed framework for key performance indicators in sanitation services for the water sector will
monitor the targets established to achieve universal sanitation coverage in Kenya. This framework is
aligned with constitutional and existing frameworks for monitoring sanitation performance at the global,

regional, national, and sector levels.

The sanitation indicators framework for monitoring, tracking, and reporting progress on the
achievement of sanitation targets in the water sector at the WSP, county, and national levels focuses on
the following six key domains:

. Demographic and administrative indicators

. Onsite (non-sewered) sanitation indicators at household level

. Onsite (non-sewered) sanitation indicators at the institutional level
. Faecal sludge management

. Sewerage and wastewater management indicators

. Institutional capacity indicators

WASREB has piloted the tool with 10 WSPs, Eldoret, Naivasha, Kisumu, Nyeri, Ruiru-Juja, Thika, Nakuru,
Nairobi, Malindi, and Nanyuki, spanning 8 counties. The main finding was the importance of
multisectoral collaboration to ensure that the data is consistent.

The scoring of the indicator weights is depicted in Figure 3.32.
Figure 3.32: Sanitation KPl Parameters and Weighting
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From the sanitation pilot, it was determined that the definitions of the sanitation indicators need to be
harmonized. WASREB requires collaboration with KNBS to ensure that the required sanitation parameters are

included in the next census cycle to facilitate the baseline data.
The results from the pilot are as presented in Table 3.9.
Table 3.9: Sanitation KPI pilot results

Safely Managed

S . Faecal Sludge Wastewater - . Policy & Customer
Sanitation Service Financing
Management Management Governance Engagement
Coverage
Ideal Weight 25% 15% 15% 15% 20% 10% 100%
Kisumu 21% 15% 15% 13% 10% 9% 83%
Nanyuki 21% 7% 12% 12% 17% 9% 78%
Nyeri 23% 3% 14% 13% 10% 9% 72%
Nakuru 20% 12% 14% 13% 16% 8% 83%
Eldoret 10% 10% 14% 11% 12% 10% 67%
Naivasha 13% 8% 11% 9% 12% 8% 61%!
Nairobi 19% 8% 12% 14% 13% 8% 74%
Malindi 9% 1% n/a* 6% 13% 8% 43%
Thika 16% 0% 13% 5% 7% 7% 48%
Ruiru-Juja 13% 4% 11% 0% 0% 0% 28%

n/a* For utilities without wastewater, the overall score is computed out of 85%

3.6.6 Customer Centricity Utility Assessment

WASREB seeks to reinforce efforts in promoting and monitoring the progressive realization of the Bill of Rights
by institutionalizing citizen engagement and operationalizing the complaints management ecosystem to reorient
service delivery. Creating awareness of the nature and quality of the services provided at required standards
plays a lead role in pacifying the impacts of poor service. Involving citizens in decision-making through feedback
loops ultimately improves performance.

There is a need to strengthen consumers' participation in water and sanitation services to realize their rights;
participation guarantees the rights of all citizens by enabling them to engage in the services provided effectively.
This involves information provision by water sector institutions to citizens in general and consumers in
particular, formalized consultation and participation of citizens in service provision, and effective documentation
and handling of consumer complaints.

Conscious of this, WASREB will assess utilities using the Citizen Engagement indicator, which is clustered in Four
(4) broad areas, as seen in Table 3.10.
Table 3.10: Components of the Citizen Engagement Indicator

&  The Litility has an # The utility has a work plan~ #  Therais a published # The utility publishes
approved Gitizan for Consumer Engagamant service charter publicly information to the public
Engagement Paolicy activities. displayed. on its wabsite about its

& Thereexists awrittenand =« Theworkplanisalignedta s  The utility carries out operations.
published complaint the approved annual customar satisfaction & Tha Utilin's budgat
system. budget. surveys at least every twao includes items for
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3.6.7 Governance Assessment

A governance assessment of the WSP was conducted, and 79 reports were provided. The
assessment focused on the following sub-indicators: Utility Oversight/Supervision,
Information and Control Systems, Financial Management, Service Standards, Human
Resources, and User Consultation. The objective was to evaluate the effectiveness,
transparency, and accountability of governance structures supporting service delivery.

Figure 3.33: Governance Assessment Comparison against KPl Score
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Relationship between governance and WSP performance

A positive and statistically significant correlation exists between governance score and overall

utility performance. Regression analysis indicates that 37% of the variation in overall
performance is explained by governance, highlighting its influence on key performance
outcomes. This underscores that strong governance frameworks—including leadership,
accountability, and strategic oversight—can drive improvements across operational and
financial indicators. Focusing on governance provides WSPs with a strategic pathway to
enhance overall performance

Figure 3.34: Governance Performance Across the Six Sub-Indicators
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3.6.8 Assessment of Pro-Poor Initiatives
Pro-Poor Service Delivery Strategy and Assessment

The National Water Services Strategy (NWSS) requires implementing a phased approach to serving
low-income areas. To phase out informal service delivery, affordable access points like yard taps and
kiosks must initially be promoted and progressively transition to individual connections.

To monitor service provision to underserved populations, WSP reports on specific pro-poor issues
using a four-dimensional composite indicator covering planning, governance, financing, and impact. The
assessment process involves a self-evaluation by WSPs, followed by regulator validation based strictly
on documented evidence such as approved policies, reports, financial data, social surveys, and

spatial information. WSPs must submit the complete pro-poor dataset through the Water
Regulation Services Information System (WARIS) to be considered for assessment.
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Figure 3.35: Performance in Pro-poor Parameters
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In the 2023 /24 reporting period, average performance improved significantly from 54% to 57%.
Additionally, there was incremental performance across all four assessment dimensions.
Financing recorded the
Performance on selected Pro-Poor assessment areas highes‘[ increase, indicating a
strong commitment by the
FINANCING WSPs to mobilize resources
for various pro-poor
initiatives.  However, there

was minimal improvement in
primarily encompasses the
terms of impact, which
effectiveness  of  various
initiatives to increase access

to water and sanitation in low-income areas. To improve in this area, WSPs must accurately
disaggregate the various types of connections serving these areas.
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In 2023/34, the number of WSPs reporting on pro-poor assessment increased to 74 from 53 in
2022/23. This translated to a 21% improvement in reporting. Also, compared to 2022/24, performance
on select sub-indicators indicated continuous improvement.

Formalisation of Small- Scale Service Providers

Including third-party providers aligns with the NWSS's objective of achieving universal access to water
and sanitation services. By leveraging the capabilities of these providers, especially in low-income and
rural areas, the strategy aims to ensure that no one is left behind in the provision of essential water

services.

While third-party providers operate under the umbrella of licensed WSPs, they must comply with the
regulatory standards and guidelines established by WASREB. This includes adherence to service quality,
tariff structures, and reporting requirements. The Water Act 2016 stipulates that any person providing
water services must do so under a license issued by the Regulatory Board.

The Water Services Regulations empower licensed WSPs to enter into agreements with third parties
such as public-private partnerships, sub-contracts, service provision arrangements, or the provision of
licensed services or parts thereof. These agreements must ensure that third-party providers adhere to
the standards and conditions set by the Water Services Regulatory Board (WASREB).

In the 2023/24 reporting period, there was an increased contribution of small-scale service providers
particularly in the assessment of national water coverage. In total, 3,257 small-scale service providers
were linked to WSPs' service areas. However, the regulator envisages that an upscaled update on
operations and reporting framework for the SSSPs will improve the overall universal access for
providers within and outside the WSPs' service areas.

3.6.9 Evaluation of Creditworthiness
Creditworthiness Index

The escalating ambition of achieving universal water and sanitation access (SDG 6), coupled with
increasingly strained public funding and rising capital needs, necessitates WSPs to explore diverse
financing avenues beyond traditional tariff revenues. Commercial loans, blended finance, and
public-private partnerships offer promising solutions to bridge the sector's significant investment gap.
However, the linchpin to unlocking these alternative funding sources lies in a utility's creditworthiness -
its demonstrable capacity to reliably service debt obligations.

é
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significant investment gap. However, the linchpin to unlocking these alternative funding sources lies in a
utility's creditworthiness - its demonstrable capacity to reliably service debt obligations.

Lenders and investors meticulously evaluate creditworthiness by scrutinizing a utility's financial and
operational health. This assessment, which considers historical financial performance, revenue stability,
debt ratios, and cash flow adequacy, determines the risk associated with lending. Due to their perceived
lower risk, WSPs with consistent revenues, robust financial controls, and efficient operations are more
likely to secure favourable loan terms.

Conversely, WSPs grappling with weak financial discipline, operational inefficiencies, or over-reliance on
grants often encounter limited access to credit or unfavourable borrowing conditions. Recognizing this,
enhancing creditworthiness becomes paramount for accessing crucial capital and driving internal reforms

that bolster governance and operational efficiency.

A Creditworthiness Index has been developed to facilitate a focused evaluation of this critical aspect. This
index, mirroring conventional credit rating systems (e.g., AAA, BB), exclusively considers 23 weighted
financial and operational indicators (detailed in Annex 7), drawing upon validated data from WARIS and
audited financial statements for the fiscal year 2023/24. This standardized framework provides a valuable
tool for benchmarking WSPs and pinpointing areas needing improvement to achieve investment-grade
status, thereby paving the way for diversified funding and accelerated progress toward SDG 6.

Table 3.11: CWI Scoring Parameters

>85 Creditworthy Denotes the lowest expectation of default risk. Assigned only in cases of
probably AAA | exceptionally strong capacity for payment of financial commitments.
category Highly unlikely to be adversely affected by foreseeable events.

