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PREFACE 

“The Brazilian National Government, under President Lula, is committed to improving Brazil’s water and sanitation services. To solve this 
problem in developing countries is an enormous challenge. It is necessary to mobilise all available resources in order to achieve universal 
provision of safe water and sanitation services as soon as possible. These services are ultimately a government responsibility, which 
requires appropriate mechanisms of regulation and popular participation. A balanced multistakeholder review of the world’s experiences 
on private sector participation should lead to a better understanding of the private sector’s role in contributing to the goals of universal 
coverage. The Brazilian Government supports, and looks forward with great expectation, to the implementation of this project, not only for 
Brazilian citizens but to ensure this fundamental human right for all the citizens of the world.” 
Olivio Dutra, Minister of the Cities, Brazil 
 
“The challenge for a global multistakeholder review of PSP would be first to get the questions right and then to get the right group to 
address them.  I believe that the process should focus on meeting the needs of the unserved, asking the question “how best can we 
achieve the Millennium Development Goals in water supply and sanitation?” The question then is not whether PSP is good or bad, but 
rather what contribution the private sector can make to achieving the MDGs better and faster. While framing the questions will be 
fundamental to the success of any process, it will be equally important to ensure that people who have actually done the job of service 
delivery in different contexts are included. If that can be done, I am sure that South Africa will be supportive of a multistakeholder global 
review of PSP that seeks to build a consensus for achieving the MDGs rather than simply providing one more platform for sterile and 
ultimately unproductive polemics.” 
Mike Muller, Director General, Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, South Africa 
 
“A review of PSP is very necessary as not everybody has access to potable water, and water is life. We would like to see the review 
looking at how the poor can get access to water without so much of a burden to them. The poor should be treated fairly, the same as any 
other members of society. INPART is looking forward to a review of what is really happening in the small-scale sector. We are very willing 
to participate and would like to share our experiences, as long as people are truly willing to hear what the real situation is.” 
Elsa Mejia, INPART Engineering, Small-scale independent provider in the Philippines 
 
“The ugly and polarised debate about ‘private versus public’ delivery of water services is not helping to achieve the desired goal of 
meeting basic human needs for water for all. What is needed is an independent assessment of the risks and benefits of private sector 
participation and the development of clear, agreed-upon benchmarks and standards for such participation. If a review process can foster 
agreement on needed rules and standards, then progress toward meeting the Millennium Development Goals would be faster and more 
effective. Such a process must have adequate buy-in, independence, and good analysis.  The Scoping Process thus far has made a 
good faith effort to engage a wide variety of stakeholders.  If the diversity of stakeholders can come together for an open, transparent, and 
rigorous review process – and commit to implementing its outcomes – the Pacific Institute would be interested in participating.” 
Peter Gleick, President, Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environment, and Security, and co-author of “The New 
Economy of Water: The Risks and Benefits of Globalization and Privatization of Fresh Water”  
 
"The present model of private sector participation is predicated on an untested presumption that it is only the private sector that can help 
us deliver - and the focus is on the MNCs. ISODEC feels that a review is necessary to look at what the areas are where the private sector 
could play a role, in order to assign them less sensitive, less controversial roles. The review should also begin to find out whether, in terms 
of the MDGs, governments and communities could be strengthened - could the MNCs play a training role - could they transfer their 
expertise? The review should include a process in which the MNCs open themselves up and become more transparent in their dealings. 
ISODEC is prepared to spend time participating in a global review, but this must result in a public end product, and not a document kept 
by the sponsors." 
Rudolf Amenga-Etego, Deputy Executive Director (Programmes), Integrated Social Development Centre (ISODEC), Accra, 
Ghana 
 
"Water is everybody's business. The debate about private versus public provision of drinking water and sanitation has much of a red 
herring to it. It pins pros and cons against each other in a rather ideological way, instead of exploring where and when which mode 
delivers best to the poor and drives pro-poor growth. Many conflicts reflect people's perception of having no voice in water sector reform. 
An international multistakeholder dialogue on this issue will help to bring public and private sector together with civil society to join forces 
in fighting poverty."  
Stefan Helming, Director General, Planning and Development, GTZ/German Technical Cooperation 
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SUMMARY 

In recognition of the costs of polarisation, there was strong support for a global review of the impact of 
private sector participation (PSP) in water at the International Freshwater Conference in Bonn, Germany in 
December 2001. In her closing statement, the German Minister for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the 
issues linked with privatisation, because it could lead to a better understanding of the successes and failures 
in this regard.” A Working Group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on 
private sector participation, took up the challenge and explored the case for a Multistakeholder Review 
through the Global Water Scoping Process documented in this summary report.  These organisations are: 

• ASSEMAE (Brazilian Association of Municipal Water and Sanitation Public Operators) 

• Consumers International (International federation of consumer advocacy NGOs) 

• Environmental Monitoring Group (South African NGO) 

• Public Services International (International labour federation) 

• RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation) 

• WaterAid (International development NGO) 

The Scoping Process was supported by GTZ/German Technical Cooperation, and was facilitated by two 
moderators.    

The Working Group worked from the premise that resolving the controversy around PSP is an essential step 
towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals for water and sanitation. This report is the final 
product of this Scoping Process, and describes the perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders regarding 
the impacts of PSP in water and sanitation.  It describes the major faultlines in the debate, based on the 
perspectives of stakeholders; identifies key questions that can help reframe the debate in a positive fashion 
towards meeting the goals of universal access to water and sanitation; and makes recommendations about 
how to undertake a global multistakeholder review of PSP in water and sanitation.   

After reaching out to more than 300 stakeholders in this Scoping Process, it was clear that there is broad 
interest in, support for, and value in pursuing a multistakeholder review of private sector participation in water 
supply and sanitation. The Working Group thus recommends proceeding to a Stakeholder Workshop, at 
which decisions can be taken by a wider group of stakeholders over whether to proceed or not with a 
multistakeholder review, and if the decision is to proceed, how the review should be organised.   

 

An Executive Summary of this Full Report is available from the websites and organisations listed on 
the inside cover of this report. 
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Glossary 
Acronyms  
CSD   Commission on Sustainable Development 
GATS  General Agreement on Trade in Services 
GTZ  German Technical Cooperation 
IMF  International Monetary Fund 
ISO  International Standards Organisation 
MDGs  Millennium Development Goals 
MNCs   Multinational Corporations 
MSH   Multistakeholder 
PIFIs   Public International Financial Institutions 
PPPs   Public-Private Partnerships 
PRSPs   Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers 
PSP   Private Sector Participation 
SAPs   Structural Adjustment Programmes 
SSIPs   Small-scale Independent Providers 
UFW   Unaccounted-for-water 
UN   United Nations 
WCD   World Commission on Dams 
WSS   Water supply and sanitation 
WSSD   World Summit on Sustainable Development 
WTO   World Trade Organisation 
 
Terminology 
Commodification – The process of converting a good or service formerly subject to many non-market social rules into one that is primarily 
subject to market rules.1 
Corporatisation – Investing autonomous public providers with operational independence, a clear public identity, and a direct contractual 
relationship with consumers. 
Millennium Development Goals – (MDGs) A set of eight internationally agreed development goals. The MDGs for water and sanitation are 
to halve the proportion of people without access to improved water sources and sanitation by the year 2015. The sanitation target was 
developed at the World Summit on Sustainable Development, but is now considered part of the set of MDGs. 
North/South, developed/developing – When discussing political debates involving developed and developing countries, regions are 
referred to as “North” and “South.”  When distinguishing among operational or economic issues, countries are generally referred to as 
“developed” and “developing.” 
Public International Financial Institutions - These include the World Bank, regional multilateral development banks, the International 
Monetary Fund, and bilateral Export Credit Agencies. 
Private sector participation – (PSP) This Scoping Study focuses on domestic water supply (potable water and water for daily needs), 
sanitation, and wastewater treatment; in both rural and urban areas. Industrial and agricultural water use is not a primary focus.  The range of 
PSP includes: full privatisation, divestiture, concessions, lease/affermage, management and service contracts, consulting services, public-
private partnerships with NGOs, and small-scale water entrepreneurs.  
Private water companies – Private water companies refers to those private companies involved with delivering water services directly to 
consumers or municipalities, including multinational water companies, and large-, medium-, and small-scale domestic and local water 
companies.  Other private businesses engaged in the water sector are generally referred to as the “private sector,” such as private 
subcontractors. 
Privatisation - The term is sometimes used broadly to refer to the numerous ways of privatising water, such as transferring operational 
responsibilities or selling of public water rights to private companies.  In this Scoping Study “privatisation” is used in the narrow sense of full 
divestiture of assets, while “private sector participation” (PSP) is used in the broader sense defined above. 
Public water utilities – Refers to public or government entities involved with delivering water services directly to consumers or municipalities. 
Small-scale independent providers – Refers to water vendors, bulk suppliers, providers of connections to formal networks, septic system 
providers, and others providing WSS in rural, peri-urban areas, and urban areas. 

                                                      
1 Peter Gleick et. al., “The New Economy of Water: The risks and benefits of globalization and privatization of fresh water,” February 2002, p. i.  



 

CHAPTER 1.  Introduction 

1.1 Water, sanitation and private sector participation 

1.1.1 Background 

Water is life! This declaration, which started as a rallying cry from poor communities, indigenous peoples, 
and environmentalists, is now embraced by governments, the United Nations, and water providers the world 
over.  However, the sad truth is that more than one billion people around the world do not have access to 
clean, safe water to drink and more than two billion people do not have access to adequate sanitation.  
Some have decried this situation as the biggest development failure of the twentieth century.2 At the 
beginning of the twenty-first century, the challenges of providing universal access to water supply and 
sanitation are beginning to receive the political attention they deserve. 

Since the first call for universal access to drinking water and sanitation at the Mar del Plata conference in 
1977 – which established the first International Decade for Water Supply and Sanitation with the goal of 
universal access by 1990 – gains have been made in supplying water services to hundreds of millions of 
people, but as it stands today, billions still need access. As of 2000, about 82% of the world’s population has 
access to drinking water and 61% has access to improved sanitation.3 More than 80% of those without 
access to drinking water are in rural areas, and sanitation coverage in rural areas is about 40%.4   Moreover, 
others have argued that the deficiencies in water and sanitation are much worse than these figures 
suggest.5 

The international community has taken notice of the enormous needs for water and sanitation services 
(WSS) and have agreed to specific targets and timetables, which are laid out in the Millennium Development 
Goals of 2000 and the World Summit on Sustainable Development goals in 2002.  These goals are to halve 
the proportion of people without access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation by the year 2015.6  
Meeting this goal will require bringing drinking water services to an additional 1.6 billion people (60% in 
urban areas) and sanitation services to an additional 2 billion people (split evenly between urban and rural 
areas) by 2015, noting regional differences such as drinking water needs being highest in sub-Saharan 
Africa and sanitation needs being highest in Asia.7  With the challenges of expanding access, come 
questions and debate over the means and the funds required to achieve these goals.   

A frequently advanced proposal for meeting these needs is to increase the role of the private sector in 
financing, producing, delivering, and managing water and sanitation services. While private companies have 
long been involved in the water sector in a variety of capacities in different parts of the world, what is new in 
recent years is how the private sector has been supported in the rapid expansion of this role, and how 
society views the problems and benefits of the private sector role.    In the last few years, dramatic conflicts 
over private delivery of water in Cochabamba, Bolivia, in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and in Manila, the 
Philippines, which have brought the issues into the public spotlight.8  At the same time, some private 
companies and investors have been reducing their involvement in the water sector. 

                                                      
2 Peter Gleick, The World’s Water 1998-1999, Island Press. 
3 Drinking water access figures from WHO/Unicef Joint Monitoring Programme, www.wssinfo.org, cited in Freshwater Management, 
background paper of the UN Economic and Social Council to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, E/CN.17/2004/4, 11 
February 2004.  Sanitation access figures from WHO/Unicef Joint Monitoring Programme, www.wssinfo.org/en, cited in Sanitation, 
background paper of the UN Economic and Social Council to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, E/CN/17/2004/5, 9 
February 2004. 
4 Ibid. 
5 See, for example, HABITAT 2003, Water and sanitation in the world’s cities. UK: HABITAT and Earthscan. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 
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Benefit the Poor?, The World Bank. 
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It is worth remembering that more than a century ago, private sector participation was widely debated in 19th 
century Europe and North America, where private sector failures, such as the failure of London water 
companies to provide uninterrupted water supplies, led early sector reformers to call for more public sector 
involvement to increase delivery of water and sanitation services9.   The majority of people in the world today 
receive their water from public utilities and water providers.  The modern recasting of this situation involves 
public sector failures, with some reformers calling for more private sector involvement.  

While the French have relied on private companies to deliver water services for the last century, the first 
major water privatisation in the current era was in Britain in 1989. Since then, private water companies have 
grown to provide services to about 300 million people, or about 5% of the population receiving water 
services. Two French companies, Veolia (formerly Vivendi) and Suez, and one German company, RWE 
Thames Water, together control more than 80% of the large-scale private urban water market.10  During the 
1990s, more than $25 billion of private investments had been made in the water sector, primarily in Asia and 
Latin America.  Smaller domestic companies and the small-scale informal sector – for example water 
vendors and informal sanitation providers - are growing components of private sector participation (PSP) in 
water.  Countless other private companies are involved throughout the water and sanitation delivery chain. 
Thus the figure of 5% of the world’s population is a gross underestimate of the role of the private sector in 
water provision.  Many of the roles played by the private sector in the service delivery chain, such as 
supplying chemicals and equipment to public or private utilities, are non-controversial.  
 
In the past two decades of expansion of PSP in water, there have been many public scandals and claims of 
corruption, rapid increases in tariffs, lack of promised private capital investments, decline in quality of 
services, and a continued failure to adequately increase services to poor communities. At the same time, 
there are criticisms that the public water sector has failed to reform, improve efficiency and financial 
sustainability, curtail political patronage, or expand access to or quality of services.  The debate became 
polarised across the spectrum between those that pushed PSP as a panacea to the problems in the water 
sector and those that want to ban PSP from any role in water.  Major problems with contracts, currency 
devaluation, tariff increases, profiting from poor consumers, and service cut-offs to poor families who can’t 
afford the bills were played out in the media.  

1.1.2 Cost of conflict 

The polarisation of ideas has led to major conflicts, especially around large-scale water privatisation projects, 
which many stakeholders perceive to have significant costs to society.  There is a stalemate of sorts among 
governments, donors, private companies, public utilities, labour, civil society, and affected communities on 
how best to move ahead with expanding water and sanitation services and improving access.  Political risk 
and uncertainty are both factors in decreasing private investments in the water sector. The lack of clarity 
makes it difficult for governments and water providers to plan and implement the long-term strategies 
required to meet the goals of universal coverage. The costs of failed projects are also significant, often 
resulting from the damage caused by failing to adequately predict the consequences of certain policies or 
decisions, such as weak contracts or regulations.  One only needs to refer to the collapse of Enron or the 
2002 energy crisis in California to understand the billions of dollars of unnecessary costs that are now borne 
by consumers and taxpayers.  No one wants to contemplate similar scenarios for the water sector on a wide 
scale.   

Ultimately, it is the poor communities who lack access to clean, safe drinking water and basic sanitation that 
bear most of the costs of these conflicts in terms of continued poor health, time and resources spent 
collecting and treating water in terms of poor health, resources invested in collecting and treating water, and 

                                                      
9 UN-HABITAT 2003.  Water and sanitation in the world’s cities: local action for global goals. UK: HABITAT and Earthscan. 
10 Privatization of Water Services in the United States: An Assessment of Issues and Experience by Jeffrey Jacobs, National 
Academies of Science, Water Supply and Technology Board, March 2002. (investor-owned utilities account for 14% of water 
revenues in US.  Also, www.thewaterpage.com/int_watercompanies1.htm. Suez and Veolia account for about 220 million customers 
of 315 million total (70%).  % privatized in 1997 – 1-5 in LDCs, 20% in central and western Europe (not incl France and Britain). 
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higher prices than those connected to formal networks.  Given the needs of growing populations, the status 
quo is not an attractive option and yet currently there is paralysis in the debate.   

 “The interests of the poor are not well served by the debate. Potentially good options are blocked, and bad 
ones are followed.”  Developing country water ministry official 

The Global Water Scoping Process presented in this report arose as one means of examining the issues 
and controversies surrounding the role of the private sector in providing the essential services of drinking 
water supply and sanitation for all.  

1.2 Background to the Global Water Scoping Process on private sector 
participation in water and sanitation 

In recognition of the costs of polarisation, there was strong support for a global review of the impact of PSP 
in water at the International Freshwater Conference in Bonn, Germany in December 2001.  As a result, there 
was strong support for a global review of the impact of PSP in water, which had been raised by different 
stakeholders groupings during the conference’s Multistakeholder Dialogue.  In her closing statement, the 
German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, welcomed the 
proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the issues linked with privatisation, because it could lead to a 
better understanding of the successes and failures in this regard.” 

