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RESEARCH CALL 
 

Analysis of factors influencing willingness of non-poor water customers in 

Kenyan cities to pay a pro-poor sanitation surcharge 

 

7th November 2016 
 

This research project will be a pilot-scale study of factors affecting the willingness (or non-

willingness) of non-poor consumers and businesses to pay a pro-poor sanitation surcharge 

added to their water bill, aiming to identify ways in which such a surcharge could be made 

acceptable to this critical client group for Kenyan utilities.  

 
Bids due: Before midnight (UK 2400 hours) of Sunday 27th November 2016. We are aware that this is 
a tight timeline, but we note that the bid format is simple and non-onerous. 

 
 1  About Water and Sanitation for the Urban Poor (WSUP)  
 
WSUP is a not-for-profit company that helps transform cities to benefit the millions who lack access to 
water and sanitation. We were created in 2005 as a response to the unprecedented urban explosion 
that has left cities unable to provide basic services, such as access to a toilet or drinking water, to 
low-income communities. We are based in the UK with offices in six countries in sub-Saharan Africa 
and Asia. Since inception we have helped over 10 million people access better water and sanitation 
services.  
 
WSUP has grown rapidly to a £10-12m organisation and has plans for greater expansion over the 
next few years. The organisation is now at a pivotal stage in its growth. In the business plan period 
2016-2020, WSUP’s ambition is to raise £65 million (an annual turnover of up to £18-20 million in 
FY2019-20), but more importantly be recognised as a key player in the water and sanitation section 
sector globally. It presently operates six well-developed, respected country programmes in Africa and 
Asia to strengthen public and private sector service providers to improve the delivery of affordable 
services to low-income consumers. WSUP has recently expanded its portfolio of operations to include 
the building and strengthening of private sector provision in urban water and sanitation services and 
the sale of consulting services on all aspects of low income urban WASH (Water, Sanitation and 
Hygiene) to disseminate learning and increase impact. All of these operations are supported by 
research, communications, funding and finance and resources teams. For more information about 
WSUP's vision and approach, see www.wsup.com 
 

2  Context 

 

This Call forms part of the first set of Calls released under WSUP’s Urban Sanitation Research 
Programme 2016-2020, core-funded by UKaid from the Department for International Development 
(Research & Evidence Division, RED). This first set of Calls is for three small pieces of start-up 
research; further Calls are anticipated in 2017, following more extensive processes of in-country 
consultation.  
 

2.1  Sector influence aim  

To build towards introduction of a sanitation surcharge that can provide a revenue stream for 
supporting the recurrent costs of sanitation services in low-income areas of Kenyan cities, which we 
would likely expect to involve both private- and public-sector components. This sector influence aim is 
likely to be supported by continued WSUP research and/or influencing work beyond the lifespan of 
this research project. 

http://www.wsup.com/
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3 Consultancy support required 

 

3.1  Study background 

This research aligns with the interest of the Kenyan water regulator WASREB in exploring the 
possibility of introducing such a surcharge nationally in the medium term. WASREB monitors the 
performance of Kenya’s water and sanitation utilities, and must authorise any change in tariff structure 
(including potential introduction of a sanitation surcharge). For the purposes of this research, a 
sanitation surcharge is defined as a charge over and above water and sanitation tariffs paid for water 
and sewerage services received; i.e. though charged though the water bill, it is not strictly speaking a 
sanitation tariff, but rather a "solidarity payment" used to cross-subsidise and part-support provision of 
sanitation services to low-income people, who may or may not themselves be customers of the water 
utility. 
 
The manner in which the money potentially raised will be spent is not a primary topic of investigation 
of the present research project, except insofar as this (and the way it is messaged) may impact on 
willingness to pay among non-poor and business consumers; it should be assumed for the purposes 
of this research that any money raised will be cost-efficiently spent on improving sanitation in low-
income urban communities, with appropriate targeting to ensure that the money is genuinely used for 
the settlements with the greatest need and lowest ability to pay, and with appropriate investment 
design (for example, appropriate technology choices, and effective use of subsidy to part-support, not 
inhibit, capital investment and recurrent payments by households, landlords and small/medium 
sanitation businesses). 
 