T1to85 Creditworthy Denotes expectations of very low default risk. Vlery strong capacity for
probably Af | payment of financial commitments. Not significantly wulnerable to
category foreseeable events.

61taT0 Low-Creditworthy | Denctes expectations of low default risk. Capacity for payment of financial
probably in A | commitments is considered strong Capacity may, nevertheless, be more
category vulnerable to adverse business or economic conditions than is the case for
higher ratings. In acredit rating, this definition is equivalent is equivalent to
an Arating

51to60 Low-Creditworthy | Indicates that expectations of default risk are currently low. Capacity for
! probably in BBB | payment of financial commitments is considered adequate but adverse
cateqory business or economic conditions are more likely to impair this capacity. In
a credit rating, this definition is equivalent is equivalent to an BBB rating.
41to 50 Low-Creditworthy | Indicates an elevated vulnerability to default risk, particular122\ly in the
probably in BB | event of adverse changes in business or economic conditions over time;

category however, business or financial flexibility exists which supports the servicing
of financial commitments In al credit rating, this definition is equivalent is
equivalent to BB rating.
31to40 Lower- Indicates that material default risk is present, but a limited margin of safety
Creditworthy remains. Financial commitments are cumrently being met, however,
probably in B | capacity for continued. payment is vulnerable to deterioration in the
category business and economic emvironment. In a credit rating, this definition is
equivalent to B rating.
==30 Mo Ratingawarded | Indicative of substantial to exceptionally high risk of default.

é
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94 WSPs were assessed for creditworthiness in the financial year 2023/24 compared to 91 from the
previous year. The utility which was not assessed was Namanga, due to data credibility issues. WSPs and
their performance is presented in the Table 3.12.

Table 3.12: CWI Rating for WSPs

Rank WSP 2022/23 2023/24 Variance Rank WspP 2022/23 2023/24 Variance
Score Rating Score Rating Score Rating Score Rating

1| Mathira 54 BBB 63 A 9 48| Kapenguria 32 B 36 B 4

2|Kakamega Urban 52 BBB 63 A || 49| Kibwezi Makindu 3 BB 36 s [THEE
3[Tatu City 53 BBB 61 A e | 50{Kiamumbi 48 B8 35 B -13

4Ruiru-luja 67 A 61 N ¢ | 51| Meru Rural 34 B 35 8 | 1 |
5[ Meru 63 A 61 A 52[Naromoru 31 B 35 8 | 3 |
6[Runda 63 A 61 A 53| Gusii 31 | NORATING | 34 8 | 3 |
7| Nanyuki 68 A 61 BBB 54| Kikuyu 31 B 34 B | 3 |
8| Nyeri 63 A 59 BB8 55| Wote 29 | NoRATING | 33 B | 4 |
9 Murang'a West 60 B8B 59 888 56 Nzoia 41 B 33 B
10 Nakuru 64 A 59 888 57|Karuri 32 B 33 B | 1 |
11[Thika 57 BBB 58 B | 1 | 58|Iten tambach 31 B 33 8 | 2 |
12| Naivasha 50 BB 56 B8 | 6 | 59| Githunguri 34 B 32 B
13| Ngagaka 52 BBB 56 B | 4 | 60| Kkwale 32 B 32 T o |
14| Murang'a Urban 53 BBB 55 B8 | 3 | 61|Kirinyaga 28 | NORATING | 32 B | a4 |
15[Isiolo 54 BBB 54 . o | 62| Machakos 24 | NnoRATING | 32 8 |7 |
16[Embu 36 B 53 e | 17 | 63 Narok 28 | NORATING | 31 B | 4 |
17| Nairobi 29 | NORATING | 51 B | 2 | 64| Gatamathi 43 B8 31 B -1

18| Garissa 48 B8 51 BB | 3 | 65 | Matungulu Kangundo 28 | NORATING | 31 B | 3 |
19| Tetu Aberdare 51 BB 51 BB | o | 66 | Murugi Mugumango 30 [ NoRraTING | 30 [ NoRATING |0 |
20[Kisumu 61 BBB 51 BB -10 67|Sibo 30 | noratinG | 30 | noraTing (IO
21[Kathiani 36 B 50 BB | 14 | 68| Muthambi 4k 33 B 30 | NORATING
22| Nakuru Rural 33 B 50 B | 17 | 69[Embe 29 [ norating | 29 | norating (G
23| Tachasis 53 BBB 49 BB 70| Gatanga 30 | NORATING | 28 | NORATING
24| Murang'a South 33 B 49 B | 15 | 71[samburu 19 | NORATING | 28 [ noRraTNG |9 |
25| Ngandori Nginda 45 B8 43 BB | 3 | 72/ kil 29 | NORATING | 27 | NORATING
26| Eldoret 34 B 48 BB | 14 | 73|Mwala 33 B 27 | noraTinG [HEEHI
27| Nithi 39 B 47 BB | 9 | 74| Kiambere Mwingi 39 B 26 | NORATING
28] chemususu 29 | NORATING | 47 BB | 19 | 75|Nyandarua 25 [ NoRaTING | 25 [ NORATING |0 |
29Kiambu 29 | NORATING | 46 B | 16 | 76|Tana River 29 | NORATING | 24 | NORATING
30[Two Rivers 45 BB 46 B | o | 77| Homabay 22 [ NoraTNG | 23 [ NoRaTNG |1
31kyeni 27 | NORATING | 43 BB | 16 | 78|Kitui 25 | NORATING | 22 | NORATING
32[Nyasare 47 BB 43 BB 79| Marsabit 32 B 22 | NORATING
33[Mombasa 29 | NORATING | 42 B | 13 | 80[Mandera 19 [ noRATNG | 21 [ noraTnG | 3|
340l kalou 38 B a1 B | 4 | 810loolaiser 21 [ NoraTNG | 21 [ NoRraTNG | 0|
35 |Limuru 39 B 41 BB | 2 | 82|Amatsi 18 | NORATING | 20 | NORATING |3 ]
36| Tuuru 26 | NORATING | 41 BB | 15 | 83| Nol Turesh 55 BBB 20 | NORATING
37| Malindi 29 | NORATING | 41 B | 12 | 84|Turkana Urban 1 [ NoRaTING | 19 | NoRATING |18 |
38[Nyahururu 36 B 40 8 | a4 | 85[Lamu 19 | NORATING | 18 | NORATING
39[Othaya Mukurweini a4 BB 39 B 86| Kakamega Rural 14 | NORATNG | 18 [ norATNG | 4|
40[Kapsabet Nandi 30 | NORATING [ 39 B | 9 | 87|Busia 15 | NORATING | 15 | NORATNG |0 |
41Rukanga 47 BB 38 T o | 88| Kirandich 28 | NORATING | 13 | NORATING
42[Tavevo 39 B 33 B 89| migori 18 | NoraTING | 12 | NoraTING [EEHE
43Gatundu 39 B 37 B 90| Mbooni 13 | NORATING | 9 [ NORATING
44|Kericho 21 | NORATING | 37 B | 16 | 91[Bomet 17 [ noratinG [ 9 | norating [EEEEN
45|Vvatta 40 B 37 B 92| wajir 6 | NoRraTNG | 8 [ wNoraTNG | 2|
46|Olkejuado 21 | NORATING | 37 B | 15| 93|Elwak 21 | NORATING | 8 | NORATING
47| Mavoko 34 B 36 B | 2 | 94] Oloitokitok NORATING | 3 [ NoRraTNG |3 |
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The 2022/23 CWI scores have been restated based on the new WARIS computation. Average performance
improved from 35.5 to 37.2, driven by gains in economic efficiency indicators — notably operational and
maintenance cost coverage, revenue collection efficiency, and personnel expenditure as a percentage of
O+M costs. The table below provides a summary of performance across all scores.

Table 3.13: CWI Performance Summary

Score >85 71>85 | 61t070 | 51to 60 | 41to 50 | 31 to 40
Rating AAA AA A BBB BB B

2022/23 0 0 6 10 11 27 37
2023/24 0 0 6 9 21 29 29

The analysis also considered the most improved and declined WSPs during the reporting period. Nairobi
was the most improved due to improved cost coverage and a reduction in debtors' days, while NolTuresh
recorded the greatest decline due to a decline in the cost coverage ratio and increased NRW. The five most
improved and five highest decliners are presented in Tables 3.14 and 3.15, respectively.

Table 3.14: Creditworthiness Assessment Top Improvers

WSsP 2022/23 2023/24 Variance
Score Rating Score Rating

Nairobi 29 NO RATING 51 BB 22

Chemususu 29 NO RATING 47 BB 19

Embu 36 B 53 BBB 17

Nakuru Rural 33 B 50 BB 17

Kiambu 29 NO RATING 46 BB 16

Table 3.15: Creditworthiness Assessment Bottom Losers

WSP 2022/23 2023/24 Variance
Score Rating Score Rating

Kiamumbi 48 BB 35 B

Elwak 21 NO RATING 8 NO RATING

Kiambere Mwingi 39 B 26 NO RATING

Kirandich 28 NO RATING 13 NO RATING

Nol Turesh 55 BBB 20 NO RATING
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3.6.10 Compliance Status
a) License Compliance

Section 85 of the Water Act 2016 explicitly prohibits the provision of water services without a valid
license issued by the Water Services Regulatory Board (WASREB). Holding a valid license is not
optional; it is a legal obligation. Operating without one is unlawful and undermines the integrity
and safety of water service provision.