A working group, formed from organisations that had mostly been at the Bonn Conference and with widely 
differing backgrounds and views on private sector participation, subsequently took up the challenge an 
explored the case for a Multistakeholder Review through this Global Water Scoping Process documented in 
this report.  These organisations are: 

• ASSEMAE (Brazilian Association of Municipal Water and Sanitation Public Operators), Antonio da 
Costa Miranda Neto, Director International Affairs 

• Consumers International (International federation of consumer advocacy NGOs), Robin Simpson, 
Senior Policy Adviser 

• Environmental Monitoring Group (South African NGO), Liane Greeff, Water Justice Programme 
Manager; Jessica Wilson (alternate), Programme Manager: Trade and Environmental Governance 

• Public Services International (International labour federation), David Boys, Utilities Officer 

• RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation), Richard Aylard, Corporate Social 
Responsibility Director; Ed Mitchell (alternate), Corporate Social Responsibility Head, European 
Operations 

• WaterAid (International development NGO), Belinda Calaguas, Advocacy Manager 

The Scoping Process was supported by GTZ, German Technical Cooperation.  Brief biographies of Working 
Group members are included in Annex 2.  

The Working Group worked from the premise that resolving the controversy around PSP is an essential step 
towards achieving the Millennium Development Goal and WSSD goals for water and sanitation.  The 
Working Group itself is multisectoral, which provided a microcosm of the PSP debate and created a 
multistakeholder process in miniature to oversee the scoping process.  The Working Group has operated on 
a consensus basis, and all members agreed to the methods, the stakeholder outreach process, synthesis of 
stakeholder perspectives, and recommendations for this report   The Working Group developed terms of 
reference and commissioned two moderators to carry out this scoping process.  The moderators – Deborah 
Moore, an environmental consultant from the United States, and Penny Urquhart, a livelihoods and 
sustainable development consultant from South Africa – were chosen on the basis of their experiences in 
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multistakeholder processes and water issues from both Northern and Southern perspectives, and their 
reputations for fostering dialogue around controversial issues.  In the selection process, the Working Group 
took care to choose moderators who had not previously been involved directly in the PSP debate, and who 
would therefore be more likely to be impartial. 

This report is the final product of this Scoping Process, and describes the perspectives of a wide range of 
stakeholders regarding the impacts of PSP in water and sanitation.  The aim of the Scoping Process was to 
determine whether and how a PSP review could be undertaken, and sought to answer the following 
questions: 

• What are the key issues with respect to PSP in water and sanitation, and what is the range of 
stakeholder perspectives on each of these issues? 

• What is the case for a global review? 

• Do stakeholders agree that a global review may be able to dispel some of the controversy and define 
appropriate measures to move forward? 

• How could a multistakeholder review be run, learning from similar processes, to ensure that all 
stakeholder views are heard? 

• How could this review lead to a new consensus, enabling action towards meeting the Millennium 
Development Goals? 

It is important to state explicitly that this Scoping Report is not intended to be a review of the impacts of PSP. 
Thus it does not draw conclusions on the performance of the private sector in water and sanitation. Rather it 
describes the major faultlines in the debate, based on the perspectives of stakeholders; identifies key 
questions that can help reframe the debate in a positive fashion, towards meeting the goals of universal 
access to water and sanitation; and makes recommendations about how to undertake a global 
multistakeholder review of PSP in water and sanitation.  This full report of the Scoping Process is a 
companion to an Executive Summary that is available as a separate document through the Working Group 
member organizations (please see the inside front cover for information on how to obtain copies or 
download from the internet).  

1.3 Current context of debate 

As the role of the private sector has increased in delivery of basic public services, the public awareness of 
and concern about this role has also increased as well.  These concerns are also linked to broader concerns 
of globalisation and how it relates to national sovereignty, corporate responsibility and accountability, global 
economic justice, human rights, and environmental protection.  Countries, international institutions, and 
corporations that are promoting globalisation, liberalisation, and privatisation are the subjects of global civil 
society campaigns for reform.  Water privatisation has become central in these debates, and has attracted 
new interest groups to the issue of water. 

Recently, private investments in water have declined and some private companies have withdrawn from the 
water sector in the last two years, particularly in developing countries.11  Questions are thus being raised 
about the future of private sector participation in water.  Some stakeholders, in particular donors, perceive 
that PSP is no longer a critical issue in the debate around water.  The majority of stakeholders, however, 
perceive that PSP remains a very live issue, with large, medium, and small-scale PSP still being promoted 
and growing.  New models of PSP are being promoted as well, such as outsourcing and management 
contracts, such that many stakeholders believe that the issue of PSP is here to stay.  Many public sector 
reforms are also aimed at making the sector more “commercial,” with similar goals and strategies as 
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11 Actual decline since 1996/9 period: Source: UNDP Human Development Report 2003 p.105, ref .165; refers to the World Panel on 
Financing Water Infrastructure, 2003. 



 

privatisation. The public sector also contracts with the private sector throughout the water “supply chain”. 
Thus, the private sector remains involved throughout the water sector. Additionally, some stakeholders feel 
that private financing is needed if the goals of universal coverage are to be achieved, while others think that 
private financing is unnecessary if the unserved poor are targeted using appropriate technologies and 
existing funds are used more effectively. 

While there has been a growing body of research on the subject over the last decade, many of the 
assessments are done by institutions that have a particular perspective, like the World Bank and other 
donors that have promoted PSP, or like anti-globalisation NGOs that have blocked PSP, and are perceived 
by other stakeholders to be biased. There are few independent assessments of the impacts of PSP in water 
considered impartial or objective by all stakeholders, and none that have been widely inclusive of different 
voices or that have focused on resolving contested issues.  In the last few years, several research efforts 
have been initiated to address aspects of the debate, including the European Commission’s support of 
PRINWASS’ study on the barriers and conditions for involving the private sector in Latin America and Africa, 
the UNESCO-IHE Institute for Water Education and its research on PSP in Africa, the research by the think 
tank Pacific Institute on the risks and benefits of globalisation and privatisation of fresh water, and the Public-
Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility’s  (PPIAF) technical assistance in support of PSP at the country level.  
Each of these are contributing valuable information; yet none provide a broad forum for stakeholders to 
come together to seek and define common ground for future action at international, national, and local 
levels. 

As of this Scoping Report, the views on water privatisation remain quite polarised, while some new efforts 
are beginning to address pieces of the larger PSP debate. Meetings of NGOs at conferences like the World 
Social Forum and the Peoples’ World Water Forum highlight the plans to stop water privatisation.   Meetings 
of private companies, on the other hand, at conferences like the World Economic Forum in Davos highlight 
plans for promoting private sector participation more widely.  At the World Bank’s Water Week, in February 
2004, there were calls for greater pragmatism and less dogma and a desire for renewed focus on effective 
delivery of services, whether public or private.  And a process is underway with a cross-section of 
stakeholders to develop a Code of Conduct and Guidelines to improve PSP in water services led by the 
insurance company Swiss Re, the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, and the Swiss State 
Secretary for Economic Affairs. 

In April 2004, the UN Commission on Sustainable Development will hold its twelfth session, focusing on 
progress towards meeting the goals for freshwater, sanitation, and human settlements.  The Millennium 
Project Task Force on Water and Sanitation (Task Force 7) will report on its efforts to monitor and implement 
the Millennium Development Goals and WSSD goals for water and sanitation.  The Secretary-General notes 
in his Report to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, that “public-private water partnerships for 
urban water supply are being explored with mixed results.”12  The document describes the positive and 
negative impacts of both the large-scale and small-scale private sector in meeting the MDGs.  Some parties 
are seeking policy guidance from the UN on how best to address the issues of PSP in relation to the 
implementation of Agenda 21 and other sustainable development goals. 

                                                      
12 UN Economic and Social Council, 2004.  “Freshwater management: progress in meeting the goals, targets, and commitments of 
Agenda 21, the Programme for the Further Implementation of Agenda 21, and the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation,” Report of the 
Secretary-General.  E/CN.17/2004/4, February 11, 2004. 
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 CHAPTER 2. The Scoping Process 

2.1 Methodology 

The objectives for the Scoping Process were: 

• To provide a platform for stakeholders to express their perspectives, concerns, positions, and 
approaches regarding PSP in water and sanitation and to ascertain their views on the need for and 
merits of a possible global review, and whether they would be interested in participating in such a 
review. 

• To produce a balanced, credible, objective, and accurate scoping study report outlining the breadth of 
the debate on the issues of PSP in water and sanitation: the perceptions of the full range of 
stakeholders, key gaps in the knowledge base from the perspective of stakeholders, the key areas of 
agreement and disagreement, and views on lessons learned from other multistakeholder processes. 

• To identify different ideas and expectations from stakeholders for a global PSP Review, including what 
impact this could have on the ground, and what conditions would be required for a successful PSP 
Review.   

• Dependent on meeting the critical success factors for the Review, to make recommendations for a 
plan for a Stakeholder Workshop and preliminary options for the structure, process, and possible 
budget and contributors for a PSP Review. 

• To mobilise broad interest and build confidence among key stakeholders towards participating in a 
possible global PSP Review Process. 

The multistakeholder Working Group guiding this Scoping Process worked collaboratively and by consensus 
to develop the Terms of Reference for the moderators, to advertise and to make the final selection. Together 
with the moderators, the Working Group finalised the workplan, and the methodology, including the 
stakeholder outreach strategies, as follows. 

1. Literature survey: The methodology consisted of a brief literature survey, which was not intended as 
an exhaustive review, but rather conducted to understand the existing knowledge base and the existing 
context of PSP. A fundamental aim was to develop stakeholder identification and interaction strategies 
that were inclusive to under-represented voices, balanced, and focused on a range of PSP experiences.   

2. Country visits: From the outset it was decided that while time and budget were limited, the moderators 
should interact with a wide range of stakeholder groupings across a range of regions, to accurately 
describe the breadth and depth of perspectives. Criteria used to make selections for countries to be 
personally visited by the moderators included a range of income, indebtedness and inequality levels; a 
range of levels of freshwater resources per capita, access to water and sanitation, and experience with 
a diversity of PSP and other water services delivery modes.  Countries were also included where there 
had been heightened debate on PSP, as well as countries where PSP was considered to be less 
controversial. Practical considerations such as timeframes, travel budget and access to key 
stakeholders were of necessity part of the decision-making process. Based on these criteria, the 
Working Group selected the following countries for personal visits: 

• AFRICA: Ghana, Kenya, South Africa, Uganda 

• ASIA: India, Indonesia, Philippines 

• EUROPE/NORTH AMERICA: England, France, United States 
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• SOUTH AMERICA: Bolivia, Brazil, Chile 

3. Attendance at global meetings: In addition, the moderators also attended the Water for Poorest 
Conference (Stavanger, Norway), the Inter-American Development Bank’s Financing the Millennium 
Development Goals for Water in Latin America and the Caribbean conference (Washington DC, USA), 
and the Peoples’ World Water Forum (New Delhi, India), in order to obtain the inputs of a broader range 
of stakeholders from regions beyond those personally visited, as well as to disseminate information 
about the Scoping Process. 

4. Face-to-face and telephone interviews: Face-to-face interviews were held with a wide range of 
different stakeholders in the countries visited and at the conferences attended.  Each of the interviews 
used a structured interview framework (Annex 6). Some stakeholders were interviewed on the 
telephone, using the same interview framework.  A total of 234 individuals were interviewed.  

5. Email survey questionnaire: In addition to personal and telephone interviews, an email survey was 
developed to broaden the outreach of the Scoping Process (Annex 7). This survey was distributed 
widely through a number of listserves (Water for Life, International Rivers Network, International 
Research Centre, Global Water Partnership, and International Private Water Association), memberships 
of organisations and networks (Building Partnerships for Development-Water and Sanitation, UN MDG 
Task Force 7 on Water and Sanitation) and amongst the networks of the Working Group members 
(Consumers International, RWE Thames Water, Public Services International, WaterAid), as well as to 
individuals.  A total of 82 responses were received by the deadline. 

6. Focus groups: The focus group format was used with NGOs, labour unions and members of poor 
communities. A specific framework for the community focus groups was developed, based on the 
sustainable livelihoods framework, to gather insights, perspectives and concerns of poor communities in 
developing countries regarding PSP in water and sanitation.  Four focus groups were held, and more 
than 30 members of poor communities participated. 

Following on from the four month information gathering and stakeholder interaction phase, the perspectives 
and data were collated and organised according to key themes, with the range of perspectives outlined for 
each theme. These perspectives were then analysed to identify trends in the range of perspectives 
according to stakeholder groupings and regions, and to highlight areas of agreements and major faultlines in 
the debate (described in Chapter 4). Responses from the email survey were analysed to identify the issues 
ranked as high priority by stakeholders overall, and by stakeholder grouping and region.  Summary statistics 
of quantitative rankings and syntheses of qualitative comments were developed (see Annex 7 for more 
details on the methods and summary of the email survey results). Stakeholder perspectives on the case for 
a multistakeholder PSP review were used to develop a range of options for a global review. These findings 
are presented in this Scoping Report in Chapter 6.  

The Working Group developed five key decision criteria in order to assist with making the decision on 
whether or not to recommend a global multistakeholder review, based on stakeholder inputs. The five key 
decision criteria are:  

1. Validity of the scoping process: Sufficient range of stakeholders; sufficient consensus among 
stakeholders that a review is useful/necessary thing to do? Does a critical mass of stakeholders still 
consider PSP to be relevant? Can we identify the main lines of conflict? 

2. Value-added of a Review: Will a multistakeholder review add real value? How is this defined and by 
whom? Ability to design a review process that can deliver real progress and not duplicate existing 
processes. 

3. Alternatives:  What other alternatives are being proposed to assess the past performance of the private 
sector and to resolve conflicts in order to move forwards to meeting the Millennium Development Goals? 

4. Benefits to stakeholders: What will different stakeholders gain by a review process?  
5. Feasibility of a review: Ability to access funding; timing of the initiative; cost effectiveness; possibility for 

designing an innovative process, building on past lessons. 
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While not every aspect of these decision criteria can be answered conclusively at this stage, the Working 
Group believes that the Scoping Process has made significant progress in meeting most of these criteria, 
was able to come to the recommendation to proceed to a Stakeholder Workshop, where the stakeholders 
themselves would be able to make the final recommendation regarding whether to proceed to a review or 
not.  The recommendation for this Stakeholder Workshop is more fully described in Chapter 7 of this report, 
whilst Chapter 6 describes possible options for a global multistakeholder review with respect to structure, 
scope and modalities. In Chapter 5, the value and possible outcomes of a multistakeholder review are 
further explored.  

2.2 Stakeholder participation 

The range of stakeholders interviewed were from the following stakeholder groupings: 

• Community representatives or organisations 

• Public water utilities (provider, water authority, public service corporation, urban and rural, large and 
medium) 

• Government agencies (planning ministries, water ministries, public works ministries) 

• Government regulators  

• Private water providers (large, domestic and international) 

• Private companies contracting to public sector 

• Small-Scale Independent Providers (private small and medium providers of water supply and 
sanitation services, urban and rural)  

• Service delivery NGOs  

• All other NGOs (environment, development, consumer, network, advocacy) 

• Labour organisations 

• Research organisations (academic and think tank) 

• Multilateral donors 

• Bilateral donors 

• UN agencies 

• Business/professional associations or individuals, including consultants 

• International water networks 

• Other (eg national bank, charitable foundation)  

The regional and organisational composition of stakeholders interviewed and respondents to the email 
survey are shown in Figures 1 and 2.  The total number of people surveyed was 316, of which 82 responded 
to the email survey questionnaire and 234 were interviewed by the moderators. The number of organisations 
participating was 137; several of the interviews with donors had 3 or more participants and several focus 
group discussions with labour, poor communities, and NGOs had 10 or more participants, especially in Asia.   
The NGOs interviewed included, in descending order of number of participants, organisations with a 
development focus, some specifically focused on water issues; development and environment; environment; 
and consumer NGOs. The participating NGOs undertake a cross-section of activities including policy 
advocacy, training, networking, and public education and mobilisation at local, national, and international 
levels. The moderators also interacted with other initiatives that are examining issues of PSP in water, 
including staff from the Swiss Re initiative to develop a Code of Conduct and Guidelines for improving 
private sector participation in water and staff from the UNESCO-IHE Institute for Water Education to conduct 
multistakeholder case studies of public-private partnerships in several African countries. 
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The multistakeholder scoping approach adopted has already resulted in a number of successful 
outcomes.  Many have noted that the open and inclusive approach adopted by the Scoping Process, 
which allowed for non-ideological discussions with the moderators, was positive and that the outcomes 
of the Scoping Process alone would serve as value-added. The process has already catalysed a 
number of national or sectoral dialogues on PSP.  For example, in Brazil, a multistakeholder group 
called the Brazilian Working Group on PSP has formed to foster dialogue and seek common ground 
on how to achieve “universalisation of water services” in Brazil. The recent Heinrich Böll Stiftung/Bread 
for the World Third Forum on Global Development Policy 2004 included a session dedicated to 
formulating recommendations for a possible multistakeholder review. 

Figure 1.  Participants by Region
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CHAPTER 3. Why have a review? 

“PSP is still an issue for us, because we do have PSP here, and as long as our governments do think it is the panacea, we will need the 
review – it will remain for a long time something that is worth discussing. Also not all people were involved in the discussion about PSP in 
the early stages, and so they don’t even know how it affects them, or how it will affect them.” NGO involved in training and awareness 
raising, SE Asia 

3.1 Stakeholder perspectives on causes of lack of access and drivers of PSP 

There is very strong agreement among stakeholders across regions and among types of organisations 
about the causes of lack of access to safe drinking water and sanitation.  Respondents from both interviews 
and the email survey responses identify the key reasons for the continued lack of access as being the lack of 
political will to prioritise and act on water issues, the failure of the public sector to adequately deliver water 
services, and the lack of financial investment in the water sector.  Agreement on causes is an important first 
step, since the analysis of causes leads to the types of solutions desired to address these underlying 
causes. 