Key considerations for understanding the background to this work are as follows: 1) In most cities in 
developing contexts, piped sewerage networks (often highly subsidised) serve only wealthy/middle-
income districts and business/government districts, while people in low-income districts typically 
receive little or no subsidy support for sanitation, and are dependent on non-sewered sanitation 
solutions (for example pit latrines emptied by manual emptiers); appropriate solutions for low-income 
communities going forward will typically be improved non-sewered sanitation, because of the high 
costs of piped sewerage; nonetheless, low-cost sewerage may be a viable solution in some low-
income communities (for example, if they lie close to an existing sewer mains), and/or in the longer 
term. 2) Kenya (unlike many developing countries) already has a reasonably functional sewerage 
tariff (i.e. a tariff for sewer-connected customers, typically around 50% of the water component of the 
water bill: 50% is almost certainly below reasonable cost-recovery, but is still a serious amount by 
comparison with other countries which may not charge for sewerage, or charge only a few percent on 
the water component, and in many cases to all customers, not just the minority who are connected to 
the sewerage network). 3) Even in the ideal scenario in which a pro-poor sanitation surcharge is 
introduced, efficiently collected and efficiently spent, this can certainly make only a partial contribution 
to the very substantial total costs of providing adequate sanitation for low-income communities: in fact 
we would consider it likely that a sanitation surcharge would part-cover recurrent costs (for example, 
part-subsidy of the costs of trucking faecal waste from the settlement to a treatment/disposal 

location).
1
 Significant sanitation infrastructure (sewerage networks, faecal sludge transfer stations, 

waste disposal/treatment/reuse facilities) will typically need investment of national government funds 
derived from other sources. This is a brief and simplified summary: the point to note is that a 
sanitation surcharge can usefully support recurrent costs, but is unlikely to be sufficient to support 
major infrastructure investment; though of course, major investment makes more sense if there are 
sustainable revenue streams in place to cover recurrent costs.   
 
This research will be a pilot-scale study in that a) we recognise that budget and duration are 
insufficient for a major national-scale exploration including large-scale surveys, and b) we may 

                                                           
1
 This Call is not the appropriate document for a more detailed analysis of how a sanitation surcharge might be spent, and of 

how sanitation systems can be effectively designed. We would expect the researcher to gain a good understanding of these 
issues during the inception phase, largely on the basis of detailed discussions with WSUP and WASREB. 
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release future Calls for more extensive research in this and related areas (e.g. factors affecting 
willingness to pay a ring-fenced sanitation amount within property taxes), in Kenya and/or in other 
countries covered by WSUP’s research programme. The present study will inform our thinking about 
possible continued research in this area. Nonetheless, this study should be treated as self-contained, 
achieving full, valuable and publishable results within the present contract period. 
  
Useful background reading for understanding this Call includes the following (all are readily 
accessible by googling): 
 

Consumer Council for Water (2010) Cross subsidies and social tariffs: the consumer perspective. Report by Creative Research 

Ltd. for the CCW.  

This is a study of UK consumer willingness-to-pay cross-subsidising social tariffs for water and sewerage, with analogies to 

the present study. Though not an academic study, it may be useful for design of the present research.  

Fjeldstad OH & Heggstad KK (2012) Building taxpayer culture in Mozambique, Tanzania and Zambia: Achievements, 

challenges and policy recommendations 

Fjeldstad OH (2012) Peoples' views of taxation in Africa: a review of research on determinants of tax compliance  

Ali M, OH Fjeldstad, IH Sjursen (2014) To pay or not to pay? Citizens' attitudes toward taxation in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda 

and South Africa. 

The above 3 publications consider willingness to pay tax at the national level, across all areas (not just sanitation). The 

present research will focus specifically on sanitation, and will look at a sanitation surcharge: this is not a “tax” in the strict 

interpretation of the term, but it is tax-like in that it’s an essentially obligatory charge levied by a public institution on the 

grounds of public good and social welfare. So this work by Fjeldstad’s group may be useful background. 

Norman G, Daryanani A & Peal A (2012) Sanitation surcharges collected through water bills: a way forward for financing pro-

poor sanitation? WSUP.  

This is a WSUP publication reviewing international experience with systems of this type.  

Boex J & Edwards B (2014) Triggering increased city-level public finance for pro-poor sanitation improvements: the role of 

political economy and fiscal instruments. Urban Institute.  