During the reporting period, 59 Water Service Providers (WSPs)—representing 62%—held active
licenses, demonstrating compliance with regulatory requirements. Meanwhile, 20 WSPs (21%)
had their license applications under processing by WASREB, and 5 WSPs (5%) were operating with
expired licenses. Alarmingly, 11 WSPs had not made a license application.

Figure 3.36: License Compliance Status as at June 2024
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b) Tariff Compliance

Of all the Water Service Providers (WSPs) reviewed, 40—representing 42%—operated with valid,
approved tariffs. An additional 25 WSPs (26%) had tariff applications under processing by the regulator.
However, 30 WSPs (32%) operated with non-cost-reflective tariffs and had not submitted applications to
WASREB for review or adjustment.
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This indicates an improvement in compliance, but there is still a significant journey ahead to reach 100%
compliance. Operating without cost-reflective tariffs compromises the sustainability and quality of service
delivery, as providers may lack sufficient revenue to maintain infrastructure or meet operational costs.

Moreover, it indicates non-compliance with the Tariff Guidelines, which require all WSPs to submit tariff
applications at least six months before the expiry of their current tariffs to prevent a lapse in tariff validity.

Figure 3.37: Validity of Tariff as at June 2024
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c) Compliance in payment of regulatory levy

WASREB's ability to regulate effectively is reliant on its financial independence. The regulator must have
stable and predictable funding to remain credible, impartial, and responsive. This empowers it to enforce

licensing, oversee tariff structures, and monitor service quality without interference.

Financial autonomy—anchored in timely and adequate remittance of regulatory levies—strengthens
WASREB's capacity to uphold accountability, protect consumers, and drive sustainable water service

delivery nationwide.

Under Gazette Notice No. 12188, Water Service Providers (WSPs) are required to remit 4% of their
monthly billing to WASREB by the 15th of the following month.

Non-compliance attracts a daily penalty of Ksh 2,000. Despite this clear requirement, only 17% of WSPs
were compliant. The compliant WSPs include Eldoret, Embu, Kisumu, Kitui, Meru, Murang’a West, Nakuru
Urban, Nanyuki, Ngagaka, Nyahururu, Nyeri, Ruiru-Juja, Runda, Tatu City, and Thika.

&
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Figure 3.38: Regulatory Levy Compliance
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d) Compliance in Reporting

Reporting is a fundamental license condition that is crucial in helping utilities track their performance
against key indicators and meet sector standards. WASREB's guidelines specify various mandatory
reports that must be submitted regularly. The required reports are highlighted in Section 3.3.

Figure 3.39: Compliance in Reporting
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As of the fiscal year 2023/24, the counties have made significant strides in improving water services through
infrastructure upgrades, public-private partnerships, and regulatory compliance. Despite these efforts,
challenges like inadequate infrastructure and water scarcity persisted. Strategic plans were implemented to
tackle these challenges and ensure sustainable water services for everyone.

4.1 Regulation within the Service Area

The regulation within service areas in the counties has seen ongoing efforts to enhance water service delivery.
The Water Act 2016 provides the legal foundation for county governments to manage water services, ensuring
access to water and sanitation, particularly in underserved areas. The Water Services Regulatory Board (WAS-
REB) plays a crucial role in overseeing the regulation of water services, ensuring compliance with standards for
quality, cost, and customer service. WASREB also offers guidelines for clustering water service providers to
improve efficiency and service delivery.

The County Governments Act 2012 outlines the functions and powers of county governments, emphasizing
the need for sustainable water service delivery policies. Additionally, WASREB has issued specific guidelines to
maintain water service standards in rural and underserved areas, aiming to professionalize and formalize their
operations, ensuring sustainable investment and the progressive realization of the right to water. Regular perfor-
mance benchmarking by WASREB helps ensure regulation compliance and identifies areas for improvement.

—
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4.2 Access to Water Services

Access to water services varies widely across the 47 counties. As of June 2024, Kenya's population was 52.4
million. Only 30.9 million people lived within WSP service areas, and approximately 21.5 million receive
services, including 2.8 million served by small-scale and traceable third-party providers. This means 41% of
Kenyans live outside regulated WSP coverage, 46% of Kenyans are served by regulated WSPs and 30% of
Kenyans within WSP service areas do not have access to services from regulated WSPs.

Rural and marginalized communities face significant challenges, often relying on contaminated surface water.
Lack of access to clean water, proper sanitation, and hygiene facilities disproportionately affects women,
children, and vulnerable groups.

To address these issues, WASREB, in collaboration with the County Executive Committee Member in Charge
of Water Affairs (CECM), developed modalities for registering Small Scale Service Providers (SSPs). This
includes community water projects, gated community water providers, housing development company water
projects, and private/individual water operators.

WASREB aims to enhance water service delivery in rural and underserved areas by promoting innovative
service provision models. They also focus on strengthening public accountability through greater citizen
engagement and oversight, expanded public education initiatives, and consumer clinics. This approach fosters
participatory governance and promotes equitable water services for all.

Figure 4.1: Coverage Within Counties
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No county in Kenya has achieved 100% access to water and sanitation services. However, the level of access
varies significantly across the country. Counties such as West Pokot, Wajir, Elgeyo Marakwet, Mandera, and
Busia face significant challenges, with coverage Ibelow 5%. In contrast, counties like Mombasa, Kiambu,
Nairobi, and Nakuru have made substantial progress, with over 70% of their populations having access to these
essential services.

This disparity highlights the urgent need for targeted interventions to improve water and sanitation access in
the most underserved regions.

4.3 Strategies for County Water Services

The National Water and Sanitation Investment Plan (NAWASIP) sets ambitious targets to be met by 2030, which
include:

+100% access to safe water (urban and rural),
*40% sewerage coverage and 100% improved sanitation in urban areas,

*100% improved rural sanitation, including Open Defecation Free (ODF) status in 13 counties
responsible for 79% of open defecation.

The Intergovernmental Relations Technical Committee (IGRTC) outlines distinct roles in the water and
sanitation sector: the National Government handles licensing and regulation, while county governments
oversee direct service provision, including establishing Water and Sanitation Service Providers (WSPs). Both
levels of government are constitutionally mandated to realize the right to water and sanitation progressively.

A key enabler is the operationalization of coordinated efforts under the Water Sector Inter-Governmental
Consultation and Cooperation Framework (WSIGCCF), which seeks to ensure effective collaboration between
National and County governments, promoting mutual support, expertise-sharing, and resource mobilization.

Additionally, WASREB provides guidance on service delivery models based on the principle that water services
are public functions—delegated but not transferred. Counties must ensure full coverage through licensed
WSPs who can engage private operators, small-scale service providers or qualified community groups,
depending on whether an area is within or outside a WSPs jurisdiction.

County Governments are advised to pursue the following strategies to enhance efficiency in the discharge of
their mandates:

X Prepare a County-Wide Water and Sanitation Strategy (CWSS) and integrate this strategy into the
County Integrated Development Plan (CIDPs) for alignment with overall county development goals.

X For the Environment Protection, Water and Natural Resources County Sector Working Groups
(CSWG), tasked with prioritizing and formulating sector budget proposals, the County Executive Committee
Member (CECM) for water affairs should ensure adequate representation for sector planning. This will assist in
establishing dedicated resources to expand water access in underserved and marginalised areas to meet

é

national access targets.
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X Establish professional service delivery models in the county that align with WASREB guidelines and
strengthen the capacity of WSPs, SSPs, and community groups, integrating them into a regulated service
framework.

4.4 Coordination of Investments

Coordinating water sector investments at the county level is essential for sustainable and fair access to water
and sanitation services. To benefit from economies of scale, funds from different sources must be consolidated
to ensure the delivery of value-for-money investment projects. Low-value disaggregation of projects will result
in low impact due to poor feasibility studies, planning, and design. Pool resources, consolidate investments,
and ensure projects are agreed upon through wide stakeholder consultation.

Achieving universal access to water and sanitation services is a shared mandate. However, counties are central
in turning policy into practical outcomes at the grassroots.

Roles and Responsibilities

Water sector investments are coordinated by both the National Government and County Governments. The
National Government handles water development, catchment protection, and dam safety while County

Governments manage local-level public works, stormwater systems and water and sanitation services.
Intergovernmental Collaboration

Intergovernmental collaboration is essential for the successful coordination of water sector investments.
Articles 6 and 189 of the Constitution of Kenya, and the Intergovernmental Relations Act No. 2 of 2012,
encourage consultation between the National and County Governments on sectoral issues of common
interest. This collaboration fosters better intergovernmental cooperation, coordination, and mutual
support. Over time, intergovernmental collaboration in the water sector has improved significantly to
achieve key developments, some of which include:

. Establishment of Coordination Structures: To facilitate regular consultations, bodies like the Nation-

al and County Government Coordinating Summit should be created.

. Consensus Building: Organizing events to enhance dialogue and cooperation on water sector
issues.

. Policy Alignment: Efforts to harmonize national and county policies for better water management.
. Capacity Building: Training and technical assistance to strengthen county governments' ability to

manage water services.

. Joint Projects: Collaboration on infrastructure development and water conservation initiatives.

6
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4.5 Financing Water Supply and Sanitation (WSS) and Tariff Reforms to Enhance Cost Recovery

To achieve NAWASIP's current goals, an additional Ksh. 82 billion annually is needed beyond current
allocations. Counties are expected to actively mobilize and manage part of this financing.