“There has been a failure to innovate, and an assumption that if we just keep going with pouring money in and laying pipes we’ll get to 
universal coverage.” Consumer NGO 

The perceptions of a broad cross-section of stakeholders of the main drivers of private sector participation in 
water and sanitation are that the poor performance of the public sector and the fiscal crisis of the public 
sector have created a need and opportunity for the private sector to fill.  Also, NGOs, developing country 
governments, public water utilities, and some donors highlighted that political ideologies favouring 
privatisation and liberalisation were key factors in promoting PSP.  All stakeholders acknowledged that the 
private sector was motivated by profits to expand their markets, and that the private sector was also working 
to fill a gap in service, especially the small-scale independent producers (SSIPs).  While filling gaps and 
profit motives were acknowledged as drivers, the perspectives differed widely about whether these were 
positive trends.  Governments, regulators, elected officials, and public water utilities in developing countries, 
and NGOs from all regions, highlighted the role that donor conditionalities and tied aid play in promoting 
PSP.   

“The World Bank and the IMF have a hold on our governments. Unless we obey them, we will not be given the money we require for our 
survival.” Former government minister, now NGO, from small Pacific island nation 

Many NGO, public water utility, and government representatives believe that PSP is not addressing the 
underlying causes of lack of access to WSS, even if they viewed PSP as having a positive impact on 
expanding access.  In some cases stakeholders believe that PSP cannot be expected to address these 
underlying causes, such as the lack of political power of poor people. 
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When asked about the public perceptions of PSP in their countries or internationally, stakeholders noted the 
full spectrum of perceptions, that public perceptions are not widely understood and that the public is not very 
well informed about issues of PSP.  Generally, however, stakeholders highlighted that public perception of 
PSP in water is quite mixed and that misperceptions and ideologies can mask realities.  In some countries 
where there has been earlier experience with privatisation in other sectors like electricity or 
telecommunications, the public perceptions of PSP in water appeared to be quite negative, such as in 
Argentina, Bolivia, and Brazil.  Donors that have promoted PSP acknowledge that “social acceptance” is 
critical for the success of PSP, and also acknowledge that social acceptance is not widespread and in many 
areas is even declining. 



 

As an illustrative indication of the faultlines in the debate over the impacts of PSP in water, Table 1 shows 
examples of PSP projects stakeholders cited, which they felt to be either positive or negative.  Nearly all the 
examples given are quoted as good examples by some and as bad examples of PSP by others, showing 
clearly the divergence of perspectives around the performance of the large-scale private sector.  Private 
companies, NGOs, and public utilities alike mentioned both positive and negative examples; yet for every 
positive example noted by one stakeholder, another stakeholder would list the same example as a negative.   

Table 1.  PSP Examples Raised by Stakeholders: Positive and Negative 
 

Positive examples Negative examples 
Malindi, Kenya  
 Nairobi (Seureca) 
Senegal Senegal 
Cote d’Ivoire  
 Gambia 
 Ghana 
Morocco  
Mozambique Mozambique (Maputo) 
South Africa: Nelspruit, Dolphin 
Coast 

South Africa: Nelspruit, Fort 
Beaufort, Stutterheim, Dolphin 
Coast 

Argentina Argentina 
Chile Chile 
Manila Manila 
Brazil: Manaus, Niteroi, Limeira, 
Cachoeira 

Brazil: Manaus, Niteroi, 
Paranagua, Ribeiro Preto 

Bolivia: La Paz/El Alto Bolivia: La Paz/El Alto, 
Cochabamba 

France France  
UK UK 
US US 

 
An Asian labour representative highlighted an important facet of the debate on PSP and equity, which is not 
necessarily caused by PSP but which rather serves to promote PSP. This is the question of fundamental 
schisms of society, where the ruling elite no longer obtains any of its basic services from the broad state 
network of service provision (irrespective of whether it is implemented by the public or private sector). 
Instead the elite has independent sources of service provision (private), which is not affected by declining 
public services or negative impacts of PSP. This serves to exacerbate the decline in the public services. 
Health care is a more common example where private hospitals serve the elite, the powerless use the public 
services, and the disparity in service provision widens.  

 “When you are talking of PSP, what you are really talking about is the privatisation of profits and the nationalisation of losses, because the 
dregs will remain with the public sector. This is inherently unsustainable, and everybody knows it, but when the ruling elite is running the 
system, they don’t care. The ruling elite has seceded from society, they have their own generators, water supply, schools, guards, so they 
don’t care what happens to the public services.” Representative of trade union 

Private water providers note that they are responding to demands and filling needs that are not currently 
being met by governments. 

“If there are no problems, then governments won’t invite the private sector to participate. PSP is advancing because governments want it!”  
Representative of private water provider in South America 
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As indicated above, there appears to be strong agreement among stakeholders about the causes of lack of 
access to water and sanitation, and areas of commonality about the reasons why PSP has been promoted 
to address the lack of access.  However, stakeholder perspectives diverge around the impacts and 
performance of PSP and the implications of experiences with PSP for future decisions.  Public perception of 
PSP also appears quite mixed across different countries and within countries.  The issues raised by 
stakeholders are explored in greater detail in Chapter 4. 

3.2 Reasons for a Review: Results of the Scoping Study 

The large majority of the 316 stakeholders surveyed think that a global multistakeholder review is useful 
and/or necessary. The closer people were to actual operational issues of water supply and sanitation 
provision, the more people felt the need to have a review of PSP experiences from different countries.  In the 
email survey, 74% of respondents thought that a review would be useful, and highlighted that existing rules 
and guidelines are not effective to address equity and sustainability aspects of PSP, and that existing 
processes addressing these issues are not adequately inclusive of all voices.  

Less than 10% of all stakeholders (including email survey) were cautious about the need for a review, or 
thought that it was preferable to use or strengthen existing institutions to accomplish a review.  Several 
donors noted that a broader review of effective delivery of services, whether public or private, would make 
the review more relevant, from their perspective. Twenty-two percent of stakeholders responding to the 
email survey from a cross-section of interests answered that a review was “maybe” necessary and shared 
this interest in a broader scope.  Stakeholders that were cautious or sceptical also noted, however, that 
existing rules and guidelines were inadequate and existing processes not inclusive. Some also expressed 
the need for more information before deciding on the utility of a review. 

Less than 2% of participants in the Scoping Process answered unequivocally that a review was not 
necessary or useful, because they felt that multistakeholder processes are not effective for designing and 
implementing policies and guidelines that will lead to action, and that such processes are too time-
consuming and expensive.  In spite of their “no” answers, these few stakeholders indicated interest in 
participating, should a review process move forward. 

3.3 Value-added of a review 

“A review would be a good thing as there is a lot of rhetoric and no real sense of what’s happening on the ground.” Research organisation 

The primary outcomes desired by stakeholders interested in a multistakeholder review process are to seek 
and define common ground and to ensure progress towards expanding access.  Stakeholders want 
independent assessments of the impacts of PSP – and some stakeholders want an evaluation of public 
sector performance as well – to provide evidence on which to base decisions.  Many stakeholders perceived 
that the studies exploring PSP thus far have been written from a particular perspective.  NGOs, public water 
utilities, and some government, UN, researcher, and professional association representatives reject 
assessments and guidelines carried out by proponents of PSP or by private companies with a vested 
interest in the outcome.  Several stakeholders noted that this Scoping Process has already shown the value 
of providing neutral space to discuss issues of concern, and has helped to indicate the substantial number of 
areas where stakeholders already agree and the remaining contested issues that need to be addressed.  
Some noted that this kind of Scoping Process can help to move people beyond ideological polarisation by 
allowing people to realize that the agreements outnumber the disagreements.  Even on controversial issues 
there are areas of commonality, indicating a starting point for forging broader agreements. 

The stakeholders that were interviewed want a process that will not only be held at an international level, but 
will catalyse national level reviews as well. The purpose of the review, from the viewpoint of different 
stakeholders, is to provide not just clarity and lessons from PSP experiences in developing and developed 
countries, but also some guidance for actions by national stakeholders (be they policy-makers, decision-
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makers, managers or civil society advocates). No one wants a “talking shop” and endless debate. Everyone 
wants clarity regarding the positive and negative outcomes of PSP involvement, some level of consensus 
where it can be reached on a whole range of issues, and lastly, guidance. 

“A global multistakeholder review should produce modalities for integrating the capabilities of both private and public sector to deliver water 
and sanitation services to the people, especially the poor at a rate that is affordable and adequate.”  Environmental NGO, Africa 

The majority of participants, who favoured establishing a multistakeholder review process, felt that it can help 
make progress towards meeting the MDGs in several ways. A review can generate evidence and lessons 
about past performance of WSS that can help guide future decisions and safeguard against repeating past 
mistakes. A review can also propose practical solutions and clear mechanisms for action and 
implementation.  The value of a review to different stakeholders will depend, in part, on the structure and 
modalities of a review that may ultimately be agreed to at the proposed Stakeholder Workshop.  This 
Scoping Report presents in Chapter 6 a range of options for conducting a global, multistakeholder review 
that build upon the lessons of past processes and will meet the expectations and desired outcomes 
expressed by stakeholders. The overwhelming support among the stakeholders in this Scoping Study in 
favour of a review of PSP indicates that they clearly see benefits for themselves in such a process.  Overall, 
the benefits of reducing controversy and fostering agreements – which does not necessarily mean achieving 
consensus on all issues – are the complement to the costs of conflict:  more certainty, fewer risks, reduced 
costs of failure, and faster progress towards universal coverage, whether through public or private provision. 

“Can we create a ‘win-win model’? I think yes.”  Politician in Brazil 
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CHAPTER 4. Major PSP themes 

4.1 Introduction to thematic areas 

This section draws together the range of perspectives on the impacts of private sector participation in water 
and sanitation services raised by stakeholders during the Scoping Process. Stakeholders were asked to 
identify what they saw as the main positive and negative impacts of PSP, whether they saw these as unique 
to PSP, and to provide specific examples of PSP viewed by them as successful and unsuccessful with 
respect to the criteria of equity, sustainability and efficiency. Participants in many cases indicated whether 
identified impacts related to specific local or contextual conditions. Stakeholders were also questioned about 
alternatives to PSP and other issues of importance to them.  The resultant positive and negative issues, 
together with issues seen as common to PSP and to public provision of water and sanitation, have been 
grouped together under major themes that emerged from the analysis of the data. Where possible, regional 
trends and/or trends relating to stakeholder groupings have been distinguished and highlighted, in order to 
identify areas of consensus and major faultlines in the debate.  

The issues raised under the five thematic areas that follow thus represent preliminary priority areas for 
exploration in a multistakeholder review. In some cases, these priority areas represent broad consensus, 
for example on the need to focus on the neglected area of sanitation and to strengthen regulation. In other 
instances, the priority areas reflect major faultlines in the PSP debate, or areas of fundamental 
disagreement, for example the impacts of PSP on poor communities and whether profiting on delivering 
public services is appropriate. Based on the priority areas emphasised by stakeholders, specific questions 
have been formulated as a means of reframing the debate to allow for forward movement.  These clusters 
are termed “reframing questions,” and highlight the areas requiring further investigation, debate and 
resolution in a multistakeholder context. Thus the reframing questions identified under each theme form the 
basis for a preliminary agenda for a multistakeholder review, subject to further deliberation and agreement 
by a broader group of stakeholders at the Stakeholder Workshop.  A shorter set of strategic reframing 
questions is shown in Box 1, summarised from the full set of 35 reframing questions.  
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Box 1: Summary of Reframing Questions  
 

In order to re-focus the debate on PSP, the following shortened set of questions are proposed as a preliminary review agenda:  
1. Finance: Many stakeholders agree that existing funds and investments can be used more efficiently and targeted more effectively to increase 

access to water services.  Opinions differ on the means to increase funding to the sector, and the potential costs, risks, and benefits of 
increasing private sector investments.  What are the mechanisms to ensure that sufficient finance is available to increase access of the poor and 
unserved, in both rural and urban areas? 

2. Tariffs: There is widespread agreement that inadequate tariffs have contributed to the fiscal crisis of the water sector. However, there remains 
much debate over whether or not PSP has a beneficial impact on tariffs and how tariffs, subsidies, and overall cost-recovery policies should be 
structured to address the goals of affordability, network expansion, and environmental and financial sustainability.    How can tariffs and 
subsidies be designed and implemented to reach these goals, in both rural and urban areas?   

3. Profits: The philosophical and practical issues surrounding the topic of managing monopolistic public services on a for-profit basis are at the 
core of the controversies around PSP in water and sanitation.  What are clear and broadly supported definitions, criteria and guidelines for 
acceptable and fair profits throughout the water supply and sanitation chain, taking into account that part of revenues that is not reinvested in 
operations? 

4. Donor conditionalities: There are disagreements amongst stakeholders over the influence that public international financial institutions wield 
over decisions on water supply and sanitation.  What conditions of public international financial institutions’ loans and grants are necessary and 
acceptable for effective, efficient, and accountable use of investments in water supply and sanitation services? What conditions undermine 
effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability?  How can existing international agreements to cease PSP conditionalities be implemented?  

5. Small-scale independent producers: The presence of small-scale independent producers (SSIPs) reflects the inadequacies of existing water 
supply and sanitation networks. Some stakeholders perceive SSIPs to be part of the problem, others perceive them to be the only available 
solution in the short term.  To what extent can or should SSIPs be integrated, financed, and regulated as part of the formal sector?  

6. Impacts on the poor: There is debate and confusion among stakeholders about the impacts of PSP on poor communities.  Some stakeholders 
have proposed that access to the poor should be defined in terms of at least three criteria: availability, affordability, and quality of services to the 
poor.  What criteria and indicators should be used in assessing the performance of direct water providers on delivering water and sanitation 
services to the poor?  Against these criteria and indicators, what is the performance of different types of private sector providers, and how does 
the public sector performance compare? In urban areas? In rural areas? 

7. Rural areas: Some stakeholders perceive a disconnect between the emphasis on PSP, which primarily applies to large, urban areas, and the 
solutions that have the most potential for increasing access to WSS and improving health in rural areas.  What is the potential for PSP in 
different forms to bring increased equitable and sustainable access to WSS in rural areas, especially to the poor? Under what conditions can 
governments reliably enable or tap this potential?  Does PSP weaken the cross-subsidy of urban to rural? 

8. Sanitation and sewerage: Despite the well-known and well-documented ecological and public health benefits of providing sanitation and 
sewerage, the funding for and political priority of these services remain extremely low.  How can the allocation of financial investments, public 
and private, better reflect the net social, economic, and ecological benefits of investing in sanitation and sewerage? Can services that produce 
public goods be paid for in the context of PSP and full cost-recovery?  

9. Appropriate technology: Stakeholders have made a link between lack of access to WSS and promotion of inappropriate technology or failure 
to provide a range of options for consideration by users.  What are the barriers to the wider use of appropriate technology in providing water 
supply and sanitation services, especially to the poor? What can the private sector do to overcome these barriers?  What can donors, 
governments, public utilities and others do to overcome these barriers?  

10. Participation: Stakeholders across regions have noted the lack of public participation in decisions to involve the private sector in delivering 
water and sanitation services at local, national, and international levels.  When is wider stakeholder participation a necessity? What purpose will 
it serve?  What models of effective participatory decision-making are available and how can they be more widely used? 

11. Regulation: There is widespread agreement that governments have failed to regulate water providers adequately. What are the necessary 
conditions for effective regulation of the private sector (by relevant public authorities) in a developing, and in a developed country context? What 
models for and costs of effective regulatory frameworks can be developed from lessons learned so as to achieve accountability and protect 
public interests? How can these be adapted and implemented in different regional and country contexts? Does PSP create an additional 
regulatory burden? 

12. Contracts: There is widespread agreement that contracts governing PSP have been problematic in many areas. What are items that can be 
effectively “contractualised” and what are the items (like protecting public goods and values) that cannot be governed by contracts? What are the 
mechanisms for regulating other aspects of water services provision by the private sector beyond contracts? How can transparency be 
ensured? 

13. Transaction advisers: Many stakeholders across regions and groupings feel that PSP has been pushed as the panacea in the water reform 
process, and that public international financial institutions and private transaction advisors for PSP have not provided optimal advice. How can 
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municipalities and governments access advice on all the water and sanitation service delivery options available in an unbiased way? How can 
PIFIs and transaction advisers be held accountable for the consequences of their advice?  

14. Labour: Some stakeholders recognised the need for greater training of employees and reduction of over-staffing in some areas, while others 
expressed concerns about employee rights and welfare under PSP.  What are the implications of PSP for labour rights, wages, job security, 
union recognition, staff training, career mobility and employee participation in decision-making? What is current good practice in managing and 
protecting employee rights and welfare in the transition from public to private employer in water and sanitation services?   

15. Environment: Some stakeholders perceive that treating water as a free social good can lead to waste since the resource is under-valued. Other 
stakeholders perceive that the focus on profits and commodification of water under PSP will undermine efforts for environmental protection and 
water resource management.  Does the PSP focus on profit and commodification limit the ability to protect the environment? What are the 
ecological impacts of treating water as a free, social good? 