Report for a previous research study commissioned by WSUP, looking in a broad sense at the political economy 

challenges of raising finance for urban sanitation. This is a very useful report, though we note that we disagree with diverse 

aspects of the authors’ conceptualisation and interpretation.  

 

3.2 Deliverables 

Four deliverables are required: a) an inception report for WSUP (about 5 pages) detailing the 

methodology to be followed, by 15
th
 Jan 2017 latest; b) a PowerPoint presentation outlining aims, 

methodology and any emerging results, by 1
st
 Feb 2017; c) the main final report on the findings, 

written as a research paper in the publication format required by a named peer-reviewed journal by 

31
st
 July 2017; and d) full raw data in an accessible and comprehensible form. [The research paper 

should be written as a journal article: not as a report for WASREB or WSUP, but likely containing 

recommendations on the best approach going forward in the Kenyan context, in addition to wider 

conclusions or recommendations arising from this research. It is not required that the research paper 

be submitted to the named journal before 31
st
 July 2017, and WSUP will make full payment on 

delivery of deliverable a-b-c-d of acceptable quality; but WSUP will favour bidders who have a 

significant academic publication record and own-incentives for prompt journal publication. WSUP 

would expect to have full opportunity, with sufficient time allocation, to review and respond to the final 

report in journal article format; WSUP reserves the right to withhold payment until satisfied with the 

quality of the final report, which may require no modifications, minor modifications, or major 

modifications. The likelihood of our requiring major modifications will be reduced by early consultation 

with the WSUP team at the outline planning stages (which we would suggest should already include 

full text of Introduction, and draft text of Abstract). The main focus at this stage will be on 

methodological/intellectual quality; if there is any disagreement about interpretation of findings and 

questions of judgement, we will request that the views of WSUP and other key partners (likely 

including WASREB and the water utilities in Kisumu and Nakuru) be given sensible consideration, but 

in the final analysis we will respect the researchers’ academic independence. We note the potential 

possibility of disagreements between WSUP and the researchers, or WASREB and the researchers, 
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around definition of the possible sanitation surcharge models that will be explored through this 

research, and around interpretation of findings and wording of recommendations; we will respect the 

researchers’ academic independence and eventual right to publish their views as they see fit, but will 

require careful consultation on any issue where there is disagreement. The precise interpretation of 

“full raw data in accessible and comprehensible form” will be subject to clarification after bidder 

selection: we do not intend to impose unrealistic requirements, and simply wish to ensure that any 

important methodological detail or data that is not included in the publication is made available to 

WSUP.]   

 

3.3 Location 

Desk-based and on-location work in Kenya. The study will be carried out in two cities, Kisumu and 
Nakuru [this is not currently 100% confirmed, but please budget on this assumption].  
 

3.4 Methodology 

1) We envisage that this research will be based on a combination of questionnaire survey and focus 
groups, possibly with game-like quasi-experiments to explore factors affecting willingness-to-pay 
[though certainly at this pilot stage, components of this latter type may be considered over-ambitious]. 
WSUP is entirely open to considering other appropriate methodologies proposed by bidding 
researchers (including focus groups only, or questionnaire survey only). We would envisage wide 
consideration of possible factors influencing willingness to pay, potentially including but not restricted 

to a) amount of surcharge,
2 

b) name of surcharge (e.g. “sanitation surcharge”, “sanitation levy”, 
“solidarity contribution”, a Swahili phrase meaning “Clean City Fund”, etc etc), c) different types of 
explanation or messaging around why the surcharge is necessary (e.g. “it’ll make our city clean”, “it’ll 
make our country modern”, “it’s good for business and the economy”, “it’ll save children’s lives”, “it’s 
our moral duty”, etc etc), d) clear definition of what the money will be spent on, e) associated “quid 

pro quo” commitment to better sanitation services for non-poor consumers and businesses,
3 

f) 
transparency/integrity/efficiency commitments including existence of a ring-fenced account, or 
external audit, or publishing of annual report, g) graphical/typesetting issues (should the surcharge be 
submerged in the small print, or loudly proclaimed?), and h) any other factor or approach which the 
researchers or Kenyan actors including WASREB consider might be relevant (for example, some sort 
of celebrity endorsement campaign).  
 