A new intergovernmental conditional transfer scheme has been introduced to promote performance-based
reforms. Based on the results, the National Treasury will create an additional budget line—the NAWASIP
conditional grant—to transfer funds to counties. County governments must align with reform priorities to access
and effectively utilize these funds. Counties should better leverage national funding streams, such as the
Equalization Fund. In FY 2023/24, disbursements to the Fund decreased to KSh 363.64 million, with KSh 207.5
million allocated for recurrent expenses and only KSh 156.14 million for development, mainly to clear pending
bills. Although the Fund has supported priority water and sanitation projects in marginalized areas, the
increasing share of funds spent on administrative costs and declining disbursements limit its capacity.

As the duty bearers for water service provision, county governments need to diversify revenue sources beyond
national transfers. They need to enhance their planning, budgeting, and execution capabilities to ensure funds
lead to tangible improvements.

Further, they must be at the forefront to champion necessary reforms at the county level water service providers
to meet the national targets for resource mobilization, NAWASIP proposes various areas to unlock much
needed resources :-Improved staff productivity and reduced Non-Revenue Water (NRW) will generate KSh 31
billion; Adoption of cost-reflective tariffs will raise KSh 45 billion; Enhanced financial health of WSPs will unlock

KSh 81 billion in commercial financing for investments.

Counties have the ultimate responsibility for delivering water and sanitation services, and their ability to
implement financial reforms, manage resources, and strengthen institutions will be the defining factor in

achieving Kenya's universal water and sanitation targets.
4.6 Utility Efficiency

This section provides an overview of the state of water services in the 47 counties during the FY2023/2024,
focusing on utility efficiency and efforts to reduce non-revenue water (NRW).
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Table 4.1: Distribution of Number of Water Utilities by Counties

Two (2) Five (5) Ten (10)

Utilities Utilities Utilities
Mombasa Uasin Gishu Kilifi Meru Embu Meru Kiambu
Kwale Elgeiyo Marakwet Tharaka-Nithi [N\

Tana River Narok Kitui Makueni Murang'a
Lamu Kericho Nyandarua Nakuru
Taita-Taveta  Bomet Kirinyaga Nairobi

Garissa Vihiga Nandi

Wajir Bungoma Baringo

Marsabit Busia

Isiolo Siaya Kakamega
Turkana Kisumu
West Pokot Homabay

Samburu Kisii

Trans-Nzoia Nyamira

Efficient WSPs are essential for delivering effective water services. They can better manage resourc-
es, reduce costs, and improve service quality. However, many counties in Kenya face challenges such
as aging infrastructure, insufficient technology, and limited capacity among service providers.

4.6.1 Reducing Non-Revenue Water

Non-revenue water (NRW) refers to water that is produced but not billed to customers due to issues
such as leaks, theft, or inaccurate metering. High levels of NRW significantly impact the financial
health of water service providers and the overall efficiency of water services. During the review
period, NRW levels varied widely across counties, ranging from 28% to 75%. Nyeri County reported
the lowest NRW level, while Marsabit County recorded the highest. According to sector standards,
NRW levels below 20% are considered optimal, levels between 20% and 25% are acceptable, and
levels exceeding 25% are regarded as unacceptable.

The reduction of NRW is capital-intensive and requires the mobilization of resources from various

sources to finance this investment.
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Figure 4.2: Non- Revenue Water Within the Counties
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Assessment of the top 5 (interventions) and proposed interventions for WSPs below sector benchmark

This section evaluates the top five interventions aimed at improving water utility efficiency and reduce
non-revenue water (NRW) in the counties. Additionally, it proposes further interventions for WSPs that do not
meet the sector benchmark.

Top 5 Interventions
1.Effective Metering:

Smart meters have been installed in counties such as Nairobi and Mombasa. These meters have improved
billing accuracy, minimized water losses, and increased customer satisfaction.

2. Pressure Management:

Kisumu and Nakuru have implemented systems to regulate water pressure. These systems have minimized
leaks and bursts, thereby enhancing the reliability of the water supply.

3. Infrastructure Upgrades

Murang'a, Nairobi, and Siaya have modernized their pipelines and treatment facilities. These upgrades have
significantly reduced physical losses and enhanced service efficiency.

é
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4. Control of lllegal Connections

Nairobi, Kilifi, and Nakuru have formed teams to identify and eliminate illegal connections. These initiatives
have decreased commercial losses and improved network integrity.

5. Community Engagement

Siaya, Kwale, and Nairobi engaged local communities in monitoring and reporting leaks and illegal connections.

This involvement has increased transparency and accountability in water service delivery.

These interventions have collectively improved the reliability, efficiency, and sustainability of utility services
across various counties in Kenya.

Proposed Interventions for WSPs Below Sector Benchmark

The following interventions are proposed to improve the performance of WSPs currently below sector
benchmarks. The objective is to ensure that water services across the counties become more reliable, efficient,
and sustainable.

. Enhanced Leak Detection

WSPs are encouraged to adopt advanced leak detection technologies to promptly identify and repair leaks.

This intervention aims to reduce water losses and improve the efficiency of water systems.
. Capacity Building

Training programs should be offered to utility staff to enhance their skills in managing and maintaining water
systems. This capacity-building initiative is essential for improving service delivery and operational efficiency.

. Public Awareness Campaigns

Conducting public awareness campaigns is essential for educating the community about the importance of
water conservation and reporting issues. These campaigns can help reduce non-revenue water (NRW) and
promote a culture of responsible water usage.

. Awards and Incentives

Offering incentives for WSPs that achieve significant reductions in NRW is recommended. These awards and

incentives can motivate WSPs to adopt best practices and strive for improved performance.
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. Collaborative Partnerships

Forming partnerships with non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and private sector entities is

recommended to support infrastructure improvements and resource management. Collaborative efforts can

enhance the sustainability and effectiveness of utility services.

Table 4.2 highlights the systemic breakdown of interventions considering the level of NRW in the utility.

Stage (Zone) ‘

1(Red)

2(Yellow)

NRW Range

> 40% or unreliable

30% <NRW <40%

3 (Green)

24% <NRW < 30%

Recommended Measures (GIS and NRW Monitoring being constant)
- Accurate functional production meters (tested &calibrated)

- Elimination of major commercial losses incl. illegal consumption

- 100% metering and CIS to eliminate unbilled customers

- Timely repair of burst, surface leaks and overflows

- Intensify Stage -1measures through routines
- Zoning and establishment of functional district metered areas

- Pressure management and reduction underground leaks; priority areas
- Mapping and monitoring of burst and leakages

- Upgrade Pipe materials and fittings to recommended standards

- Minimize commercial losses; meter reading, billing handling errors

- Intensify Stage-2 measures through routines

- Reduction of underground leaks

- Replacing pipes in bursts and leaks prone areas (mapped in stage 2)

4(Blue)

20% <NRW < 24%

- Intensify Stage-3 measures
- Accelerate and complete pipe replacements

5(Purple)

NRW < 20%

- Intensify Stage-4 measures
- Maintain facilities and skills to sustain the achieved low NRW

4.6.2 Recovery of Operations and Maintenance (O+M) Costs at acceptable benchmark and at desired

benchmark

Water services in counties varied significantly, particularly regarding the recovery of Operations and

Maintenance (O+M) costs. Many counties struggled to recover the full O+M costs, with some, like Wajir,

having an average recovery rate as low as 7%, the lowest among them.
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Of Kenya's 47 counties, 31 had water WSPs with recovery rates below 100%. The remaining counties achieved
O+M cost recovery rates exceeding 100%, with Garissa County leading at 124%.

Acceptable Benchmark:

The acceptable benchmark for O+M cost recovery is generally 100%, meaning the revenue generated should
cover the full O+M costs. This benchmark ensures that water services are financially sustainable and can

maintain infrastructure without external subsidies.
Desired Benchmark:

The desired benchmark often aims higher, incorporating not only O+M costs but also funds for future
investments and improvements. This is around 150% and above.

Achieving this level of cost recovery allows for better service quality, infrastructure upgrades, and resilience

against financial shocks.

Improving cost recovery involves enhancing billing and collection efficiency, reducing non-revenue water, and
ensuring tariffs reflect the true service cost.

Figure 4.3: 0+M Cost Coverage Within the Counties

14

Meo. of Countles

[7-53] [54-100] [101-147]

O+M Cost coverage range, %
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4.6.3 Personnel Expenditure as a Percentage of O+M Costs at acceptable benchmark and at desired

benchmark

The state of water services in counties has been assessed with a focus on personnel expenditure as a

percentage of Operations and Maintenance (O+M) costs. The acceptable benchmarks for personnel

expenditure are 20-30% for large and very large companies, 30-40% for medium companies, and

40-45% for small companies, ensuring efficient and sustainable operations. The desired benchmarks

are lower, at 20%, 30%, and 40%, respectively, indicating higher efficiency and allowing more funds for

infrastructure and service improvements.

In many counties, personnel costs have exceeded these benchmarks, straining the financial

sustainability of water services. To meet these benchmarks, optimizing staffing, improving productivity,

and managing personnel costs effectively is important.

Mo of Counties

12

10

w3

Figure 4.4: Personnel Expenditures as a Percentage of O+M Costs

Taita-Tavata

[19-31]

Myamire
Mandera

Kiambu
Mombasa
Garissa
Bungoma
Trans-Nzoia
Viniga
Mandi

Staya
Machakos

[32-42]

Kakamega

[43-54]

Parsonnel Expanditure ranges,

Total 0+M Costs,
29,507,733,724

Uasin Gishu

Kirinyaga
Busia

Kajlada
MNalrobi

[55-65]
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4.6.4 Monitoring Financial Flows

Many counties used financial monitoring systems to track the allocation and use of funds in water
services. These systems helped identify discrepancies and ensured that funds were used for their
intended purposes. Nevertheless, challenges like inconsistent data collection and limited resources
persisted.