16. Trade: Many stakeholders expressed concerns about the impacts of trade agreements on a country’s ability to make its own decisions about 
provision of such a vital resource as water.  What are the implications of WTO and GATS, regional and bilateral trade agreements, and ISO  
standards for government’s ability to regulate the sector and determine how it will provide water and sanitation services to its citizens, especially 
with respect to self-reliance, sovereignty, reversibility, and public participation in decision-making?  

Note that this set of reframing questions corresponds exactly to the numbering and wording of the set of 
reframing questions in the Executive Summary. The ensuing text in this chapter contains a total of 31 
reframing questions – that is, 15 additional questions. The 31 reframing questions are numbered 
sequentially throughout this chapter. For those questions that form part of the shortened set of 16 questions 
set out in Box 1, the number of the question in this shortened set is provided, for purposes of clarity.  
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Theme 1:  Financing water and sanitation services 

“The IMF agreement required that the government restrict financing to the public sector. So, for the last seven years the government could 
only provide funds to the private sector.” Representative of public utility from South America 

4.2.1 Background  

In this Scoping Study, financing issues were raised as a priority issue among all stakeholders, in all regions.  
Stakeholders interviewed and surveyed raised both positive and negative impacts of PSP on financial 
aspects of the water sector, and also noted that many financial issues applied to both public and private 
sector provision. This section describes the themes and issues arising from stakeholders perspectives 
around financing issues grouped around the following five main areas:  

• Financing, capital and investments 

• Alternative financing mechanisms 

• Tariffs 

• Profits 

• Donor conditionalities and tied aid 

The water sector is suffering from the cumulative effects of years of under-investment.  There is broad 
agreement that funding to the sector has been inadequate, and that greater investments will be needed to 
achieve the Millennium Development Goals, and the ultimate goal of universal access, especially for 
sanitation. However, a counter perspective expressed by some is that more effective use of existing funds 
and wider use of more appropriate technologies are needed, rather than additional investment. The fiscal 
crisis in the public water sector is perceived by many as a driver of private sector participation in water, with 
the hope of attracting greater private investments.  Currency risks, low returns, long payback periods, and 
overall financial uncertainty in the water sector have made it unattractive to many public and private 
investors.  

 Estimates of the additional financing required to achieve universal coverage by 2025 range from zero 
(drinking water only, not including sanitation) to $9 billion (for basic coverage) to $30 billion per year, up to 
$100 billion per year and more.13  The enormous range of the estimates relates to the different perspectives 
about the types and costs of various technologies and approaches for delivering services, the level of 
services delivered, the potential for efficiency gains from existing water and financial resources, and the 
ways in which resources are targeted.  Currently, investments in the water sector come from the domestic 
public sector (65-70%), the domestic private sector (5%), international donors (10-15%), and 
international private companies (10-15%).14  

There has been a renewed focus on increasing funds to the water sector since the establishment of the 
Millennium Development Goals in 2000, as evidenced by the recommendations, declarations, and 
commitments made over the last several years by the World Water Council, the Bonn Ministerial Conference 
on Water and Development in 2001, the World Panel on Financing Water Infrastructure (the Camdessus 
Report) and the G-8’s Water Action Plan in 2003, and numerous other reports by Unicef, WaterAid, and 

                                                      
13 Estimates of meeting MDGs from World Bank, 9-30 bil; 5-21 bil to 2015 goals.  www.worldbank.org/html/extdr/mdgassessment.pdf; 
and from B. Calaguas, “Financing the Millennium Development Goals for Water and Sanitation.” 
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other organisations and governments.15 While these declarations and commitments have helped raise the 
urgency of the needs and the profile of the issue, a large gap in financing remains, with many questions 
among stakeholders about the scale of the gap and how best to fill it.  

4.2.2 Financing, capital, and investments 

Across all the regions and perspectives, a majority of stakeholders recognise that a variety of investments 
are needed to achieve the goal of universal coverage, including public, private, water users, aid, and 
charitable donations.  Indeed, there are not always clear divisions between what is a “private” or 
“public” investment.  The interviews revealed examples of public utilities accessing private capital to 
finance “public works” projects; and private companies accessing public finance in various contract 
arrangements.  Private companies have also partnered with NGOs to reach poor communities, and some of 
these NGOs are supported, in part, by charitable donations.  Thus, there are areas where the lines between 
what is exactly public or private finance are blurred. 

“There is no clear dividing line between public and private management (eg joint capital ownership, corporatised public utilities...)” Private, 
large-scale water provider 

Most stakeholders also recognise the high risks associated with financing in foreign currency, and have 
learned the high costs of mistakes from Argentina and the Philippines, where extreme currency devaluations 
were accompanied by political instability as well.  Currency risk was raised as a problem by the private 
sector, especially the large water companies, and by government stakeholders and donors more often than 
by other Stakeholders. Many NGOs (more often advocacy NGOs) perceive that currency risk creates an 
additional and negative impact of PSP when contracts specify payments in foreign currency; they see this 
risk as providing a rationale for reducing the role of foreign companies in the water sector.  Donors and 
private sector interests show more support for developing mechanisms to address the currency risk, such as 
publicly financed guarantees and other recommendations from the Camdessus Report, while some NGOs 
and government interests appear more interested in focusing on ways of mobilizing more domestic 
investments.  In higher-income countries like Chile, no concerns were expressed about currency risk. 

“We should avoid maximizing investments in foreign currency that favour foreign companies, and focus more on investments in local 
currency for domestic firms. But this is contrary to the thinking of the international financial institutions about how to stimulate growth.”  NGO 
representative from Europe 

A major faultline in the debate concerns whether PSP has or has not increased investments to the sector.  
The private sector and donors share the perspective that PSP has increased investments to the sector, 
which has also helped to reduce the debt burden on governments. A bilateral donor noted the example of 
Casablanca, where Suez/Ondeo helped to raise new resources and investments. Government perspectives 
were mixed, but many noted examples where private investment was increased.  NGOs largely held the 
perspective that PSP has not increased investments to the sector, and indeed noted examples in Brazil 
where private concessions have utilized public financing, subsidies, and guarantees.  Public utility 
stakeholders’ perspectives were mixed; several noted that well-run public utilities have access to private 
capital, so there should not be an inherent bias towards private service delivery based solely on investment 
issues.  A few donors also mentioned examples, such as Eastern Europe, where the promise of increased 
private investment has not been met, but that other benefits of PSP, such as efficiency gains, made the 
changes worthwhile.  Several public utility stakeholders noted that the cost of capital and the cost of risk to 
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stakeholders)  aim to double aid flows for water; to promote private sector participation and investment in the sector and yet not impose 
PSP as a conditionality for funding; to generate more public financial support and guarantees to reduce risk and uncertainty; to develop 
new financing instruments such as subsovereign lending; to mobilise domestic capital markets; to target aid and investments to countries 
and regions with a higher proportion of people without access to water services; to target resources directly to meet the needs of the poor, 
through means like Output-Based Aid; and to increase access to financing for poor communities through micro-lending and other means. 
Bonn Conference Documents, Camdessus Report, G-8 Water Action Plan, World Bank Infrastructure Action Plan. 



 

the public sector is less, and should be reflected in comparing the costs and benefits of increasing private 
investment.   

In addition to the general agreement that more funding is needed to achieve universal coverage, there was 
universal agreement among public, private, donors, government, and NGO stakeholders that huge gains in 
revenues and investments can be made through more efficient management of existing funds and 
resources (see Section 4.6, Managing effectively for fuller discussion).  There was also broad agreement 
that alternative financing mechanisms already exist that could help to increase investments and better 
reach those most under-served, but differences among Stakeholders in the priority and emphasis among the 
alternative options (see next section, below).  The divergences are around the means to increase funding, 
whether PSP has resulted in large increases in investment or not, what the future potential for private 
investment in water is and at what cost (cost of currency risk, profits), and what means should be prioritised, 
such as mechanisms that better target investments directly to poor communities.  Recent international 
declarations like the G-8 Action Plan and the WSSD embrace the full range of recommendations; yet the 
stakeholders that are closest to the ground and that are most directly involved with communities – local 
government representatives, local public utilities, NGOs, SSIPs, and community representatives – perceive 
that the recommendations that would benefit their interests the most are often those least acted upon.  There 
is a perception among many of these stakeholders that the policies and reforms that receive the most 
attention are those that benefit the private sector and large, urban areas, such as the attention given to 
mechanisms to reduce losses to private companies from currency risk. 

While financing issues clearly are important, the email survey and stakeholder interviews also indicate that 
other issues are perceived as having greater importance. Only about 20% of respondents ranked issues of 
“Finance and Capital Investment” in the top five most important issues that a global review should address, 
and just 10% ranked it in the top three issues, being emphasised primarily by private water providers and 
donors responding.  

1. Finance Reframing Question: Many stakeholders agree that existing funds and investments can be used more 
efficiently and targeted more effectively to increase access to water services.  Opinions differ on the means to increase 
funding to the sector, and the potential costs, risks, and benefits of increasing private sector investments.  What are the 
mechanisms to ensure that sufficient finance is available to increase access of the poor and unserved, in both rural and 
urban areas? (Question 1 in summary set – Box 1) 

4.2.3 Alternative financing mechanisms 

Many stakeholders emphasised that alternative financing mechanisms already exist. By this they mean 
alternatives to the financing model based on large international investments, loans, and guarantees to 
national governments and multinational corporations.  Government, donor, and professional association 
stakeholders highlighted new efforts to focus on instruments like mobilizing domestic capital markets, 
lending to subsovereign entities, and reducing currency risk.  NGOs, some donors, and some think tanks are 
focusing on mechanisms to assist communities and SSIPs to access financing, on mechanisms to mobilise 
financing for smaller-scale efforts, and to implement social tariffs that include cross-subsidies, direct 
subsidies or other means of assisting poor consumers.   While stakeholders agree that a greater variety of 
financing mechanisms are needed to increase investments for water, they have different priorities.  NGOs 
and researchers note that despite the rhetoric and international agreements of governments and donors that 
funds should be targeted to those countries and communities with the greatest needs, the allocation of 
funding and the types of projects funded have changed very little and emphasised large-scale, 
conventional technologies and approaches, with most aid flowing to a limited number of middle-
income countries.  The mechanisms and projects that would better reach poor communities – those most 
lacking services – continue to be considered as pilot projects and remain marginalized, according to service-
delivery and community-based NGOs. 
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2. Alternative Financing Mechanisms Reframing Question: Existing agreements note that funds should be targeted to 
those countries and communities with the greatest needs; yet many stakeholders perceive that the allocation of funding 
and the types of projects supported have changed very little. What are the barriers to the wider implementation of 
financing mechanisms that directly target the unserved and poor communities? 



 

4.2.4 Tariffs 

There was nearly universal acknowledgment among stakeholders that inadequate tariffs have contributed to 
the financial crisis of the water sector, whether public or private; there is far greater debate around the 
question of tariff structure and who should pay more.  A few NGOs, and the Catholic Church in some 
countries in South America and Africa, advocate that water should be free for all, sometimes based in 
cultural traditions and community values of water and sharing resources. The private providers and public 
utilities nearly all cited that someone has to pay for the pipes and the treatment, even if rain is free. 

Several NGOs and professional associations in Africa noted that PSP has succeeded in increasing 
revenues without raising tariffs because the private providers focus on revenue collection.  Most donors, 
professional associations, researchers, and think tanks thought that setting tariffs and collecting 
revenues was a top priority for the water sector – public or private – and that PSP has resulted in 
tariffs reaching levels that reflect more realistically the costs of service provision.  These 
stakeholders generally perceived the private sector to be more focused on and have a better track record in 
implementing needed tariffs and payments-system reforms.  Many stakeholders in the Philippines and 
Indonesia including government regulators, NGOs, SSIPs, and labour, however, perceived that tariffs had 
increased without improvements in service under PSP.   Under PSP, tariffs can also vary widely from 
place to place, and can be perceived as unfair, as noted by both NGOs and public utilities in the Philippines.  
Stakeholders across the spectrum acknowledged that governments and public utilities have not done well in 
setting tariff structures and collecting revenues, and that the process becomes highly politicised.  Some 
NGOs and public utilities acknowledge that PSP can force reform in this area.  A few private sector and 
donor stakeholders in Asia and South America noted that tariffs needed to be raised by a private provider 
because of the lack of investment and inefficiency under the previous public utility, which can unfairly put the 
blame on the private provider. 

“Funding public water utilities is a ‘black hole’ for governments; the tariff structures don’t raise nearly enough revenue.” Representative from 
an international water network 

3. Politics of Tariffs Reframing Question:  Stakeholders across the spectrum recognise that election-year politics often 
influence tariffs and that PSP can force reforms.  How can the process of setting adequate tariffs and collecting 
revenues be separated from electoral politics? 

NGO and public utility stakeholders also acknowledge that better tariff structures and collections are a crucial 
element of reforming the water sector, but they do not perceive that the private sector is inherently better in 
this regard.  Indeed, these stakeholders generally believe that the private sector is not sensitive enough to 
the realities of poverty in developing countries, and that tariffs are not affordable for poor people.  There was 
broad agreement among NGO, public utility, government agency, donor, and private water company 
stakeholders that “social tariffs” and cross-subsidies are needed to insure access and fairness, but some 
donor representatives questioned whether they worked in practice.  In Chile, where direct subsidies to poor 
consumers are generally noted as succeeding, without artificially lowering the price for all water consumers, 
one NGO noted that the subsidies are only for the “very poor” and that there are still many, many poor 
people for whom the tariffs are unfairly and unaffordably high, especially when the tariff is viewed as a 
percent of monthly income.  The pre-paid cards for water are rejected as inhumane and immoral by NGOs 
and communities.  A few environmental NGOs and think tanks raised the concern that PSP has a negative 
impact on incentives for water conservation, demand management, and pollution prevention because 
revenues are raised by selling volumes of water delivered or wastewater treated. 

“There is an argument to be made that water should be free. It’s difficult, but many communities would prefer to invest their own labour into 
developing community systems that do not result in charging for water. There’s a cost to the project in terms of time and materials, but 
there’s not a charge for the water.” NGO representative 
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4. Tariffs Reframing Question:  There is widespread agreement that inadequate tariffs have contributed to the fiscal 
crisis of the water sector. However, there remains much debate over whether or not PSP has a beneficial impact on 
tariffs and how tariffs, subsidies, and overall cost-recovery policies should be structured to address the goals of 
affordability, network expansion, and environmental and financial sustainability. How can tariffs and subsidies be 
designed and implemented to reach these goals, in both rural and urban areas? (Question 2 in summary set – Box 1) 

Some of the poor communities involved in this Scoping Study, however, are often willing to pay tariffs and 
have experienced lower tariffs and better services as a result of being connected to the formal network 
compared to the high prices they paid previously when supplied by a SSIP.  In two communities in Brazil 
payment of bills is often 98%.  In Mauzinho II in Manaus, Brazil, a community association distributes bills (but 
does not collect payments) and receives a small payment for bills that are paid, which helps to finance the 
activities of the community association, including health education, hygiene training, and micro-enterprise 
development.  A key reason cited by these communities for why the tariffs are acceptable to poor 
consumers is that there was transparency in the costs of the service presented to them, that they were 
directly involved with negotiating the terms for the connections, tariffs, and payment schedules, and that 
there was a collaboration between the community and the service provider (in one case a local water 
authority, in the other a large private provider). 

“I’ve lived in this community for 20 years and the public utility never lifted a finger to deliver water here.  We’re not stupid! When the private 
water company showed us the math, it was clear that this would be good for us.” Representative of poor community in South America 

There was universal acknowledgment among donors, private providers, public utilities, government 
agencies, NGOs, labour, professional association and researchers that tariff structures for drinking water 
and sanitation services in rural areas are quite different, and that the lack of economies of scale and 
opportunities for cross-subsidies means that services in rural areas are much less amenable to the large-
scale, multinational model of PSP and cost-recovery, and that expanding services will require public 
financing and subsidies. 

While tariffs and affordability are important and often divisive issues in the debate, respondents to the email 
survey did not rank the issue of “Pricing and rate structures” as a high priority.  As a priority issue to be 
tackled by a global multistakeholder review, just 10% of respondents ranked it as one of the three most 
important issues.   

5. Cost Recovery Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders, including donors and private water companies, perceive 
that cost recovery and collection rates are higher under PSP.  How can the discipline of cost recovery and high 
collection rates be mainstreamed for urban publicly managed water and sanitation services?  Is this approach relevant 
to and effective in rural areas? 

4.2.5 Profits 

The philosophical and practical issues surrounding the topic of making a profit in delivering public services is 
at the core of the controversies about private sector participation in water and sanitation.  When untangling 
the many inter-related issues, it is possible to identify a smaller, more specific set of issues that are the 
divisive ones, and recognise that there are many aspects of “profits” where people can and do agree.  When 
a public utility borrows money or receives bond financing, the loans and bonds are repaid to investors with 
some additional return or interest – in other words, profit, with some or all of those returns financed by water 
consumers.  Private companies that supply equipment to water providers, like pipes or chemicals, and 
companies that design and build facilities, like architects, engineers, and contractors, also make profits.  
These elements of profit-making in the water sector are not disputed.  The central debating point is 
whether profits gained through delivering water services are appropriate, cost-effective, or 
acceptable.     