2) Any sort of exploration of the willingness to pay a surcharge of this type will require prior 
consideration of what the surcharge might potentially look like: who exactly would pay it, who exactly 
would benefit, would there be a third category of customers who neither pay nor benefit? over what 
range should WTP to pay be assessed? (does WASREB have a target amount? are there any sort of 
prior minimum or maximum bounds?). Thus the inception phase of this work will require close 
consultation with WSUP and WASREB, in Nairobi or by skype, to set the scope of this research.  
 
3) WSUP recognises that identifying appropriate and representative groups of respondents (in middle- 
and high-income tiers, and business customers) for focus groups and/or surveys, and convincing 
these people to give up their time to participate in the research, will not be straightforward; it is 
expected that bidding researchers will submit convincing and considered proposals on how to identify 
these respondents, how to ensure their participation, and how to ensure that research scheduling can 
fit into a tight timeframe (for example, a potential design might involve a first phase of focus groups to 
explore attitudes, a second phase to “road-test” a range of initial options, and a third phase to “road-
test” a more specific set of options identified in phase 2). The obvious way of randomly or purposively 

                                                           
2
 The amount of the surcharge could be expressed in different ways. The eventual charging formula might be a straight 

percentage of the total for other components of the bill, or it might be a more complex formula. Regardless of this, we 
suggest that WTP might be explored as both “would you pay this percentage?” and ”would you pay this monthly amount?”.   

3
 Evidently, we can expect that a common response (explicit or implicit) will be “why should I pay more for slum sanitation when 

I myself get poor sanitation services, e.g. blocked sewers, in return for the money I pay?”. Persuading wealthier consumers 
and businesses to pay a sanitation surcharge is likely to require careful analysis of how to respond to this; but against this 
must be set the clear risk that any eventual sanitation surcharge revenues would be sequestered by non-poor constituencies.  
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selecting and contacting consumers of different categories (including business consumers) is via a 
utility’s customer database: WSUP hopes that this will be possible, but at this stage cannot confirm 
this. WSUP is entirely open to considering the use of explicit rewards (e.g. modest day stipends or 
small gifts for participation in a focus group, or some sort of raffle prize) to encourage participation, 
but these must be covered by the researcher’s budget and clearly specified in budgeting. An 
alternative would be identification of a creative way to engage participation of the utility customer care 
service team in routine relations management of their clients. 
 

3.5 Programme 

Date Milestone/deliverable 

Before midnight (UK 2400 
hours) of Sunday 27

th
 

November 2016  

Bid submission. We are aware that this is a tight timeline, but we 
note that the bid format is simple and non-onerous 

Early December 2016 Preferred start date 

15
th
 January 2017 Inception report (about 5 pages) detailing methodology to be 

followed 

1
st
 February 2017 Preliminary report (of aims and methods, ideally with some initial 

findings) in PowerPoint form 

31
st
 July 2017 Final deliverables 

 

We stress that this is an 8-month project with no possibility of costed or no-cost extension, and 

research design will need to take this into account. We will accept bids proposing a later start-up date 

(up to 15th January 2017, with final deliverables no later than 31st August 2017); but we note that 

early start-up will be an important bid-scoring criterion. [We expect to hold a stakeholder consultation 

workshop around the strategic focus of WSUP’s Research Programme 2016-2020 in Kenya, to be 

held in Nairobi or other Kenyan location, in February 2017: thus our requirement for a preliminary 

report, ideally including preliminary findings, by 1st February 2017.]     

 

4 Team profile 

 

We do not have strong preferences around whether this research should be led by a team from 

Kenya or from outside Kenya. A team led from outside Kenya would need to demonstrate 

arrangements in Kenya sufficient to ensure strong local understanding, including of the dynamics of 

low-income areas; we note that a study based on a couple of fly-in-fly-out visits is unlikely to produce 

strong results. A team led from Kenya would need to demonstrate willingness to approach in an open 

and intellectually critical way a research question that may touch upon political sensitivities. The ideal 

Consultant should be able to demonstrate experience in conducting similar studies in the past, with 

tangible influencing outcomes, in any part of the world. 

 

5 Intellectual property 

  

Given that this is an academic research contract, we would expect the researchers to retain 

intellectual property rights for this research, subject to the deliverables requirements indicated above, 

but with full rights granted to WSUP immediately and in perpetuity to reproduce and use the findings 

of the research as WSUP deems fit, including in WSUP publications drawing on the research findings. 