In the fiscal year 2023/24, several financiers were actively involved in water and sanitation activities
across various counties in Kenya:

. The World Bank supported projects such as the Kenya Water Security and Climate Resilience
Project, which focuses on improving water resources management and enhancing resilience to climate

change.

. The African Development Bank (AfDB) funded the Kenya Towns Sustainable Water Supply and

Sanitation Program, which aims to improve water supply and sanitation services in urban areas.

. UNICEF continued promoting water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) programs, particularly in
rural and underserved communities.

. The European Union (EU
financed initiatives to improve water
infrastructure and sanitation services,
contributing to better health outcomes
and sustainable development.

- Household
15 B (2%)

Contribuiien
. . 85B(11.4 %)
. USAID remained involved - Cicox Braiits
. . . 82B(11.1 %)
through projects like KIWASH, which
® National and County
HEVENUST

has significantly improved water and
® Commmercial

sanitation services across multiple

Financing
. u Public private
counties. Barinershibps
. . . | Concessional

These financiers have played a crucial Financing

role in advancing water and sanitation

services, addressing infrastructure
challenges, and promoting sustainable
development at the county level.
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4.7 County Specific Issues
A. Transitioning Water Management in Bomet and Kericho Counties

Following a joint meeting convened by WASREB and involving the County Governments of Bomet and Kericho,
Bomet WSP, Kericho WSP, and Lake Victoria South WWDA, the Governors of Bomet and Kericho Counties, and
LVSWWDA formed the Itare-Litein Bulk Water Supply Taskforce. This set the ground for the formation of the
Itare-Litein Bulk Water Supply Taskforce. This task force is responsible for managing the smooth transition of
the water supply scheme for continuity of supply to the residents of both counties.

B. Proposal to Cluster WSPs in Machakos County

The Machakos Water Sector Reforms Task force was established to explore the clustering of Water Service
Providers (WSPs) in Machakos County. The taskforce proposed merging six WSPs: Kathiani, Machakos,
Matungulu-Kangundo, Mavoko, Mwala, and Yatta-Masinga Water. They presented their findings to the Water
Services Regulatory Board (WASREB). WASREB has not immediately approved the merger. Instead, the
taskforce is recommended to conduct a comprehensive root cause analysis to identify the challenges faced by
the WSPs and ensure all WSPs operate on valid and updated tariffs.

Additionally, WASREB advised conducting a detailed commercial viability assessment for each WSP and the
proposed merged entity. Finally, the task force must develop a clear roadmap to effectively manage human
resources, assets, and liabilities. These steps are crucial for improving water service delivery in Machakos

County, ensuring that clustering WSPs leads to enhanced efficiency, sustainability, and reliability.
C. Implementation of Sanitation Levy in Nakuru County

Nakuru County is the first to have its Water Service Providers (WSPs) implement a sanitation levy. The WSPs
involved are Nakuru Urban WSP and Naivasha WSP.

The details include: -

. All bills will include a sanitation levy, of 5% of the water bill.
. The WSPs will open and maintain a dedicated account for the sanitation levy.
. Funds will be ring-fenced, and any use will require approval from WASREB.
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D. Enhancing Water Supply in Nairobi County

In 2023/24, Nairobi County had several new water sources developed to improve the water supply for Nairobi
City Water and Sewerage Company, the major water provider in the county. One of the key projects developed
by Athi Water Works Development Agency (AWWDA) was the Northern Collector Tunnel 1 (NCT1), completed
in 2024. This 11.8 km tunnel collects 40% of floodwater from the Irati, Gikigie, and Maragua rivers, channeling
them to the Ndakaini Dam and significantly boosting Nairobi's bulk water supply. Additionally, efforts were
made to enhance the capacity and efficiency of the Ruiru Dam, providing a more reliable water source for
Nairobi. Furthermore, several new boreholes were drilled across Nairobi to supplement the existing water
supply, particularly in underserved areas.

E. Marsabit County Water Service Improvements

Marsabit County has made significant strides in enhancing water services through the Marsabit Water &
Sewerage Company (MARWASCO). Firstly, the county has focused on legalizing all communal boreholes by
ensuring they have valid permits. This step is crucial for regulating water sources and ensuring sustainable
usage. Secondly, MARWASCO conducted a successful tariff review aimed at achieving cost recovery. The new
tariffs are designed to reflect the pastoralist community's way of life, including the first tariffs for animal water
use. This approach ensures that the tariffs are fair and considerate of local practices.

Thirdly, the county is formalizing rural water services by supporting small-scale service providers in
transitioning to Water User Associations (WUAs). In the short term, all water supply systems will operate under
delegated models with existing service providers, maintaining their independence. MARWASCO and the
County Water Department will assist these providers in improving their performance and guide them through
the registration process as WUAs.

Viable WUAs will transition to independent Water Service Providers in the medium to long term. A Rural Water
Service Provider will also be established to support non-commercial WUAs, ensuring sustainable water
services for all rural communities. These initiatives are part of Marsabit County's broader strategy to improve

water service delivery and ensure that all residents have access to reliable and sustainable water sources.
F. The Coast Water Bulk Supply System

This system comprises one bulk water supplier and five off-takers: Mombasa, Malindi, Kilifi-Mariakani, Kwale,
and Tavevo Water Service Providers (WSPs). Water is sourced from Mzima Springs (Taita-Taveta County),
Marere Springs and Tiwi boreholes (Kwale County), and the Baricho Well Field (Kilifi County). Notably,
Mombasa County lacks its own local water sources.
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The bulk water unit operates as an autonomous cost center, independently managing billing, revenue
collection, and expenditures. This setup promotes accountability and focused management of the bulk water
supply system.

However, during the reporting period, none of the off-takers had signed bulk supply agreements or
consistently paid their water bills, jeopardizing the system's financial sustainability.

G. Water Supply and Management Challenges in Garissa County

Garissa County manages a single Water Service Provider (WSP) that primarily serves urban areas. The WSP
sources water from the Tana River, a reliable year-round water source. During the rainy season, major flooding
severely impacted intake works on the Tana River, disrupting consistent water production and supply. These
disruptions led to the contamination of water sources.

In rural areas, there is a chronic lack of adequate water supply infrastructure in contrast to operational
inefficiencies within the urban public water utility—spanning production, billing, human resources, and financial
management. This fragmented service landscape contributed to the emergence of supplementary water
service providers. Uneven water distribution and inequitable rationing disproportionately affect vulnerable

communities.

H. Need for Governance Reforms for Water Services in Taita - Taveta County

TAVEVO Water and Sewerage Company Ltd faced serious governance and operational challenges during the
reporting period, including reduced collection efficiency, leading to increased debtors and non-compliance
with regulatory requirements. These issues led to the accumulation of significant debts. Recommendations
have been made to restructure the company's board and recover funds lost through irregular financial
transactions to address the situation.

Despite these challenges, the County Government of Taita-Taveta has taken proactive measures to enhance
governance in the water sector. These initiatives include the drafting of a County Water Bill and Policy designed
to improve access to water services and to guide future infrastructure development and oversight.

Il. Kajiado County: Challenges Facing Oloolaiser Water and Sewerage Company (OLWASCO)

A follow-up inspection conducted by the Water Services Regulatory Board (WASREB) revealed significant
challenges at OLWASCO, that threaten its operational effectiveness and service delivery in Kajiado County. The
inspection identified issues in financial management, technical operations, human resource practices, and
customer service. Given the persistence and materiality of these issues, as well as their impact on OLWASCO's
viability, WASREB, in collaboration with the County Government of Kajiado, is considering placing OLWASCO
under a Special Regulatory Regime to ensure compliance and safeguard service delivery.

é
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J. Cross-Cutting Issues

Citizens across several counties—Nyeri, Uasin Gishu, Murang'a, and Nyandarua—have challenged the
proposed increase in water prices. Many WSPs had not reviewed their tariffs for extended periods,
leading to financial difficulties. When tariff adjustments are delayed, the eventual price increase can be
substantial, abrupt, and burdensome for consumers.

To address this issue, WASREB now requires WSPs to include a tariff proposal with their licensing
applications. Furthermore, WSPs must submit tariff applications at least six months prior to the
expiration of the current tariff. They are also required to engage with citizens at the zonal and scheme
levels, ensuring that everyone has the opportunity to participate in the review process, voice their
concerns, and have their input considered.

Various WSPs in the county have reported incidents of vandalism targeting water infrastructure, which
WASREB has strongly condemned. Ongoing efforts aim to engage the community in decision-making
processes to ensure their concerns are addressed and to identify sustainable solutions to the challenges



CONCLUSION
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Urgent Action Needed — The Time to Act is Now!

Universal access to safe, reliable, and affordable water and sanitation is critical to advancing national
development, public health, and social equity. However, progress is lagging behind national targets, especially
in underserved areas, highlighting the urgent need to accelerate action. As the 2030 deadline for global
commitments approaches, it is imperative to prioritize scaling up investments, strengthening institutions, and
fostering coordinated efforts among all stakeholders. The following areas are recommended for focused

attention moving forward.
51 Improving Access

The National Water and Sanitation Investment Plan (NAWASIP) estimates that the sector requires Ksh 995
billion over the next seven years, which equates to approximately Ksh 142 billion annually, to meet national
targets. However, the actual funding for the current period stood at Ksh 44.682 billion, covering just 31.5% of
the required amount. This translates to a per capita investment of USD 6.5, b significantly below the USD 25
benchmark identified in the National Master Plan 2030.