The perspectives of private water providers – both large and small, domestic and foreign – and of donors 
and some government agencies are that the private sector has expertise, resources, and a track record for 
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delivering good services at reasonable rates and that they need to be compensated in exchange for their 
investment of time, expertise, resources, and risk.  In some examples, the tariffs charged by the private 
provider are lower than under the previous public utility, such as in La Paz and El Alto, Bolivia.  In other 
examples, the service was extended to new communities, the service reliability was improved and leaks 
reduced, and/or the quality of the water supplied was improved, such as in some cities in Brazil and by 
SSIPs in metro Manila.  In areas not served by formal networks, small-scale independent providers serve 
the communities and fill an urgent need.  In these instances, private providers – both large and small – feel 
that making a profit is reasonable and justified in exchange for delivering a good quality and needed 
service.  Also, several private providers were confused by what they perceived to be the contradictions in 
some perspectives where the return on capital to investors is viewed as acceptable but the return on 
investment to operators – who are employing local labour, procuring local supplies and equipment, and pay 
local taxes – is viewed as not acceptable.  SSIPs considered the profits made through their small-scale 
enterprises as simply “making a living,” and not excessive. 

“Look, the businessman is not the enemy of the state!  We share the same goals of having a healthy, safe, society” private business 
association, Brazil  

In communities served by private providers, consumers do not always oppose profits if they feel that 
the service is meeting their needs.  In Mauzinho II in Manaus, Brazil, the community association 
representatives did not care that profits were made from the tariffs they paid, especially since the tariffs were 
lower than what they had paid previously from a water vendor.  When the community was deciding on 
whether to choose to be connected to the formal system, there was transparency about what the tariffs 
covered, including profits to the company, and these were not opposed.  A case in point is a slum area of 
Manila.  In addition, the profits of private water cooperatives and public utilities were considered acceptable 
to many stakeholders because they are re-invested in improving the system.   

NGOs, labour organisations, consumer organisations, and many public utility stakeholders in all regions 
perceived that managing monopolistic public services on a for-profit basis was inappropriate, and 
added costs unnecessarily to a service that governments are striving to make affordable, especially when 
profits are considered excessive or are repatriated to foreign companies.  NGOs, in both the North and the 
South, were particularly concerned about profits going from poor consumers and governments in the South 
to enrich shareholders in the North.  Many in government, public utilities and NGOs noted that the negative 
impacts of PSP are that the revenues allocated to profits are not reinvested in the water system for 
expansion or improvements, and are not used to otherwise lower tariffs or subsidise other goals like 
reaching the poor or protecting the environment – that profits increase the cost of providing the services 
unnecessarily.  In some countries like Brazil and the United States, public utility stakeholders and 
government agencies noted that the technical and institutional capacities of domestic public utilities is very 
high, and so questioned the justification of needing to pay the price for foreign expertise.  A donor noted, 
however, that many international private operators had not made significant profits, but had rather lost 
money, from operations in developing countries.  A labour representative perceived that international private 
providers intentionally made low bids as “loss leaders” to establish their presence in developing country 
markets. 
 
A variety of stakeholders raised other concerns about the profit orientation of private providers.  Some 
service delivery NGOs, researchers, and government agencies felt that monopolistic basic services 
should not be controlled by profit-seeking entities.  Other elected officials, SSIPs, labour, and regulators 
perceived that the main focus of international private providers is the profit motive, and this negatively 
influences management decisions at the expense of other goals, resulting in cutting corners on maintenance 
and safety, shifting supply to wealthier areas that can pay more, intentionally underperforming on certain 
targets in order to maintain profits, and “cherry picking” the best projects and leaving “the pits” for the public 
sector.  A wide cross-section of interests (SSIP, NGO, labour, government, research, and public utility, 
especially in Africa) raised concerns that international private providers were focused on profits to the 
exclusion of other development outcomes like public health, institutional capacity building, community 
development, and poverty alleviation. 
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“So is it sensible that the public of Kigali should be enriching the shareholders of Europe? Actually you want the North to invest their 
investments in the developing world not for profit.” Technical assistance programme, Africa 

Respondents to the email survey indicated that profits were an issue of significant concern.  About 55% of 
respondents ranked “interest in profit” as one of the top five drivers of PSP.  Out of 25 possible choices for 
issues that a global multistakeholder review should address, “ethical issues around profit-making from public 
resources” was ranked as one of the top five issues by 27% of respondents, and was the third issue ranked 
in the top five most often, following “extension of water services to poor communities” and “public 
participation in decisions-making processes.” 

6. Profit Reframing Question:  The philosophical and practical issues surrounding the topic of managing monopolistic 
public services on a for-profit basis are at the core of the controversies around PSP in water and sanitation.  What are 
clear and broadly supported definitions, criteria and guidelines for acceptable and fair profits throughout the water 
supply and sanitation chain, taking into account that part of revenues that is not reinvested in operations? (Question 3 in 
summary set – Box 1) 

4.2.5 Donor conditionalities and tied aid 

There are strong perceptions among government stakeholders in the South, and among NGOs in both the 
North and the South, that donor conditionalities and ideologies have been a major driver of PSP in 
developing countries.  One element of the context for donor conditions on loans and guarantees is the 
demand to reduce the public debt burden of a country, both domestic and foreign.  In Brazil and other 
borrower countries, where financing the foreign debt has been a huge drain on the economy, the World 
Bank, the IADB, and other public international financial institutions (PIFIs) have demanded reforms and 
reduced public sector spending through Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPS) and conditions on 
individual loans and guarantees.  NGOs in the North and the South, including environment, development, 
service delivery, consumer, and human rights organisations, were nearly unanimous in citing the impacts of 
SAPs in contributing to the poor performance of and under-investment in many public water utilities, which in 
turn drives the encouragement of PSP as the solution by the PIFIs.  Many of the NGOs interviewed for the 
Scoping Study in the U.S. and Europe are also involved in campaigns to reform the PIFIs. 

“People are becoming fed up with the World Bank and its conditions. But internally we also need to look at the way we implement these 
things – the public utility in this country is not performing and corruption is said to be part of their activities, and we have the poor buying 
water at higher prices, so what do we do?” Water delivery NGO, Africa 

Several government agencies, elected officials, and public utilities in developing countries also cited “donor 
conditionalities” as a major driver of PSP, and they also noted the lack of sensitivity of donors to the realities 
in developing countries and the failure of projects designed “in Washington.”  Among both NGOs and 
developing country governments and public utilities, there was a desire that decisions about how to 
manage and deliver water be made locally, not internationally.  NGOs in France and the UK also raised 
issues of tied aid, and concerns that bilateral donors made demands on governments receiving aid that were 
in the economic interest of the donor country and its businesses.  The influence of the French was noted in 
particular with respect to the interests of the French companies that dominate the private water market.  
Other NGOs and researchers questioned the rising use of “Output-Based Aid” to provide additional 
public financial support to private sector development, and the larger risk that public taxpayers 
shoulder should the private operation fail.  Donors, private water providers, and professional and 
business associations generally did not raise issues of donor conditionalities or tied aid, though one 
multinational water company does have a position against conditionalities for PSP.  

7. Donor Conditionality Reframing Question: There are disagreements amongst stakeholders over the influence that 
public international financial institutions wield over decisions on water supply and sanitation.  What conditions of public 
international financial institutions’ loans and grants are necessary and acceptable for effective, efficient, and 
accountable use of investments in water supply and sanitation services? What conditions undermine effectiveness, 

 23



 

efficiency, and accountability? How can existing international agreements to cease PSP conditionalities be 
implemented? (Question 4 in summary set – Box 1) 

There have already been international recommendations to cease making funding for the water sector 
contingent on promoting PSP, such as at the Bonn International Conference on Freshwater in December 
2001.  Recently, the World Bank has also begun promoting what it is calling a more pragmatic, and less 
dogmatic, approach to the water sector as embodied in its new Infrastructure Action Plan and as described 
in recent public arenas like the World Bank’s February 2004 Water Week.  However, despite the Bonn 
Conference agreement and recent events, many stakeholders continue to perceive that donor 
conditionalities and tied aid drive decisions around delivering water services in developing 
countries.   

 

4.3 Theme 2:  Meeting the Millennium Development Goals  

“The nightmare scenario we have managed to create for ourselves was using big business language, with a focus on profits etc. .. we did 
not realise the softer sides of our commitment.” Country manager of MNC private water company 

4.3.1 Background 

Stakeholders interviewed during this Scoping Study raised a number of positive issues and concerns on the 
impacts of PSP on expanding access and services. Perspectives raised centred around four main areas: 

• Impacts on the poor 

• Servicing rural areas  

• Sanitation and sewerage 

• Technology choice and innovation 

It is generally accepted that a basic goal of the provision of water and sanitation services, whether publicly or 
privately provided, is to meet the needs of poor communities through expanding access to water or 
wastewater services. Furthermore, in November 2002 the United Nations Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC) formally adopted a General Comment that explicitly recognised access to water as a 
fundamental human right, thus establishing the obligation of states and governments to recognise, protect 
and fulfil this right. However, statistics (cited earlier in this report) indicate that poor communities, whether 
rural or urban, still lack adequate access to WSS. In many cases members of poor communities obtain their 
water and sanitation services from the small-scale private sector, and frequently pay more for a poorer 
quality of service than do more affluent communities connected to the formal system. There is consensus 
that water and sanitation has been a neglected sector in general in development aid. Many studies have 
noted the increasing tendency of government to neglect providing the poor with water and sanitation 
services; resultant backlogs have been exacerbated by rapid migration and urbanisation in many cities of the 
developing world.  

Provision of sanitation to the poor has been particularly neglected, despite widespread recognition of the 
health benefits of providing sanitation alongside an improved water supply World Bank findings, amongst 
others, indicate that women tend to place sanitation as a much higher development priority than do men. 
However, despite the recognition by donors and governments of the need for water sector activities to be 
gender responsive, the reality has been even more limited funding for sanitation than for water supply. And 
backlogs of both water and sanitation have been great in rural areas for some time, and indeed, many feel, 
have been exacerbated by the focus during the 1990s on PSP and reform of the urban water sector. The 
WHO/UNICEF Assessment 2000 highlights the large number of rural dwellers who lack improved provision 
for water and sanitation: in 2000, only 47% of Africa’s rural population, 62% of the rural population of Latin 
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America and the Caribbean, and 75% of Asia’s rural population had improved water supplies, while less 
than half of the rural population in all three of these areas had improved sanitation16.   

Many feel that the issue of technology choice and innovation, traditionally an area in which NGOs have 
placed greater emphasis than governments, has received inadequate emphasis in development policies and 
activities. The failure to consider a range of technological options that may be more suited to the 
demographic, social and infrastructural realities in rural areas than more mainstream supply options, whether 
publicly or privately provided, has, in the eyes of many practitioners, deepened both rural water and 
sanitation crisis in the developing world. 

More recently, increased weight has been placed on understanding the real impacts of development 
activities on the rural and urban poor, and mechanisms such as calculating a water poverty index17 and the 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) have been developed to ensure more pro-poor development 
policies and activities, although the efficacy of the latter to date has been called into question in a number of 
studies18. In recognition of past failures to make strong headway in reducing poverty, a corresponding trend 
has been the increasing global recognition that poverty eradication is, and must be, at the centre of concerns 
for sustainable development, as reinforced by statements in the Johannesburg Declaration of the 2002 
World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), and by inclusion of the water and sanitation targets in 
the, Millennium Development Goals. Events such as the 2003 Water for the Poorest conference set out 
specifically to make recommendations to the United Nations CSD process on the implementation of the 
MDGs.  

4.3.2 Impacts on the poor 

Stakeholder perspectives on the impacts of PSP on the poor ranged from the extremely positive to the 
extremely negative, thus indicating a major faultline in the PSP debate. Many participants in this 
scoping study differentiated between the role of the small-scale independent providers (SSIPs) on the one 
hand, and the effects of the large-scale private companies on the other. There is very little agreement across 
the stakeholder groupings on whether PSP as implemented by large multinational water companies, has, on 
the whole, been a positive factor for the world’s poor. Perspectives centred around questions of access, 
understanding on the part of the private sector of the situation of the poor, the impact of full cost recovery 
policies on the poor, changes to livelihoods and quality of life where services are provided, and social and 
cultural impacts (discussed in section 4.6.4).  Disagreement also appears to stem from confusion amongst 
stakeholders claiming a variety of evidence (both empirical and perceived) and using different 
measurements and priorities of impact.  

Across regions, stakeholders from the private sector (both large and small scale), donors, government 
agencies and poor communities themselves noted that expansion of access and the provision of an 
improved quality of water were positive impacts of PSP, and that using both the large-scale and small-
scale private sector has accelerated delivery in developing countries. Donors, poor communities and the 
small-scale private sector highlighted the fact that in many areas of Africa and Asia, if it were not for the 
small-scale independent providers (SSIPs), the poor would not have access to water. The services 
provided by SSIPs on which many of the poor depend include tanker supply, kiosks, and water vendors, 
and, in some areas, small distribution systems that provide household connections. 

“The small-scale sector is hugely outweighing any other aspect of PSP in providing services to the poor in Asia.” Donor representative 

However, many reservations were also noted with respect to the services provided by the SSIPs. Donors, 
delivery NGOs and the small-scale private sector itself noted that SSIPs were “battling in a hostile 
environment”, with major constraints relating to the difficulty in accessing capital and the lack of a supportive 

                                                      
16 Quoted in UN-HABITAT 2003 Water and Sanitation in the World’s Cities: Local Action for Global Goals. London: Earthscan (page 48). 
17 See Sullivan, Caroline 2002 ‘Calculating a water poverty index’, World Development, Vol.30, No.7, pp.1195-1210 
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regulatory environment.  As a government official in charge of restructuring of the water sector in an African 
country noted, the government needs to cushion the small operators against the investments that need to be 
made. One SSIP from SE Asia noted that SSIPs were not recognised and treated as partners. While all 
sectors noted either problems related to the services provided by SSIPs, or serious constraints encountered 
by SSIPs, NGO voices tended to express more fundamental reservations, while donors and poor 
communities focused more on areas requiring attention and support, rather than on more structural aspects, 
indicating a further faultline in the debate. Thus a network of NGOs noted what they saw as the dangers 
linked to the promotion of SSIPs, especially in a franchise situation with the MNCs, which they felt may 
have the negative impact of allowing governments to avoid necessary subsidies to the poor, making the 
poor raise their own money for pipes19 and ultimately serving to entrench the MNCs in a “new paradigm of 
PSP”.  On the other hand, some NGOs are providing research and support for addressing the financial, 
technical capacity, and service quality of SSIPs, especially as they perceive SSIPs continuing to fill an 
important need in small and medium-size towns.  

8. Small-Scale Independent Producers Reframing Question:  The presence of small-scale independent producers 
(SSIPs) reflects the inadequacies of existing water supply and sanitation networks. Some stakeholders perceive SSIPs 
to be part of the problem, others perceive them to be the only available solution in the short term.  To what extent can or 
should SSIPs be integrated, financed, and regulated as part of the formal sector?(Question 5 in summary set – Box 1) 

Perspectives on the role of the large MNCs in increasing access to the poor were mixed. A number of 
donor and private sector responses indicated success stories such as the expansion of coverage to the poor 
in La Paz/El Alto, Bolivia, with voices from the private sector, research institutes and NGOs, as well as the 
poor themselves noting that where the large-scale private sector has taken over from SSIPs, PSP has 
lowered rates for the poor. However, other stakeholders felt that large-scale PSP has had negative 
impacts on the poor, including the loss of access to water on the part of the poor. Thus perspectives from 
NGOs, labour, public utilities and regulatory bodies noted that not all of the promises made by the private 
sector have been kept, including its failure to increase access to the poor.  However, other stakeholders 
noted that the difficulty in reaching the poor applies to both public and private sector.  

“The growth here was explosive, 5,000 families moving in to the city per month!  The state had no money, no will, no capacity. We had 
huge problems and water quality was terrible.  Privatisation was the only answer.  There are challenges, but water quality and service has 
improved significantly.”  Politician, South America 

 

“Poor farmers will not get water if it goes to the private sector – even with the government we don’t get water.” Farmer and researcher from 
Kerala, India  

An NGO perspective noted that access consists of both availability and affordability. As PSP has in 
many cases resulted in increased tariffs for those already connected to the network (see section 4.2), some 
stakeholders feel that PSP has resulted in the poor losing access to water. As a SSIP operating in small 
towns in Uganda noted, access to water should be brought into line with affordability, as people in small 
towns have very low incomes and will not prioritise spending money on water, if they can access other, 
possibly less safe sources for free.   On the other hand, some poor communities that previously were not 
connected to the network and relied on SSIPs have experienced tariff reductions as a result of PSP. 

“This used to be a slum; now it’s a neighbourhood. We were outcasts before, now that we have water and sewerage we are recognised. 
We have dignity.” Community member living in informal settlement that self-financed a low-cost sewage treatment facility 
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Results from the email survey are that extension of services to the poor is the issue ranked in the top three 
most important issues to be examined in a multistakeholder review by the most number of respondents, with 
broad agreement among all types of organisations responding.  