 

6 Reporting and liaison 

 

The Task Manager for this work will be Guy Norman, WSUP Director of Evaluation, Research and 

Learning. 
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7 Contract terms 

 

A standard WSUP consultancy contract format will be used, subject to the Consultant's agreement 

with the terms. 

 

8 Payments 

 

8.1 Payment schedule 

Payment will be 20% on contract signature, 30% on delivery of PowerPoint presentation by 1st 

February 2017 (as well as inception report by 15th January 2017), and 50% on acceptance by WSUP 

of final deliverables of acceptable quality. All payments will require prior invoicing. Payment will be 

made in UK pounds. 

 

8.2 Budget 

Up to GBP 60,000, inclusive of VAT (sales tax) or other taxes; this amount will be expected to cover 

all costs including travel costs, any sub-contracting of staff (e.g. focus group facilitators or survey 

enumerators), and the full costs (travel and time) of any visits to WSUP’s London office including 

inception-phase meetings and final results presentation. Over and above this budget, WSUP will 

additionally consider bearing a cost of up to GBP 1,500 for journal publication, if the selected journal 

for publication of this research requires payment for open-access; this will be subject to specific 

negotiation with the selected bidder (likely including a time-limit of article acceptance for publication 

within 6 months of the termination of this contract). 

 

9 Bidding procedure 

 

9.1 Bid format 

Bid format is designed to make bidding relatively easy, with a focus on the proposed methodology.  

Bids should be submitted to sdrabble@wsup.com and gnorman@wsup.com before midnight (UK 

2400 hours) of Sunday 27
th
 November 2016. The bid document should contain only the following: 

1) Name of lead bidding organisation 

2) Name and email of primary contact 

3) Statement of the aims of this research as expressed by the bidder (max 200 words)  

4) Statement of the methodology to be used (max 800 words): this statement can include decisions 

left open pending more detailed analysis, but we encourage bidders to develop a strong 

methodology (including clear statement of the duration and likely scheduling of all work including 

in-country work) 

5) Statement of the available start-up date and anticipated final completion date (see Deliverables 

section) 

6) Statement of anticipated day allocations and expertise/inputs of all participants in the research, 

including any sub-contracted participants, with participants named as far as is possible 

7) Statement of the total cost (maximum GBP 60,000), with summary budget breakdown in tabular 

form 

8) Indication of your first-choice named open-access journal for publication of this work, with 

indication of any requirement for payment for open-access 

 

You should also include a brief CV of the lead researcher, understood to be the person who will take 

primary responsibility for design and management of this work. This should include a listing of up to 
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10 publications considered most relevant to this bid, and demonstrating that the lead researcher has 

capacity and own-incentives for journal publication.   

 

9.2 Bid scoring criteria 

Bids will be scored on the following criteria: 

a) Adherence to requirements for bid format and demonstration of clear writing/formatting skills [10 

points] 

b) Strength of understanding of the research concept, as evidenced by Bid Section 3 [15 points] 

c) Strength and feasibility of methodology, as evidenced by Bid Section 4 [30 points] 

d) Quality and appropriateness of research team, as evidenced by Bid Section 6 and CV [15 points] 

e) Early start-up (early Dec 2016 preferred) and commitment to 1
St

 Feb deadline [20 points] 

f) Cost [10 points] 

 

WSUP reserves the right to negotiate the scope and pricing with the selected consultant to best 
ensure that these services will be delivered within the available budget. Consultants may wish to 
propose different approaches that will deliver the required benefits for WSUP whilst remaining within 
the budget available. 
 

9.3 Pre-submission consultation 

We are very happy to respond to clarification queries of any sort prior to bid submission: please email 

sdrabble@wsup.com and gnorman@wsup.com before UK 1000 hours of Wednesday 23rd November 

2016. We would expect most clarification queries to come to us earlier than this. Where we consider 

that the response to a query should (for reasons of fairness) be shared with all bidders, we will do so 

by emailing all bidders who have already contacted us to express an interest in bidding: so if you want 

to be included in any such mail-out, please let us know promptly.   

 

 

mailto:sdrabble@wsup.com
mailto:gnorman@wsup.com