In addition, approximately 70% of current sector financing depends on contributions from development
partners, which underscores a vulnerability in the sector's long-term financial stability. To mitigate this
dependency and build resilience, there is an urgent need to increase proportion of financing derived from
internally generated funds (IGFs), particularly through domestic revenue mobilization strategies such as taxes,
cost-reflective tariffs, and efficiency gains.

Strengthening domestic financing mechanisms, improving utility performance, and creating a supportive
policy environment for investment are crucial for bridging the funding gap and ensuring universal, sustainable
access to water and sanitation services.

5.2 Chronic Investment Gap

According to the NAWASIP, the water and sanitation sector requires an additional Kshs 652 billion—beyond
current "business as usual" investments—to achieve universal access. Bridging this financing gap will require a
strategic combination of resource mobilization and internal sector reforms.
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As the sector explores alternative and blended financing models, it must continue to implement reforms to
improve operational efficiency. Evidence shows that WSPs can increase revenues by up to 70%—without
raising tariffs through improving revenue collection, reducing water losses (Non-Revenue Water), and

optimizing cost.

To fully realize this potential, WSPs must implement realistic and time-bound strategies for reducing
Non-Revenue Water (NRW) alongside comprehensive efficiency measures aimed at lowering operational
costs.

Additionally, stronger investment coordination and improved capital efficiency are essential, supported by a
clear framework for tracking and reporting impacts.

Finally, the sector should sustain and expand the shift toward performance-based financing, ensuring that
future funding is closely tied to measurable service improvements and outcomes. This integrated approach will
be critical to unlocking the resources and efficiency gains necessary to chieve national targets and provide safe

water and sanitation for all.

5.3 Water Losses

Non-Revenue Water (NRW) continues to pose a significant challenge to the sector's financial viability and
service delivery capacity of the sector. With total billings amounting to Ksh 28.86 billion and current NRW
levels at 44%, the estimated value of water lost during the reporting period is Ksh 12.37 billion, even after
considering for the acceptable loss threshold of 20%.

These losses represent a significant drain on sector resources—funds that could otherwise be allocated to
infrastructure investment, service expansion, and quality improvements. High NRW levels not only jeopardize
financial sustainability but also impose indirect costs on consumers and impede progress toward national
development goals.

Reducing NRW s, therefore, a critical policy priority. It requires targeted investments, enhancements in
operational efficiency, and increased accountability from utilities. Addressing this issue is essential for
achieving water security, improving customer outcomes, and supporting the country's broader vision of
economic growth and higher living standards.
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5.4 Commercial Viability of the WSPs

The current analysis indicates a modest improvement in utility cost coverage, rising by three percentage points
during the current reporting period. However, at 98%, cost recovery remains significantly below the sector
target of 150% and further falls short of the 110% threshold required to sustain existing service levels.

This financial gap is further exacerbated by a decline in external funding from taxes and development partners,
underscoring the urgent need to revise tariff structures. Without realistic and gradual tariff adjustments, WSPs
cannot meet operational costs, maintain infrastructure, or expand access, ultimately threatening the sector's
long-term viability.

To ensure financial sustainability and continued service delivery, policy measures must support cost-reflective
tariffs while balancing affordability concerns through targeted subsidies and social protection mechanisms.
Addressing resistance to tariff reforms through stakeholder engagement and transparent communication is
essential to securing public support and advancing sector resilience.

5.5  Tackling Governance Challenges

Persistent governance challenges continue to impede progress in the water and sanitation sector. The regulator
is undertaking a study to assess accountability mechanisms across the sector to support evidence-based
reform. This effort aims to identify governance gaps at all levels—from policy to service delivery—and inform
targeted interventions.

The recently enacted Water Services Regulations 2025 is expected to play a pivotal role in this process, provid-
ing a stronger legal and regulatory framework to enhance accountability, improve institutional performance,
and drive more effective service delivery.

5.6 Enhancing Resilience

Climate change is increasingly impacting water availability and quality, posing a direct threat to the reliability
and sustainability of water and sanitation services. As climate variability intensifies, the sector must adopt adap-
tive strategies that strengthen the resilience of infrastructure and service delivery systems.

Enhancing climate resilience will ensure continued access to safe water and sanitation, even under changing
environmental conditions. This is essential for safeguarding water security, supporting sustainable
development, and promoting social equity.

To achieve this, all sector stakeholders, governments, regulators, service providers, and development partners
must prioritize climate-responsive planning, investment, and policy action. A coordinated approach will be key
to addressing climate-related risks and ensuring that water and sanitation services remain inclusive,

é

sustainable, and resilient in a changing climate.
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ANNEX 1: METHODOLOGY FOR QUALITY OF SERVICE KPIs

KPI CLUSTER _|Indicator Indicator elements Computation
Population served through ~ |Total No. of active connections * Average household size
individual connections-A
The average household size is derived from the census data and is unique for each
area
The allowed per capita consumption is 20l/c/day and 10l/c/day for domestic and
communal water points respectively
Population served through |Total No. of active yard taps * Average No. of households served by a yard tap *
yard taps-B Average household size
Allowed range of average number of households per yard tap is 4-10
Population served through Total No. of active small MDUs * Average No. of households per small MDU * Average
small MDUs-C .
household size
Allowed range of average number of households per small MDU is 4-10
Water Coverage Population served through |Total No. of active medium MDUs * Average No. of households per medium MDU *
medium MDUs-D Average household size
Allowed range of average number of households per medium MDU is 11-20
w Population served through |Total No. of active large MDUs * Average No. of households per large MDU * Average
Py large MDUs-E household size
=
o Allowed average number of households per large MDU is >21
g Population served through |Total No. taps (depends on kiosk type) * Average No. of people served per tap
[ Kiosks-F
o Allowed range for kiosks is 100-400 people
>= Sublocation population is derived from Census data and growth rates applied
': appropriately
-
<< Number of people served  |A+B+C+D+E+F
= Population in Service area  |Sum population of all sublocations within the WSP service area
g Water Coverage Number of people served with water services/ Population in Service area
Compliance with planned |2 total no. of residual chlorine tests conducted of all the schemes within the WSP
no. of residual chlorine service area / Z total no. of residual chlorine tests planned of all the schemes within
tests the WSP service area * 100
Compliance with residual  |Z total no. of residual Chlorine tests within norm for all the schemes within the WSP
Chlorine standards service area/ X total no. of residual Chlorine tests conducted for all the schemes
within the WSP * 100
Drinking Water quality, 0.6 * Compliance with planned no. of residual chlorine tests + 0.4 * Compliance with
48 Residual Chlorine residual Chlorine standards
Drinking Water > - > . —
Quality Compliance thh Planned 2z tot‘al no. of bacteriological test§ cor!ducted of all the schemes within the WSP
no. of bacteriological tests |service area/ X total no. of bateriological tests planned of all the schemes within the
WSP * 100
Compliance with 2 total no. of bacteriological tests within norm for all the schemes within the WSP
bacteriological standards  |service area/ X total no. of bacteriological tests conducted for all the schemes within
the WSP * 100
Bacteriological quality 0.6 * Compliance with planned no. of bacteriological tests + 0.4 * Compliance with
bacteriological standards
Drinking Water Quality 0.4 * Drinking Water quality, Residual Chlorine + 0.6 * Bacteriological quality
This is the average no. of Weighted average of all registered zones, factoring no. of active connections
hours water services are ((hrs*Number of active connections, zone 1) + (hrs*Number of active connection,
Hours of Supply ) ) )
provided per day of all the  |zone 2) + (hrs*Number of active connection, zone n)
zones within a scheme
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ANNEX 2: METHODOLOGY FOR ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY KPIs

KPI CLUSTER _ |Indicator Indicator elements Computation
Total personnel Sum of personnel expenditures incurred during the reporting period
expenditures
Personnel . . ) . )
Expenditure as 3 They include basic salaries, allowances, wages, gratuity, statutory and pension
Percentage of O&M contributions by employer, subscriptions and training levy, leave, Incentives (Bonus) &
Costs 8 Any other personnel expenditure.
Personnel Expenditure asa  |(Total personnel expenditures / Total 0+M)*100
Percentage of O&M Costs
Total operating revenues Sum of billing for water, sewerage and other services
> A
o Billing for other services include charges on connection and reconnection, illegal
E connections, meter rent, meter testing , replacement of stolen meters and exhauster
_— services.
2 Total operating Sum of expenses on personnel, BoD, General admin, direct operations, maintenance
t Operation and expenditures and levies and fees.
L Maintenance Cost B
o Coverage 1. Direct operational expenditures include electricity, chemicals and fuel for vehicles.
g 2. Levies and fees include water abstraction fees,WSB fees, effluent discharge fees
Z and regulatory levy.
eration and Maintenance
@) Operation and Maint (A/B)*100
Q Cost Coverage
L
Total water and sewerage Total amount of all bills on water and sewerage services during the reporting period of
billing amount -A all the schemes within the WSP service area
. Total billing for other Total of all billing for other services of all the schemes within the WSP service area
Reygnue Collection services -B
Efficiency —
Total billing A+B
Total collection Sum of all revenue collected of all the schemes within the WSP service area
Collection Efficiency (Total Collection/Total Billing)*100
ANNEX 3: METHODOLOGY FOR OPERATIONAL SUSTAINABILITY KPIs
KPI CLUSTER _ |Indicator Indicator elements Computation