9. Impacts of PSP on the Poor Reframing Question:  There is debate and confusion among stakeholders about the 
impacts of PSP, both large and small scale, on poor communities.  Some stakeholders have proposed that access to 
the poor should be defined in terms of at least three criteria: availability, affordability, and quality of services to the poor.  
What criteria and indicators should be used in assessing the performance of direct water providers on delivering water 
and sanitation services to the poor?  Against these criteria and indicators, what is the performance of different types of 
private sector providers, and how does the public sector performance compare? In urban areas? In rural 
areas?(Question 6 in summary set – Box 1) 

A number of stakeholders made a further distinction between the role of the large-scale private sector 
and SSIPs, with respect to how the provision of service to the poor is viewed.  Thus NGO, large-scale 
private sector, and SSIP perspectives from South East Asia noted that the large-scale private sector in many 
cases has either not understood how to target the poor, or has not seen the poor as either viable customers 
or a priority.  

Many stakeholders raised issues related to the policy of full cost recovery and its impact on the poor. A 
wide range of stakeholders indicated that while this is a policy being strongly pushed by some donors, it was 
not viable, was in fact not happening anywhere, and that targeted subsidies are needed to ensure that 
the poor are serviced. This was a perspective held by both delivery and advocacy NGOs in Africa, with the 
latter stressing that incomes in African countries need to increase first before full cost recovery can be viable. 
Other stakeholders who felt that full cost recovery is not feasible were SSIPs in Africa, and government 
agencies dealing with restructuring of the water sector, who noted that it was possible to cover operations 
and maintenance, but not all costs. A range of stakeholders from all regions, including the private sector 
(large- and small-scale), noted the need for subsidies to provide the poor with adequate access to water.  

Another model is of cross-subsidies, where rates for wealthier or industrial consumers are higher and 
subsidize the lower rates for poor consumers.  Donors, private water providers and public water utilities 
noted that cross-subsidies do not work if 85% of the consumers need a subsidy: a water provider cannot 
charge enough from the 15% of wealthier consumers to cover the costs of providing services to the 
remainder. Thus in Africa, local private operators supplying small towns highlighted the impossibility of full 
cost recovery, given low levels of economic development and high levels of poverty of the majority of their 
customers or possible customers, and noted the need for government to provide subsidies to ensure 
the access of the poor to water services. This perspective links with current work on calculating a water 
poverty index, which is predicated upon the fact that where there is ‘water poverty’ – i.e. inadequate and 
inefficient water supplies – any measures to reduce income poverty are unlikely to be successful. 

“The insistence of the donors on full cost recovery is a bit impossible at the moment, especially in rural areas. There is no way the rural 
poor can pay the real cost of the water.” SSIP operating in small rural and urban towns in Africa 

The Scoping Process also highlighted a range of perspectives noting positive impacts on the livelihoods 
and the quality of life of the poor, as a result of improved access and increased quality of service from 
PSP. Thus community members in the slum area of Mandaluyong, in Metro Manila, who are served by an 
SSIP who obtains bulk water from one of the two concessionaires operating in the metro area, noted an 
improvement in their health situation and that PSP on the part of the SSIP had freed up additional time for 
education, rest, recreation and for developing small businesses using the water supplied, for example selling 
ice, ice candy, iced water, purified water stations, car washes, and laundries. In a pilot project in Manaus, 
Brazil, the poor community of Mauzinho II has been connected to the formal network of Aguas Amazonas, a 
private water provider that is a subsidiary of Suez, with the assistance of Essor, an NGO.  The rates for 
water have dropped substantially compared to the previous SSIP, malaria and intestinal problems have 
decreased particularly in children, and small businesses like a local bakery have developed.  In this way, 
PSP has increased the income generating ability of the poor.  
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In addition to health and economic benefits, PSP has also in some cases resulted in an increase in 
social capital in poor communities. For instance, in Mandaluyong, PSP has stimulated members of a 
poor community to improve their own water supply through social organization, and in Mauzinho II the 
community organization receives a small percentage of bills they distribute (not collect) that fund other 
community development and micro-enterprise projects. A further positive perspective noted was the 
innovations brought about by PSP in supplying informal settlements. In SE Asia these were related 
first of all to pioneering work on the part of SSIPs, which had subsequently, NGO and SSIP stakeholders felt, 
been adapted and implemented by large companies too. An example was in SE Asia where a large 
concessionaire is implementing a system that brings pipes to the periphery of an informal settlement, and 
provides microfinance to enable communities to develop the infrastructure within the settlement. NGOs have 
questioned the equity of such a situation, querying why it is that the poor should have to pay for their own 
infrastructure? In many areas of the world, both small-scale and large-scale PSP has also been able to 
overcome problems of insecure land tenure and provide connections in informal settlements, that 
government providers had not previously overcome. 

10. Social Impacts Assessment Reframing Question:  Assessments of the social impacts of PSP in water and 
sanitation services on the poor are often narrow and may not recognise the different circumstances of the poor who are 
connected to networks and the poor who are not.  How can the possible negative impacts of PSP on the poor, such as 
rising prices for those connected, be evaluated and compared against the possible positive impacts on the poor, such 
as lower prices for those previously un-connected, better health, employment or livelihoods? 

Several stakeholders emphasised the fact that ‘the poor’ are not monolithic and raised the issue of the need 
to disaggregate between different categories of the poor when considering water supply options and the 
impact of PSP on the poor. For instance, an NGO perspective was that there are differential impacts of 
PSP on women, as it hits women harder when water is harder to get, or when it costs money, as men very 
often control the household finances. Apart from disaggregating between poor men and poor women, there 
are different ‘degrees’ and experiences of being poor that may relate to income categories or to cultural or 
religious traditions, or to an intertwining of these and other variables. For instance, an NGO perspective 
noted that in India, there is much privately controlled water related to the caste system, such as wells that 
are owned by upper castes. Stakeholders (NGO, donor, public agency and professional associations) also 
noted that indigenous people’s issues related to WSS had not received adequate attention. For 
example, an NGO noted that the emphasis on PSP in Chile essentially meant that the needs of indigenous 
peoples living in remote rural areas were ignored as the appropriate solutions for these communities were 
not relevant to PSP.  

11. Diversity of Poor Reframing Question:  Poverty is multi-dimensional and there are many different “categories” of “the 
poor.”  During planning for water supply and sanitation, should potential conflicts between different categories of the 
poor be identified?  How should WSS delivery options be designed to incorporate these differences? 

4.3.3 Servicing rural areas 

Many stakeholders (donors, public sector, NGOs, professionals) from all regions noted that provision of 
WSS services in rural areas has been neglected under both public and private systems of delivery. 
This consequently represents an area of consensus revealed by the Scoping Study. However, underlying 
this consensus is a range of different perspectives that disaggregate between public and private delivery 
systems. For instance, both delivery and advocacy NGOs have highlighted the fact that the focus during the 
1990s on PSP and reform of the urban water sector has exacerbated WSS backlogs in the rural areas.  

“All discussions have focused on urban water supply, which has impacted very heavily on the water crisis, as we know that most needs are 
still in the rural areas, yet the discussion has only focused on one dimension.” Northern NGO  

A converse view expressed by a bilateral donor involved in the reform of the urban water sector was that 
there is a social equity issue at stake when considering the heavy investment of the government of an 
African country in urban water supplies when (reportedly) 85% of the population is rural. Some stakeholders, 
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including the large-scale private sector, donors, northern NGOs and professional associations, indicated the 
perspective that rural areas and sanitation are not as amenable to the multinational model of PSP as 
water supply in urban areas, as they are less profitable and will likely require subsidies. However, a 
number of stakeholders (professional, donor, government agency, SSIP) in Africa noted the increasingly 
significant role played by local private operators (as opposed to the informal small-scale sector) in 
providing a water distribution system in small towns, stating that the local private sector was more 
culturally sensitive, more responsive to the needs of the poor, and more flexible in its institutional 
arrangements and payment collection methods. An opposing viewpoint expressed by a representative from 
a public utility was that small towns that are being run by private operators include some schemes that are 
not viable and this is resulting in prices being pushed up, leading to a huge disparity in prices paid by the 
poor. There is consequently a divide in perspectives between stakeholders who feel that PSP can 
play an important role in rural areas, and those who do not. 

12. Rural Areas Reframing Question: Some stakeholders perceive a disconnect between the emphasis on PSP, which 
primarily applies to large, urban areas, and the solutions that have the most potential for increasing access to WSS and 
improving health in rural areas.  What is the potential for PSP in different forms to bring increased equitable and 
sustainable access to WSS in rural areas, especially to the poor? Under what conditions can governments reliably 
enable or tap this potential?  Does PSP weaken the cross-subsidy of urban to rural? (Question 7 in summary set – Box 
1) 

4.3.4  Sanitation and sewerage 

There is agreement amongst a wide range of stakeholders (donors, public sector, NGOs, professionals) 
from all regions that sewerage and sanitation have been neglected under both public and private 
systems of delivery.  In cases where the private sector has taken over some sanitation functions, NGOs 
have pointed out negative impacts including lack of affordability, while donors have pointed out positive 
impacts, such as the SSIPs being the only service providers to provide sanitation services to the poor.  Both 
of these viewpoints are illustrated in examples from Nairobi, Kenya, where the public toilets have been taken 
over by the private sector, which has rehabilitated them, but this now means the poor cannot afford to pay to 
use them. Conversely, in areas where the poor live, such as in the informal settlements in Nairobi, the 
informal small-scale sector is the only service provider dealing with sanitation, under extremely unsanitary 
and negative operating conditions. Both SSIPs and poor communities raised the point of the negative 
impacts on health and environmental aspects when some form of sanitation or drainage system is 
not provided at the same time as water supply. Thus an SSIP running water systems in rural and urban 
small towns in Uganda noted that the SSIPs are not required to touch the issue of sanitation at all, and that 
when water is brought in, there is often an increase in other problems caused by inadequate drainage 
systems.   

Other community cooperative and community-government partnership models exist, as well.  In the poor, 
squatter community of Pinheiros, outside of São Paulo, Brazil, the water and environmental planning agency 
for the city of San Bernardo do Campo collaborated with the community to design a low-cost sewage 
treatment plant because contaminated runoff from the illegal settlement was threatening an adjacent 
drinking water reservoir.  The community itself financed the capital costs for building the plant and the annual 
recurring costs, while the local agency paid for the connections.  

13. Sanitation and Sewerage Reframing Question: Despite the well-known and well-documented ecological and public 
health benefits of providing sanitation and sewerage, the funding for and political priority of these services remain 
extremely low. How can the allocation of financial investments, public and private, better reflect the net social, economic 
and ecological benefits of investing in sanitation and sewerage? Can services that produce public goods be paid for in 
the context of PSP and full cost recovery? (Question 8 in summary set – Box 1) 

4.3.5 Technology choice and innovation 

Perspectives, largely raised by NGOs, indicated the need to re-examine national policy perspectives (often 
based upon donor policies and/or conditionalities) that see PSP as the panacea for all WSS ills. These 
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voices note that the dominant PSP discussion also blocks exploration of alternatives to dominant, 
and often inappropriate, technologies and the fact that much technology pushed is from Northern 
countries where there is a consistent water supply, not suitable for most countries of the South. While it is 
positive that the PSP debate has raised questions of why there is so much inefficiency of public services, 
these stakeholders hold that it is wrong to just provide one blueprint. Concerning alternatives, they feel there 
is a need to look in the broadest way at water availability, water use and water needs – in particular regions. 
Advocacy and delivery NGOs point out that the so-called soft elements or social aspects are still given less 
than they are due, even by civil society (see section 4.6 for more on social and cultural issues). A number of 
stakeholders, from NGO and donor groupings, raised the point that if alternative technologies were more 
widely used, there may not be the need for hugely increased levels of investment. 

“We need to arrive at a situation where we acknowledge that there is not just one answer, but a very diligent study of local conditions is 
indispensable.” Northern NGO  

Several service-providing NGOs, NGOs working in partnership with poor communities, environment NGOs, 
and UN agencies described the potential for appropriate technologies to meet the needs of poor 
communities at lower cost.  Many of these alternatives are “on-site” and “off the grid,” meaning that 
expensive, centralised piped networks are not necessary to provide the service.  One of the approaches 
highlighted for drinking water supply is a variety of rainwater harvesting techniques being pursued in both 
developed and developing countries and in both urban and rural areas.  For sanitation, an ecosystem-based 
approach to re-use and re-cycling of waste can be used in rural areas; anaerobic digesters are successful 
for small-scale sewage treatment.   

According to NGOs, water co-operatives and research organisations, people must be provided with 
enough space to select appropriate technological options. Apart from the social appropriateness of 
technology options, regulators and labour unions in SE Asia noted that the large-scale private sector uses 
technology below previous specifications. Many NGOs perceive that donors, governments, and private 
water companies have a bias towards large-scale, conventional, and expensive technologies.  They note 
that while support for low-cost, appropriate technologies has been growing, funding for these approaches is 
a “drop in the bucket” when compared to funds allocated to new, large infrastructure projects. 

“We have used an overly technical approach divorced from the broader social and economic context, for example applying urban 
technologies in rural areas.  We have taken a narrow approach to service delivery, rather than an overall economic development approach 
so people can afford services.”  UN agency representative 

Innovation should also not relate only to technology choices and standards of technology or specifications, 
but also to different institutional arrangements for providing water supply. According to NGOs, water 
co-operatives and research organisations, alternatives that merit further attention and support were the 
SSIPs and water cooperatives, low-cost technologies like rainwater harvesting, as well as different public 
sector options such as the Dutch model of the Public Water PLC20 and a range of community-government 
collaborative efforts. Government and donor stakeholders in Africa noted the need for flexible options when 
planning WSS in rural towns, and cited the example of Ghana, where for complex schemes, communities 
are encouraged to go into partnership with the private sector, but for smaller schemes in rural areas, these 
are established and supported to be wholly community run and managed. Primarily NGO participants 
suggested models that are alternatives to the large scale, highly commercial PSP, in which the assets/capital 
come from the social context. This may either be from people pooling resources, such as in co-operatives or 
from small family-run operations, which aim to earn a profit, but not an exorbitant one – as one NGO 

                                                      
20 In this model, the utility is incorporated as a public limited company, but the stocks are owned by local, provincial or national 
government. The Public Water PLC mode creates a buffer between the water company, which operates according to commercial 
business principles under company law, and the shareholding governments, who by way of their share ownership have a degree of 
control over the supply of water. 
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respondent phrased it, “not getting into the business to make a killing, just enough to make a decent living”. 
A positive example cited is that of the Darangan Water Co-operative, located on the boundaries of metro 
Manila, which supplies good quality water from a deep well at a lower tariff than the adjacent Water District, 
and has diversified into a credit and consumer cooperative which provides members with access to low 
interest loans and banking services, operates a micro-financing facility for the poorest of the poor, and is 
involved in various community development initiatives. 

“One problem is that the Dutch model of ‘private business, public ownership’ is not being pushed by anyone – it was the model in Chile until 
the government decided to privatise water companies in 2000 to reduce the national debt.” International research and training institute 

In responses to the email survey, “choice of technology” was ranked in the top five issues to be studied by a 
multistakeholder review by about 15% of respondents, more often by researchers, professional associations 
and some NGOs; and not at all by donors. Lack of appropriate technology was also noted as a reason for 
lack of access to water – but of lesser importance – by similar groupings. 

14. Technology Choice Reframing Question:  Stakeholders have made a link between lack of access to WSS and 
promotion of inappropriate technology or failure to provide a range of options for consideration by users.  What are the 
barriers to the wider use of appropriate technology in providing water supply and sanitation services, especially to the 
poor? What can the private sector do to overcome these barriers?  What can donors, governments, public utilities and 
others do to overcome these barriers? (Question 9 in summary set – box 1) 

 
4.4 Theme 3:  Achieving good governance and accountability 

In the final analysis, the WSS backlogs are a crisis of governance, and not only a question of resources. We believe the final answer lies in 
stimulating local actors to attain the goals. Finance must come from national budgets, ODA, and the private sector. But we must involve 
people in planning for WSS – what their preferences and their willingness to pay are, their expectations, and we need to see their voices 
really factored into decision making, whatever route we take – public or private.” UN agency 

4.4.1 Background   

This section explores the perspectives raised by stakeholders in the thematic area of good governance and 
accountability collated under the following thematic areas: 

• Governance and democracy 

• Participation in decision-making 

• Regulation and monitoring 

• Contracts and transaction advice 

• Local government issues 

Many water stakeholders over the years have made the point that providing water supplies is more about 
politics and governance than it is about technology.  This does not deny the need for consideration of 
specific, locally appropriate technological options, but rather affirms the fact that offering people choices on a 
range of possible technological options for both water and sanitation services, and providing or enabling the 
dissemination of information so that people can make informed choices, is part of good governance. In order 
to achieve such a seemingly simple outcome, which in reality has proved elusive in many parts of the world, 
elements of democracy, as well as transparency and participation in decision-making, need to form part of 
the water governance framework. Independent and accountable regulatory procedures, backed up by 
monitoring systems that share information freely, are further components of the governance composite. For 
PSP, the issue of the nature of contracts and transaction advice become central concerns in the quest for 
good governance, as does the regulation, monitoring and enforcement capacity of local governments, at 
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which level the water service delivery function is often located. As many, including the private sector, have 
pointed out, good governance is key to the success of public and private WSS; the irony is that PSP is often 
pushed where government is weak. 