OPERATIONAL SUSTAINABILITY

Non-Revenue Water

Commercial Losses
(Apparent Losses)

Unauthorized consumption (e.g. illegal connections) + Customer meter reading
inaccuracies, Estimates and Data Handling errors

Physical Losses
B

Leakages on transmission and /or distribution pipes + Leakages and overflows at utility
storage tanks + Leakage on service connections upto the point of cutomer use

Non-Revenue Water

(A+B/ Volume of water water produced)*100

Metering Ratio

Total number of active
water connections

Sum of all active individual, MDU, yard taps, institutional, schools', commercial,
industrial, bulk and other water connections of all the schemes within a WSP service
area

Total number of active
metered water connections

Sum of all active individual, MDU, yard taps, institutional, commercial, industrial,
schools', bulk and other water connections of all the schemes within a WSP service
area that are metered

Metering Ratio

(Total number of active metered connections/Total number active of connections
)*100

Staff Productivity

The total number of staff
divided by the total number
of connections within the
WSP service area

Total number of staff in the utility/(total number of active water connections + total
number of sewer connections)
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ANNEX 4: COMPONENTS OF DRINKING WATER

i |3 T | 3
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Utility 25288 2| |utity 25588 2
Nairobi 95 96 95 Amatsi 95 95 93
Eldoret 89 100 93 Meru Rural 100 100 93
Mombasa 98 88 92 Karuri 75 59 66
Nyeri 100 100 100 Busia 100 99 93
Nzoia 97 100 93 Machakos 100 100 100
Nakuru Urban 100 100 100 Kyeni - - -
Ruiru-Juja 99 100 100 Kiambere Mwingi 100 100 93
Kisumu 100 100 100 Kibwezi Makindu 100 86 92
Thika 100 100 100 Tuuru - - -
Murang'a South 100 100 100 Nyandarua 100 65 79 |
Embu 100 100 100 Migori 100 100 93
Kilifi Mariakani 97 95 96 Narok 98 52 70
Gatundu 99 47 68 Samburu 86 80 83
Kirinyaga 100 100 100 Embe 98 100 93
Kakamega Urban 100 100 93 NolTuresh 61 99 84
Malindi 100 100 100 Tana 98 54 72
Kericho 100 100 100 Chemususu 69 37 50
Othaya Mukurweini 100 100 100 Kapsabet Nandi 100 100 100
Nakuru Rural 100 100 100 Kirandich 61 87 77
Tavevo 73 99 89 Murugi Mugumango - 35 21
Murang'a Urban 100 100 100 Lamu 98 96 93
Mathira 100 100 100 lten Tambach 98 97 93
Gusii 99 99 99 Kakamega Rural 100 100 93
Nanyuki 100 100 100 Mandera 96 79 86
Murang'a West 100 100 100 OlKalou 100 37 62
Nyahururu 100 100 100 Olkejuado - - -
Kwale 100 96 98 Kapenguria - - -
Meru 100 100 100 Muthambi 4K - 38 23
Bomet 62 43 51 Wote 100 100 100
Sibo 41 47 45 Naromoru 25 71 52
Ngandori Nginda 100 100 93 Elwak - - -
Kitui 96 100 98 Oloitokitok - - -
Kikuyu - 84 50 Rukanga 95 95 95
Nithi 99 100 100 Namanga 1 - 1
Tetu Aberdare 100 100 100 Yatta 100 50 70
Mavoko 100 40 64 Tatu City 100 100 100
Garissa 100 63 78 Kiamumbi 100 100 100
Isiolo 100 100 100 Wajir a4 100 78
Gatamathi 99 100 99 Matungulu Kangundo - 39 23
Kiambu 100 96 98 Nyasare 100 100 93
Gatanga 100 99 99 Tachasis 99 92 95
Limuru 100 96 93 Runda 100 100 93
Naivasha 100 98 93 Kathiani 95 63 76
Oloolaiser 95 86 90 Mwala 75 39 53
Ngagaka 96 100 99 Two Rivers 100 100 93
Githunguri 93 97 96 Mbooni 100 100 100
Turkana Urban 82 - 33 Marsabit 100 100 93
Homabay 100 100 100
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ANNEX 5: PRO-POOR ASSESSMENT

PRO-POOR PARAMETERS
Rank Utility Size| Governance | Impact | Planning | Financing | Total| Weighted score (%)
1[Naivasha L 18 30 16 14 78 100%
1[Nyeri VL 18 30 16 14 78 100%
2|Nakuru Urban VL 18 29 16 14 77 99%
3| Nakuru Rural L 18 27 16 14 75 96%
4| Kisumu VL 18 29 1 12 70 90%
5|Kakamega VL 18 29 1 12 70 90%
6| Eldoret VL 10 27 16 14 67 86%
7| Mathira L 16 23 12 14 65 83%
8| Thika VL 18 20 14 14 66 85%
9| Gusii L 16 22 14 14 66 85%
10| Murang'a Urban L 16 24 12 12 64 82%
11|Mombasa VL 14 25 11 12 62 79%
12| Sibo L 16 26 7 12 61 78%
13|Embu VL 18 17 14 14 63 81%
14 [Nairobi VL 18 17 14 14 63 81%
15[Kwale L 17 19 11 14 61 78%
16 | Kiambu L 18 15 12 14 59 76%
17 |Kericho VL 12 25 10 10 57 73%
18| Gatamathi L 16 16 11 14 57 73%
19| Tavevo L 12 22 10 12 56 72%
20| Nyahururu L 18 15 11 12 56 72%
21|Murang'a South VL 14 17 12 14 57 73%
22|Homabay L 12 21 13 10 56 72%
23| Tetu Aberdare L 18 14 12 10 54 69%
24| Nanyuki L 12 21 11 8 52 67%
25|Bomet L 16 17 10 8 51 65%
26| Amatsi L 18 13 10 10 51 65%
27| Malindi VL 14 17 10 10 51 65%
28| Kirinyaga VL 16 12 10 10 48 62%
29| Yatta S 5 24 7 10 46 59%
30| Kahuti L 16 8 10 14 48 62%
31|Meru Urban L 16 13 10 6 45 58%
32| Ruiru-Juja VL 12 9 16 12 49 63%
33| Machakos L 14 10 11 10 45 58%
34| Kilifi Mariakani VL 12 23 4 0 39 50%
35| Mavoko L 12 9 10 14 45 58%
36| Garissa L 16 4 12 12 a4 56%
37| Ol Kalou S 6 19 5 12 42 54%
38|Isiolo L 12 11 10 10 43 55%
39| Kikuyu L 6 16 7 12 a1 53%
40| Oloolaiser L 10 9 1 12 42 54%
41| Nithi L 8 13 11 8 40 51%
42| Chemusus M 10 12 8 6 36 46%
43| Kapsabet Nandi M 9 9 5 14 37 47%
44| Nyasare S 4 13 10 10 37 47%
45| Kitui L 4 21 6 0 31 40%
46| Migori M 8 10 7 10 35 45%
47| Limuru L 6 14 4 8 32 41%
48| Gatanga L 16 7 4 0 27 35%
49| Narok M 4 20 0 0 24 31%
50| Karuri L 6 13 6 0 25 32%
51|Mandera S 11 1 6 10 28 36%
52| Elwak S 14 6 0 0 20 26%
53| Wote S 6 2 6 10 24 31%
54 |Kiambere Mwingi L 0 16 0 0 16 21%
55[Meru Rural L 8 3 0 4 15 19%
56| Nyandarua M 0 12 0 0 12 15%
57|Lamu M 0 9 2 0 " 14%
58| Kibwezi Makindu L 0 8 2 0 10 13%
59[Nol Turesh M 2 2 0 0 4 5%
60| Tana M 0 4 0 0 4 5%
61| Kapenguria S 0 1 0 0 1 1%

©




ANNEX 6: COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT
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Very Large (235,000 connections)
Nairobi Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Eldoret Valid Under Processing Compliant Compliant Compliant
Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Nyeri Valid Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Nzoia Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Nakuru Urban Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Ruiru-Juja Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Kisumu Valid Valid Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Thika Valid Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Murang'a South Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Embu Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Kilifi Mariakani Valid Under Processin; Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Kirinyaga Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
K Urban Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Malindi Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Kericho Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Othaya Mukurweini Under Processing Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Large (10,000-34,999 connections)

Nakuru Rural Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Tavevo Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Murang'a Urban Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Mathira Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Gusii Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Nanyuki Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Murang'a West Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant

Under Processing

Under Processing

Compliant

Non-Compliant

Non-Compliant

Kwale Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Meru Under Processing Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Bomet Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Sibo Valid Under Processin; Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Ngandori Nginda Valid Expired Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Tetu Aberdare Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Mavoko Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Garissa Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Isiolo Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Kiambu Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Limuru Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Naivasha Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
ol i Under Processing Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Expired Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Githunguri Lapsed Under Processin; Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Turkana Urban Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Homabay Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Amatsi Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Meru Rural Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Karuri Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Busia Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Under Processing Under Processing Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Kyeni Lapsed Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Ki Mwingi Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Kibwezi Makindu Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Medium (5,000-9,999 connections)
Tuuru Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Migori Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Narok Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Embe Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Nol Turesh Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Tana Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Chemususu Under Processing Expired Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Kapsabet Nandi Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Kirandich Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Murugi Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Lamu Lapsed Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Small (<5,000 connections)
Iten T Lapsed Expired Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
K Rural Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Mandera Lapsed Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Ol Kalou Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
o Under Processing Under Processin; Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
K Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
i 4K Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Wote Under Processing Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Naromoru Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Elwak Lapsed Expired Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Oloitokil Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Yatta Under Processing No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Tatu City Lapsed Valid Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Ki: i Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Waijir Lapsed Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Matungulu K Valid Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Nyasare Valid Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Tachasis Valid Valid Non-Compliant Compliant Non-Compliant
Runda Valid Valid Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Kathi Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Mwala Lapsed No Licence Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Two Rivers Valid Valid Compliant Compliant Compliant
Mbooni Lapsed Valid Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant
Marsabit Under Processing Under Processing Non-Compliant Non-Compliant Non-Compliant




A Performance Report of Kenya’s Water Services Sector — 2023/24

ANNEX 7: CREDITWORTHINESS ASSESSMENT GUIDE

accounts

amountbilled

Total

Indicators Definition Source | Weight ‘ | 3 ‘ 2 | 1 ‘ 0
EconomicIndicators
County poverty rates are derived simply by
dividing the total number of poor people in
Poverty Rate each county in by the total population in each KNBS
county
OperationalIndi 5
Numberof people served with Sewerage
Sewerage Coverage N peop N # WARIS
Services/ Population of area
Number of l d with Water Suppl:
Water coverage un'f orot peop ?serve Wit Hatersupply WARIS
Services/ Population of area
Total Volume of Water Lost from Commercial
NRW and Physical Losses as a proportion of Water WARIS
Produced
. Number of Staff Members/( Total number of
No of staff per 1000 connections . WARIS
Connections/1000)
Financial Indicators
Revenue Indicators
Total f ter & les &
Total revenue ( Excl Grants) 0 @enue fom water & sewerage sales WARIS
otherincome
p ; P
Revenue Diversifcation The diference between the % esidentia WARIS
revenue and %institutional
The diff between A tariff bi
Average tarf Diferential e difference betuween Average tarif per cubie WARIS
metre and Production cost per cubic metre.
Cost Indicators
Total Opex Total Operational & Mail Expendi WARIS
Total Mainte Costs divided by total
Maintenance costs as % of opex ° .aln Z:che, osts clvide YJ,O WARIS
Total Electricity Costs divided by total
Electricity as % of opex oratEed r::;’ osts clvided by fota WARIS
Employee Costs costs /Total Opex The Salary Costs as a % of Total OPEX WARIS
Total revenue from water and sewerage sales
Percentage O&M coverage divided by total operations and maintenance WARIS
expenditure
The proportion of OPEX financed by income
Grantdependency foropex from Grants WARIS
Profitability Indicators
EBITDARevenue Earnlngs ?efnre Interest Tax, Depreciation & WARIS
Amortization
Annual Operational surplus /deficit Total Revenue Less Total O&M Costs incurred WARIS
Profit/loss foryear WARIS
Liquidity & Solvency Indicators
Cash & Near Cash Reserves/ Annual Operating
Expenses *12
Liquidity reserves as % of annual operating expenses WARIS
Liquidity ratio Cash &Near Cash Reserves/ Current Liabilities WARIS
CFADS/ Total Debt Service (Interest + Principal
Debt Service Coverage Ratio otel Debt Service(Interest + Principal WARIS
Repayments)
Cash Flow Available for Debt Service Net Operating Cashflow + Interest Repayments WARIS
Debt:Equity Ratio Total Debt/Total Equity WARIS
. Netbilled amountoutstanding/ Total annual
DebtorDays.. avgrage number of days it takes WSP to operating revenues excluding grants and WARIS
collect monies billed transfers *365
(Debtor Days in Current Financial Year Less
9% Change in debtor days over the last financial year Debtor Days in previous Financial Year)/Debtor WARIS
Days in Current Financial Year
Cash provision forbad and doubtful debt
Consumerbad debt provison% Cash provision forbad ~ |/Consumerbad debt provison% WARIS
and doubtful debts
Biling Rato Volume of water Bought/ Volume of Water WARIS
Produced
Collection effiecency :Utilities ability to collect billed Total amount collected as % of the total WARIS
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ANNEX 8: GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT

GOVERNANCE PARAMETERS

Utility Information . . . % Level of
UTILITY Oversight/ and Control Financial Service Human User . Totals O —
= Management Standards Resources | Consultation
Supervision Systems
40 12 28 12 16 12 120 100%
23/24 23/24 23/24 23/24 23/24 23/24 23/24 23/24
Tatu City 36 12 26 12 12 8 106 88
Ruiru-Juja 32 12 23 12 12 6 97 81
Murang'a South 34 10 21 12 12 8 97 81
Kisumu 36 10 20 12 10 8 96 80
Kwale 36 10 22 10 10 8 96 80
Mathira 36 10 20 12 12 6 96 80
Eldoret 30 12 21 12 12 8 95 79
Naivasha 34 10 18 12 12 8 94 78
Nakuru Rural 30 10 22 12 12 8 94 78
Thika 32 10 21 12 10 8 93 78
Nyeri 36 10 19 8 12 8 93 78
Limuru 28 10 19 12 12 8 89 74
Embu 36 4 17 11 12 8 88 73
Nairobi 28 8 19 12 12 8 87 73
Malindi 32 10 18 7 12 8 87 73
Murang'a Urban 32 6 16 12 12 8 86 72
Ki Mariakani 26 10 19 12 10 8 85 71
Nithi 36 4 14 9 12 8 83 69
Nanyuki 26 10 16 11 12 8 83 69
Machakos 30 6 18 11 12 6 83 69
Nyahururu 30 10 16 12 8 6 82 68
Sibo 32 10 16 8 9 6 81 68
Nakuru Urban 28 6 16 12 10 8 80 67
Kiambu 24 10 21 12 6 6 79 66
Murang'a West 34 8 13 7 8 8 78 65
Gatamathi 28 8 12 11 12 6 77 64
Githunguri 26 6 13 11 12 8 76 63
Kakamega Urban 22 6 16 12 12 8 76 63
Kericho 22 6 20 8 12 8 76 63
Runda 26 4 22 5 12 6 75 63
Meru 30 4 16 8 8 8 74 62
Mombasa 26 10 12 8 12 6 74 62
Nyandarua 26 8 18 4 12 6 74 62
Kirinyaga 24 8 12 11 10 6 71 59
Othaya Mukurweini 22 4 18 8 12 6 70 58
Mandera 26 6 12 12 10 4 70 58
Amatsi 22 8 17 5 10 6 68 57
Tetu Aberdare 20 6 13 11 10 8 68 57
Kapsabet Nandi 16 8 20 5 10 8 67 56
Gatanga 30 0 8 8 12 8 66 55
Kibwezi Makindu 28 2 15 7 12 2 66 55
Bomet 26 10 8 7 8 6 65 54
Ol Kalou 28 0 16 7 10 4 65 54
Garissa 30 6 9 5 8 6 64 53
Tavevo 28 10 10 8 4 4 64 53
Homabay 26 4 11 9 12 2 64 53
Isiolo 18 2 14 12 12 6 64 53
Kiambere Mwingi 22 6 10 8 12 6 64 53
Naromoru 24 4 13 5 12 6 64 53
Rukanga 22 4 13 5 12 4 60 50
Gatundu 26 2 11 6 10 4 59 49
Narok 18 6 19 7 6 2 58 48
Meru Rural 22 0 9 11 8 8 58 48
Busia 26 6 4 7 8 6 57 48
Wote 24 2 12 5 10 2 55 46
Embe 32 0 1 4 12 4 53 44
Kakamega Rural 22 0 8 7 10 6 53 44
Marsabit 26 4 6 5 6 6 53 44
Lamu 14 2 13 9 8 6 52 43
Migori 30 2 7 2 4 4 49 41
Nyasare 10 8 11 5 8 4 46 38
Tachasis 10 6 13 5 12 0 46 38
Kiamumbi 30 8 3 0 4 0 45 38
Nol Turesh 18 2 3 5 10 6 44 37
Muthambi 4K 10 4 12 5 4 6 41 34
Kathiani 6 2 14 5 6 4 37 31
Samburu 18 0 7 1 8 2 36 30
Chemususu 8 0 12 5 4 4 33 28
Kyeni 14 2 6 1 7 0 30 25
Matungulu Kangundo 12 6 5 1 4 2 30 25
Turkana Urban 18 0 2 5 4 0 29 24
Wajir 12 0 6 1 6 2 27 23
Elwak 16 0 2 5 3 0 26 22
Mbooni 14 0 4 0 4 0 22 18
Mwala 14 2 0 0 0 0 16 13
Karuri 4 0 6 0 4 2 16 13
Yatta 12 0 1 0 0 2 15 13
Kapenguria 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 8
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ANNEX 9: UNBUNDLING SDG 6

WATER

1. Safely Managed: Drinking water from an improved source that is accessible at home,

always available, and free from contamination.

2. Basic: Drinking water from an improved source, with a collection time of no more than
30 minutes foraroundtrip, including queuing.

3. Limited: Drinking water from an improved source, but the collection time exceeds 30
minutes for a roundtrip, including queuing.

4. Unimproved: Drinking water from an unprotected dug well or unprotected spring.

SANITATION

1. Safely Managed: Use of improved facilities that are not shared with other households,
where waste is safely disposed of or treated offsite.

2. Basic: Use of improved facilities that are not shared with otherhouseholds.

3. Limited: Use of improved facilities shared between multiple households.

4. Unimproved: Use of pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines, or bucket
latrines.
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