The 2003 Report of the World Panel on Financing Water Infrastructure made a number of recommendations 
to address the serious defects in the governance of the global water sector, which it felt hampered the ability 
to generate and attract finance. One of these was that national governments should elevate the priority 
placed upon water to the level it deserves, through a range of different mechanisms21. The 2003 
WaterAid/Tearfund report, which explored whether PSP benefited the poor, stated that institutional reforms 
are urgently needed in the water sector. This report traced the failure of both public and private utilities to the 
“lack of monitoring, benchmarking, quality control and supervision or target-setting by both political 
authorities and consumer representatives”.22 

A number of studies have also highlighted a range of concerns relating to the transfer of responsibility and 
loss of social control implied by the promotion of PSP.23  Together, these studies have described the 
downside of not addressing good governance and accountability – inefficiency, corruption, patronage, bias 
towards certain technologies, lack of local participation in maintenance leading to unsustainable WSS 
services, and the lack of accountability of transaction advisers and donors when they give bad advice. 

4.4.2 Governance and democracy 

A fundamental perspective concerning the impact of PSP on governance and democracy raised by 
stakeholders from labour, NGO, public sector agency and large- and small-scale private companies was that 
PSP has led to the abdication of state responsibility with respect to the provision of services to the 
poor. While this perspective was voiced strongly especially by NGOs from all regions, it also represented 
consensus across a fairly broad range of sectors.  However, the further implications drawn by stakeholders 
indicate differing viewpoints, even within specific groupings. For instance, stakeholders from large 
international water companies have variously indicated that serving the poor is not a responsibility that 
should be passed on to the private sector, or, conversely, that private companies are, in fact, able to provide 
efficient and equitable services to the poor, given the right incentives or financing structures.  

Stakeholders from NGOs and government agencies noted a perception that PSP has led to an erosion of 
democracy, which they related to unequal power relations between influential and well-resourced 
international water companies on the one hand, and fledgling and/or weak local democratic entities on the 
other. As one representative of a government agency noted, large companies can “out-influence democratic 
and local structures”. NGOs have noted that politicians have often played confused or contradictory roles in 
the PSP process, which have damaged the relationship between state and community. For instance, 
politicians have taken decisions to implement PSP arrangements in their areas, often without any 
community consultation, but then close to election time, the same or incoming politicians have made 
promises of free water. Lack of communication between the state and its citizens has worsened this 
relationship, particularly at the local level. In some cases this relates further to local councillors being at the 
receiving end of an ideological push encouraging PSP from the national level to the local level, meaning that 
various concessions have not been initiated as a result of decisions taken at the local level by elected 
governments. Across regions, the large- and small-scale private sector, as well as NGOs, have noted that 
political interference and electioneering promises of, for instance, free water, have hampered the 
successful implementation of PSP arrangements.  

“Politicians are not playing a sufficient role between the (private) service providers and the service users – and officials can’t do this, 
because they don’t have the legitimacy.” Southern research organisation  

                                                      
21 Camdessus 
22 WaterAid/Tearfund 2003: page 33 
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Stakeholders expressed concern that during negotiations leading to GATS and other trade agreements, 
decisions are made internationally, not locally; that trade agreements undermine national and local 
jurisdiction to make these decisions; that they favour MNCs over the domestic private sector; and that 
decisions may be difficult to reverse. These specific governances issues are discussed further in section 4.6. 

15. Governance Reframing Question:  A number of stakeholders have noted that PSP has led to an erosion of 
democracy and has damaged the relationship between state and community. They have related these impacts to the 
unequal power relations between large international companies and weak local governments. How can a level playing 
field be created for negotiations? What are the necessary conditions to create greater social control in decisions around 
WSS delivery options? 

4.4.3 Participation in decision-making 

Stakeholders from a range of regions have highlighted the lack of community participation in the decision 
by the state to initiate PSP. For instance, NGOs in the Philippines have noted that there was no consultation 
in Manila before the concession agreements were signed. This is an issue that relates to the small-scale 
private sector as well, with members of a poor community in Mandaluyong, Metro Manila, noting that there 
had been a lack of community consultation before introducing the PSP arrangement with the SSIP who 
provides them with their water supply. However, community members immediately noted that this did not 
unduly concern them as the quality of service was good, and they had subsequently developed an ongoing 
relationship with the SSIP, who regularly visited their area.  

On the other hand, a positive impact raised as a perspective by a professional association in Africa was that 
PSP provides a clear entity for the public to engage with. Additionally, a few stakeholders noted that in 
some cases, the private sector is seen as building a constituency in the community that they supply – 
for instance, through investing in community organisers, as has been done by Manila Water Company.  

16. Participation Reframing Question:  Stakeholders across regions have noted the lack of public participation in 
decisions to involve the private sector in delivering water and sanitation services at local, national, and international 
levels.  When is wider stakeholder participation a necessity? What purpose will it serve?  What models of effective 
participatory decision-making are available and how can they be more widely used? (Question 10 in summary set – Box 
1) 

A number of stakeholders across regions, including NGOs and the large-scale and small-scale private 
sector noted that social acceptability is fundamental if PSP is to be successful. A government agency 
responsible for rural water and sanitation in an African country highlighted the importance, for social 
acceptability, of it being a community decision to go for PSP, not an imposed one. SSIPs in Africa stressed 
the amount of time and effort that was required to build confidence between the community and the 
local private operator.  Consequently, there is often a disconnect between the timeframe driving financial 
decisions and contractual negotiations (often very fast) and the timeframe for adequately engaging affected 
communities and the public in decisions in a meaningful way. 

“Through an ongoing process of dialogue, we came to an understanding with the community. It needs a lot of investment of time.” SSIP 
operating in small towns in Africa 

NGOs highlighted the fact that while they may not support the PSP push, it has forced a debate on the 
right to water and who should deliver it, which they feel is ultimately helpful for more sustainable 
decisions on water supply systems. The debate has highlighted the need for both improved participation in 
decision making, as well as for greater dissemination of information on which meaningful participation can be 
based. A number of donors and the private sector have stressed the need for communities and NGOs to 
have access to better information so that this debate can be conducted on a level playing field, and many 
noted that this could be a role for a multistakeholder review. NGOs in Africa echoed this point, noting that 
they felt they were not able to participate as effectively in the debate as they would like to because of both a 
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lack of access to information, as well as the overall lack of an independent balanced assessment of the 
impacts of PSP. 

17. Information Disclosure Reframing Question:  The production and disclosure of information on the state of water 
services and their customers (existing and potential) is a prerequisite to effective regulation, accountability, and 
meaningful public participation. How can public access to information be achieved and barriers overcome, especially in 
the context of PSP where information can be considered proprietary? 

Responses from the email survey rank public participation in decision-making processes second most often 
as one of the top five most important issues to be examined by a possible global multistakeholder review.  
NGOs, bilateral donors, professional associations, and academics and researchers ranked this issue as one 
of the top three most important issues to be studied further, whereas government agency respondents did 
not rank this issue in their top five at all, and only one private water provider (out of 4 responding) ranked it 
as 4th most important issue to examine.  Clearly, civil society organisations place great importance on 
participation; however, the responses indicate that those that are the targets of civil society demands – 
governments and the private sector – do not appear, in this small sample, to share the same priorities. 

In the area of participation, a certain amount of agreement emerges from organisations that have previously 
been seen as occupying opposing sides of the PSP debate. This agreement is that participation in 
decision making has been neglected, and that this neglect has ultimately come back to haunt many of the 
large water companies involved in different forms of PSP. Beneath this, however, lie some more conflicting 
perspectives. NGOs and communities feel that governments in many cases are not willing to make changes 
to the decision-making process that will truly engage people, and that donors may not always ensure that 
the rhetoric of participation is truly implemented. The time and cost of participation, as well as the 
powerlessness of the poor and lack of political organisation of communities, are factors that also come into 
play. There are also differences in opinion concerning who is responsible for participation. In some cases, 
the private sector thinks this is the responsibility of government; NGOs think the private sector should take 
this responsibility and be open as part of its own due diligence; donors feel this should be a government 
responsibility; and governments feel they do not always have capacity to do so. 

4.4.4 Regulation and monitoring 

Stakeholders from all regions raised a range of issues related to regulation and monitoring, some of which 
they noted related to both public and private modes of service delivery. There is general agreement that 
governments have failed to regulate water providers. This consequently represents an area of 
consensus for all stakeholder groupings across all regions. Some of the causative factors for this regulatory 
failure are a lack of government understanding of ‘high finance’ and inadequate legal and policy frameworks. 
NGOs and government agencies in Asia noted lack of enforcement of existing legislative frameworks, or the 
fact that there may be no clear framework. In Brazil, nearly all stakeholders – from planning ministries to 
elected officials, from private water providers to NGOs, from public water utilities to labour unions – agreed 
that the lack of a clear national policy framework on private sector participation in water was inhibiting 
progress in expanding access.  In Bolivia, in the wake of the failure of the Cochabamba contract with 
Bechtel, government agencies and NGOs acknowledge the fragile situation and the need to strengthen 
regulatory oversight and create clear legal and regulatory responsibilities for the government to oversee 
public and private water providers.  Donors, NGOs, government agencies, the large-scale private sector and 
professional associations in all regions, as well as UN bodies noted that the regulatory system usually is 
not independent or developed, with government regulators unable to balance the interests of the 
poor and the private sector. UN agencies and NGOs have raised concerns about the poor regulatory 
designs and institutional structures that have been promoted by donors and the private sector.  Some have 
noted that regulatory models that are considered “state of the art” have not been the basis for the models 
promoted by the World Bank in Latin America or important components of the model are left out, thereby 
creating a fundamentally weak institution.  In addition, government regulators and consumers organisations 
in Africa and SE Asia highlighted the perspective that the regulatory framework does not protect the 
consumer enough. An NGO perspective noted that regulation by policy should prevail over regulation by 
contracts, and that attention needed to be paid to making explicit what the goal of regulation is. 
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“The consumer needs to play the role of evaluator, and the Regulatory Body needs to find a way to enable this. If it can do so, then it 
doesn’t matter whether the provider is public or private.” Consumer organisation, SE Asia 

When asked, in the email survey questionnaire, for the five most important issues a possible global 
multistakeholder review should examine (out of 25 possible issues), stakeholders ranked “accountability and 
regulation” fourth, with 32% of respondents ranking it within their top five most important issues.  
Government agencies responding to the questionnaire were the only stakeholder group that did not choose 
accountability and regulation within their top five issues.  In addition, 27% of respondents ranked the issue of 
“corruption and conflicts of interest” fifth (out of 25 possible choices) with broad agreement among NGOs 
and other stakeholder groupings. 

18. Regulation Reframing Question:  There is widespread agreement that governments have failed to regulate water 
providers adequately. What are the necessary conditions for effective regulation of the private sector (by relevant public 
authorities) in a developing, and in a developed country context? What models for and costs of effective regulatory 
frameworks can be developed from lessons learned so as to achieve accountability and protect public interests? How 
can these be adapted and implemented in different regional and country contexts?  Does PSP create an additional 
regulatory burden? (Question 11 in summary set – Box 1) 

While all stakeholder groupings felt that regulatory frameworks were weak and institutional capacity for 
regulation often lacking, the question of monitoring was one that was largely highlighted by NGOs, and to a 
lesser extent by research organisations and the large-scale private sector. NGOs noted that monitoring of 
performance is not happening, and/or not widely accessible. This was felt to be a systemic impact that 
was present whether the private or the public sector was providing water services. A specific point raised by 
a research organisation was that where it does exist, monitoring does not assess whether skills have been 
transferred. A respondent from the large-scale private sector stated that they were very interested in 
developing better indicators and monitoring systems, especially on a global level, and felt this was an area 
that applied to both public and private water operators. This international water company noted that 
independent assessments of their performance was concordant with their participation in the Global 
Compact, and with obligations to have triple bottom line accounting (i.e. - social, environmental, and financial 
sustainability).   

“Can these companies really be held accountable?” Southern research organisation 

A fundamental concern raised by stakeholders is the absence of information needed for adequate 
regulation and monitoring. This relates both to an unwillingness or inability on the part of governments and/or 
private providers to share such information with civil society, as well as a lack of capability and/or willingness 
of civil society groups to monitor activities and engage in PSP processes or provide workable alternatives. 
Private companies highlight the lack of information about the status of existing water systems on 
which to base reasonable contracts. Contracts are often signed whereby the company is obligated to 
expand connections by a certain amount above existing connections, or reduce unaccounted-for-water by a 
certain percentage, and yet it turns out that existing connections are lower than originally thought or that 
“unaccounted-for-water” is much higher than originally thought. Contracts must then be re-negotiated with 
new, more realistic targets – a process that can be expensive and can create perceptions that the private 
sector has misled the public on its promises. Information disclosure is also critical for public participation. 
Under PSP, information that is important to the decision-making process is often considered proprietary and 
not to be shared for fear of divulging information that could help a competitor, but which also is necessary for 
the public to access.  Many NGOs and researchers have raised the need for public providers to make all 
their information a matter of the public record.  

19. Monitoring Reframing Question:  Monitoring is a critical component in the governance feedback loop, yet it has been 
lacking in PSP and other water service delivery models. What are the experiences and costs of setting up robust 
monitoring systems in developing and developed country contexts?  What is the minimum essential monitoring system 

 35



 

to ensure government capacity to adequately regulate and enforce its guidelines on private sector operators? What role 
could participatory monitoring processes play? 

4.4.5 Contracts and transaction advice 

The issue of problematic or ‘fragile’ contracts was heavily raised in specific details by a wide range of 
stakeholders in South East Asia, where it was particularly topical with the imminent withdrawal of Maynilad 
from its Manila concession, and uncertainties about the Jakarta concessions. Negative aspects of contracts 
were also highlighted in all other regions, by public regulators, public utilities, government agencies, NGOs, 
donors, and the large-scale private sector. This consequently represents an area of agreement in the PSP 
debate. Some of the examples of bad contracts cited were Cochabamba, Argentina (Buenos Aires and 
Tucuman), Manaus,  Manila, and Jakarta, the Eastern Cape concessions in South Africa and the Kampala 
management contract in Uganda. Government agencies and UN bodies noted weak government capacity to 
negotiate good contracts. Bad contract design was held to be a causative factor in the downfall of 
Maynilad’s Manila concession by the large-scale private sector, which referred to the unreasonable 
allocation of debt between the two concessionaires, and issues related to the automatic currency adjustment 
provisions. NGOs noted that contracts for the 25-year concessions have largely been bid on price, which 
promotes underbidding, and which also drives down the tariff initially, thereby, according to donor 
perspectives, harming the reform agenda.  

“The World Bank has been involved in a few spectacular failures, but overall the contracts have been very good – both in the U.S. and 
internationally.” Think tank, North America 

Research, public utility and NGO voices from Africa noted that contracts are often developed without 
community participation. The resultant lack of community buy-in is seen as a causative factor leading to the 
downfall of the concession. Public utilities and NGOs in Africa and Asia expressed the point of view that 
constant renegotiation was a cynical device of the private sector related to the development of unrealistic 
bids. Constant renegotiation, some felt, may be due to required changes driven by creditors such as regional 
development banks and international financial institutions. On the other hand, regulators, NGOs, public 
water utilities, and private water providers in Brazil noted that contracts needed to be reviewed at regular 
intervals to ensure adequate social control over contracts and to allow for targets to be adjusted so 
as to adequately include service to poor communities that may have been neglected in the original contract. 
Two examples were provided from Brazil where clearer social objectives are being added-in to contracts at a 
later stage. A further issue raised by donors was the cost of developing the contract and on the basis 
upon which the private sector receives remuneration. 

Discussions on good governance recognise that sound decisions need to be based upon reliable 
information. This is a constraint that has greatly hampered decision-making in the water sector. Large- and 
small-scale private sector stakeholders from all regions, government agencies and regulators have noted 
that inadequate information about the status of the system, water quality, leaks, connections, 
unaccounted-for-water hampers the development of sound policy, and in the case of PSP, realistic 
bids and sound contracts with realistic goals and cost estimates for achieving universal access. 

Regulators and public utilities noted frequent grey areas in concession agreements, such as unclear 
targets on non-revenue-water, and clarity on what constitutes ‘prudent and efficient expenditure’. 
Stakeholders from the large-scale private sector and government regulators in SE Asia raised the question 
of how best to deal with force majeur events like El Nino and currency devaluation in the contract, as well 
as how to counter regulatory risk through political interference. Public utility stakeholders in SE Asia noted 
insufficient sanctions in contract, and NGOs in SE Asia expressed the perspective that contractual 
provisions made termination too easy for the private sector and left too many uncertainties in transition 
arrangements, should a concession be terminated. 

20. Contracts Reframing Question: There is widespread agreement that contracts governing PSP have been 
problematic in many areas. What are items that can be effectively “contractualised” and what are the items (like 
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protecting public goods and values) that cannot be governed by contracts? What are the mechanisms for regulating 
other aspects of water services provision by the private sector beyond contracts?   How can transparency be 
ensured? (Question 12 in summary set – Box 1) 

The broad governance context within which a state is operating clearly has implications for the PSP process. 
A number of stakeholders have highlighted the negative impacts of systemic corruption in certain countries / 
administrations on the sustainability, accountability and transparency of decisions taken on WSS delivery. 
Donors, research organisations, government agencies, NGOs and politicians have raised the issue of 
corruption with respect to tendering procedures and the award of concessions or contracts to the private 
sector. Many of these stakeholders have underlined that corruption is not restricted to PSP, but is or 
was an issue when services were publicly provided. However, as an NGO perspective noted, providing 
water services through the private sector has not eliminated this problem. In some regions of the world, the 
perspectives of government agencies, NGOs and labour unions hold that it is public knowledge that 
concessions were initiated by corruption and a lack of bidding procedures, which clearly is linked as well to a 
lack of public participation and mechanisms for accountability in the decision-making process.  

Corruption and conflict of interest issues ranked fifth as one of the five most important issues to be examined 
in a possible global multistakeholder review by stakeholders responding to the email survey, out of 25 
possible issues from which to choose.  NGOs, business and professional associations, government 
agencies, and private water providers ranked corruption in the top five most important issues, whereas, 
bilateral donors and researchers did not. 

Stakeholders from a range of sectors (donor, NGO, public utility, private [MNC]) noted a number of issues 
related to the role played by transaction advisors, particularly those from PIFIs. Donors, the public sector and 
NGOs noted that in some cases, extremely bad advice had been provided, and highlighted the lack of 
accountability of transaction advisors if the concession fails. The large-scale private sector further 
highlighted the lack of follow-through or hand-holding on the part of transaction advisors. NGOs also 
questioned the objectivity of transaction advisors.  NGOs, government agencies, some elected officials, and 
one UN agency noted that there are no consequences for donors or transaction advisers when they give 
poor advice – it is the governments and the water providers and the citizens who are stuck dealing with the 
economic, financial and political fallout of failed deals and the ultimate responsibility for providing water 
regardless.  Meanwhile, the consulting firms and donors have moved on to the next deal or the next trend in 
advice.   

“First they tout the concession model. Then that fails and they tout the management contract model. But who is paying the cost of the 
failure of the concession model? The World Bank? Or the consultants? I don’t think so. They get paid whether it works or it doesn’t.” 
Government agency representative from South America 

21. Transaction Advisers Reframing Question:  Many stakeholders across regions and groupings feel that PSP has 
been pushed as the panacea in the water reform process, and that public international financial institutions and private 
transaction advisors for PSP have not provided optimal advice. How can municipalities and governments access advice 
on all the water and sanitation service delivery options available in an unbiased way? How can PIFIs and transaction 
advisers be held accountable for the consequences of their advice? (Question 13 in summary set – Box 1) 

4.4.6 Local government issues 

Donors, research organisations and NGOs in Africa, Asia and Latin America,  raised a number of issues 
related to lack of capacity of local government to manage and regulate their private sector partners, 
and the failure of the private sector and donors to show real willingness to develop this capacity, in part due 
to their vested interests. Related to issues raised concerning public participation, a donor perspective on 
PSP in Africa was that municipalities cannot or do not manage community risk effectively or adequately. 
Government agency, donor and research stakeholders in Africa highlighted the failure of local authorities to 
realise that it is more complex to regulate and monitor an external provider. This failure is exacerbated, some 
feel, by the general context of too-rapid decentralisation, where devolution shifts responsibilities and risks, 
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but not the authority, rights, or resources that are needed to actually take on the responsibilities. Others 
linked this to underpaid, understaffed municipalities where staff lack the correct incentives, which serves to 
hamper delivery. In addition, a delivery NGO in Africa stated that the frequently calamitous state of municipal 
financial management does not allow small companies to play a viable role in WSS delivery, as they do not 
have sufficient cash flow to ride out periods in which they must wait to be paid. Other stakeholders raised the 
issue of the difficulty faced by local governments in accessing finance. This issue is discussed further in 
section 4.2, which deals with financial issues and sub-sovereign lending. 

Stakeholders in Brazil raised issues of conceding authority – i.e. who has the jurisdiction to make the 
power to grant a concession? Is this the municipality or the state? In some states there are very strong 
state-owned public water utilities, which feel they should have the conceding authority, for a range of 
reasons including economies of scale and that there is no sense in each city making a different decision 
when the delivery system as a whole functions on a large scale. Other cities and agencies in Brazil think that 
municipalities should have jurisdiction because they are elected officials who are closer to “their people” and 
the public, have a better idea of the needs and desires of citizens and know what they want, and have better 
social control. 

22. Local Government Reframing Question: New responsibilities and risks are being placed on local governments and 
communities as a result of PSP.  What capacities do local governments need in order to effectively contract with, 
monitor, and regulate private sector activities in water supply and sanitation services?  What is the cost of building and 
maintaining this capacity? 

NGOs, research and labour organisations in Asia, Africa, Europe and North America held the perspective 
that PSP was leading to a loss of local capacity and self-reliance, and highlighted the irreversibility 
once PSP has taken place, as it is difficult to make services public again or re-municipalise. A NGO 
perspective from SE Asia was that failure of PSP concessions will have broader impacts on government’s 
ability to deliver essential services. In the example of the Maynilad concession in Manila, termination 
provisions in the contract may result in government having to pay large sums of money that will represent 
opportunity costs for broader delivery of essential services. This point is related to the regulatory context of 
the concession too. A number of issues concerning irreversibility related to GATS were also raised by 
stakeholders and are discussed in section 4.6.5.  

“What will happen if the bail-out of Maynilad proceeds? What government does to address any losses will have a much broader impact on 
its capacity to provide essential services.” NGO, SE Asia, with reference to the reorganisation plan for the Manila-based private water 
company, after early termination of its 25-year concession24 

 

4.5 Theme 4:  Managing effectively and efficiently 

“There is a misperception that the private sector is just Santa Claus with bags of money.  Really, for us, it is more than investment, we have 
expertise to share in efficiency, better use of people and resources.”  Subsidiary of large, multinational water company, South America 

4.5.1 Background  

Stakeholders interviewed and surveyed for this Scoping Study raised a number of issues concerning 
effective management of water services that centred around the following three thematic areas: 

• Management and efficiency 
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• Labour and occupational health and safety 

Calls for improved management and efficiency in the water sector have been made continually for decades. 
This imperative has been included in recent agreements like the G-8 Water Action Plan and the Ministerial 
Declaration of the Third World Water Forum held in Kyoto, 2003.  Policies of aid agencies and public 
international financial institutions also call for improvements in water management, such as the World Bank’s 
Water Resources Sector Strategy papers from 1993 and 2002.  International declarations made by 
coalitions of NGOs also emphasise the need to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of water resources 
management, including most recently at the Peoples World Water Forum in New Delhi, India in January 
2004. Unlike coverage targets or aid flows, there have been no specific targets or timetables set for 
improving water management and efficiency. 

Over the years, measurements of effectiveness have been continually changing, to incorporate new 
dimensions of effective water management.  In years past, the primary measure of effectiveness was 
coverage: how many people were connected to the formal water supply and sewerage networks.  Now, the 
elements of efficient and effective management have included criteria like:  reliability of services, compliance 
with water quality, health and safety standards, affordable tariffs, low water losses and low non-revenue 
water, high coverage and connection rates, implementation of demand management and water 
conservation, and an increasing emphasis on the “software” and capacity-building aspects of water 
management, over the “hardware” and infrastructure solutions25 alongside other measures. With so many 
criteria, few specific management targets, and inadequate monitoring of either quantitative or qualitative 
indicators, assessing the performance of the public water utilities has been difficult.  In theory, assessing the 
performance of private water companies should be easier, since contracts or concession agreements 
specify investment, tariff, coverage and other targets.  Yet assessments of PSP have also proved difficult 
and are often contested, in large part because the evaluation criteria and methods for comparing public and 
private performance are not agreed upon and because there are many grey areas on contracts.  Tensions 
remain over whether public goods and common property resources like water and access to public services 
like drinking water and sanitation can be managed by the private sector in ways that ensure that public 
interests and rights are protected.  Public interests and rights that need to be protected include human rights, 
the right to development, and workers’ rights, as well as health, safety, and environmental laws and 
standards. 

4.5.2 Management and efficiency 

There was broad agreement across all regions and all stakeholders that the poor performance of the 
public sector is a primary reason for the lack of access to water and sanitation.  There were 
divergences in perspectives about the underlying reasons for the poor performance.  Many NGOs, and 
some governments and researchers highlighted the impacts of years of Structural Adjustment 
Programs that undermined the public sector, whereas donors and private companies did not raise these 
issues.  Public utility stakeholders raised the issue of poor planning, and donors, UN agencies, private 
providers, and NGOs noted the poor institutional capacity of many public utilities, local authorities and 
regulators.  Many stakeholders noted that these problems stem from lack of political will and poor 
governance (discussed in Section 4.4). 

“There are examples of the public sector performing so poorly – it’s just appalling. They’ve tried to reform, but they don’t have sufficient 
tools or sufficient low-cost approaches.”  Bilateral donor 

While most stakeholders perceive that poor performance of the public sector and a desire for increased 
efficiency together are drivers of PSP, stakeholder perspectives on the impacts of PSP on management 
effectiveness and efficiency cover the spectrum from extremely positive to extremely negative.  Of 
the positive impacts of PSP raised by stakeholders, improvements in management efficiency and 
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effectiveness were raised most often and commonly in all the regions and among a broad cross-section of 
stakeholders, though least often by NGOs.  Stakeholders raised a range of aspects related to management 
effectiveness, including compliance with contract targets for service expansion and quality improvement, 
technical capacity, organisational and business skills, management culture, tariffs and salaries, and 
efficiency of resource use.   

In terms of service expansion and improvement, all the private water providers and donors interviewed found 
that the large-scale private water providers had improved coverage and quality in most instances, even 
in places where they were not fully meeting their contractual targets.  Even in places where other aspects of 
the private operations were questioned or criticised, like in La Paz, Bolivia; Manaus, Brazil; Buenos Aires, 
Argentina; Manila, the Philippines; and Nelspruit, South Africa; governments, communities, donors, 
researchers, private providers, and some NGOs noted that access had expanded, or water quality had 
improved, or leaks and non-revenue-water had been reduced.   

“The growth here was explosive, 5,000 families moving in per month!  The state had no money, no will, no capacity. We had huge 
problems and water quality was terrible.  Privatisation was the only answer.  There are challenges, but water quality and service has 
improved significantly.”  Staff from Mayor’s office, municipality in South America 

Regarding small-scale independent providers, once again a broad cross-section of stakeholders noted that 
SSIPs had expanded service delivery and access, in some instances at a faster pace than under the 
previous public water utility and in other instances as the sole provider in the area or community.  The role of 
SSIPs was especially highlighted by stakeholders working in Africa and Asia, where formal coverage rates 
are lower than in South America. 

Various stakeholders, especially donors, researchers and professional associations, also raised the positive 
impacts of PSP on management in areas like technical capacity, flexibility, research and 
development, and management culture.  A researcher noted that the business units of private water 
companies can act autonomously and swiftly, and that the private sector brings greater clarity to inputs and 
outputs.  A government agency and a SSIP both noted improvements in record-keeping and data 
availability.  Several private water companies in South America noted that their information is more openly 
accessible by the public than the public sector’s.  In Africa, some donors, transaction advisers, and 
government stakeholders noted that gaining international experience was positive and brought new skills 
and approaches; whereas government agencies and public water utilities in Brazil and Chile highlighted the 
strong existing capacity of many public water utilities in their countries. 

“It’s a ‘no-brainer’ that there is a role for the private sector. There’s a proven track record that the private sector can help provision. How can 
we utilise what the private sector is good at? Anyway, a lot of government systems don’t reach the poor.”  Think tank, North America 

A number of stakeholders in Asia, Africa, and South America from government regulator, public utility, and 
NGO groupings questioned whether foreign partnership was always necessary, given that water supply 
is low technology. A number of these stakeholders raised the issue of the different performance of the two 
Manila concessions. In their opinion, the eastern concession operated by Manila Water Company had been 
more successful because of the greater role played by the local partner in the management and operations 
of the concession. Aspects of this positive role cited included greater sensitivity to cultural mores, effective 
engagement with the community, reduction in the number of foreign consultants, and empowerment of 
former public utility staff and decentralised decision-making. On the other hand, respondents felt that the 
west zone concession operated by Maynilad had maintained a distinction between expatriate managers and 
the local partner, and instead of interacting directly on the ground with consumers, had used the mass media 
to communicate with their customer base.  

From the email survey results, 25% of respondents ranked the issue of “assessing performance of public 
and private utilities” as one of the top five issues that should be examined in a global multistakeholder 
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review.   The issue was ranked sixth most often, out of 25 possible choices of issues, by NGOs, 
governments, donors, and other stakeholder groupings.   

23. Performance Assessment Reframing Question:  Given the continuing divergence in perspectives around the 
management performance of the private sector in water and sanitation, there is a need to develop a common 
framework and set of evaluation criteria and to independently assess and evaluate the performance of the private 
sector, as compared to the public sector, at different levels.  What are the criteria for evaluating effective and efficient 
management performance? How can we compare public and private sector performance? What are the barriers to 
effective and efficient management of service delivery and how can they be overcome? 

Many stakeholders also raised the negative impacts of PSP on management effectiveness and the 
non-performance of the private sector, especially regulators, service delivery NGOs, development and 
advocacy NGOs, public water utilities, labour interests, and a few private water providers, but generally not 
donors.    Many perceive that the private sector has not kept its promises nor complied with contracts, 
and note examples where tariffs have been raised despite investment schedules not being met, services not 
being improved, corners being cut in favour of profits, and a reliance on expatriates who do not understand 
the local context or infrastructure. Contracts are discussed further in section 4.4.  

Many stakeholders’ perspectives – including donors, government agencies, regulators, and NGOs – noted 
that, in theory, the private sector is not inherently better than the public sector.  The promotion of PSP 
often creates a policy environment for greater success due to less political interference for tariff-setting, a 
greater focus on monitoring and regulation, clear targets and timetables, and a greater focus on the financial 
“bottom line.”  Many public utility stakeholders noted that if given the same policy reforms that are pushed as 
a result of PSP, then the public sector could also perform much more efficiently.  Often the threat of PSP 
forces needed reforms; ironically, the very same reforms that could help improve public sector performance.  
(See Section 4.4. for discussion of accountability measures.) 

“There is no inherent advantage to the private sector, no unique efficiency.  The public sector can be very well run.” Government agency 
representative from North America 

24. Benefits of Efficiency Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders are concerned that under PSP the benefits of 
improving efficiency are passed on to shareholders in the form of profits, rather than to consumers in the form of lower 
tariffs. How are the benefits of improved efficiency and cost recovery distributed among consumers, taxpayers, and/or 
shareholders? Can all benefit? 

4.5.3 Labour issues 

A broad cross-section of stakeholders – including labour interests – across all regions agreed that public 
water utilities and agencies must become more efficient; however, there are differences in perspectives 
around the impacts of efficiency improvements on jobs, productivity, and job losses.  One consumer 
organisation noted that concerns about job losses should be assuaged by the fact that the water sector is 
one that will be rapidly growing, given the increasing demands for services. 

A few private sector and donors interviewed, as well as some NGO and labour groupings in SE Asia noted 
that PSP has had a positive impact on labour through increased training, better terms and conditions for 
employees, and a more positive management culture, resulting in a more motivated and productive 
workforce.  The positive results appear to come when the private provider has greater sensitivity to 
and understanding of local needs, conditions, and cultures.  To many stakeholders, this was 
exemplified in the differences between the two private water providers in Manila – both of them joint ventures 
between multinational water companies and national companies – where many feel that Manila Water has 
been more successful in a number of different ways than Maynilad.  Stakeholders noted that sometimes a 
large, multinational company comes in with a very fixed model; other times the private provider can be more 
flexible.  Private water companies in Brazil and Bolivia, as well as in SE Asia noted the need to improve their 
sensitivities and flexibility to local situations.  A few government agency and private water providers also 
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noted that workers’ technical capacities can improve when international companies and staff share their 
experiences from other countries.  Two labour union representatives, from South America and Africa, noted 
since job losses are expected under either public or private management given the historic over-staffing in 
some utilities and the need to improve efficiencies, that severance and job re-training packages were often 
better from the private sector. 

In Brazil, labour interests expressed a strong desire for training so that workers can improve their 
capacity and productivity regardless of whether water is privately or publicly managed, and emphasised 
the need for re-training and assistance for laid-off workers.  Also, public utility, government agency, and 
labour stakeholders in Brazil and Chile noted the high technical capacity of in-country water professionals, 
with some questioning the need for outside expertise.  Labour, public utility, and private company 
stakeholders expressed the desire for efficiency and the need to reduce over-staffing in some areas, but 
have different perspectives on the best ways of achieving those goals. 

In other instances, labour representatives, some NGOs, and some government agencies interviewed 
raised the negative impacts of PSP on workers, including job discrimination, bias towards expatriate 
workers, the long-term loss of local technical capacity by reliance on foreign experts, and the undermining of 
workers’ rights to collective bargaining and union representation.  In Indonesia and the Philippines, strong 
concerns were expressed about wage cuts, private water companies efforts to undermine unions’ 
collective bargaining, and tension between expatriate and local staff.  In Jakarta, Indonesia, labour 
organisations expressed concerns about drastic reductions in employee incomes and health benefits, long 
delays in transferring employees from the public utility to the private companies, insufficient training, and 
inexperienced foreign employees.  Labour organisations in all regions also expressed other concerns about 
PSP that were not specific to labour issues, and are covered elsewhere in this report, such as management 
efficiency, tariffs, appropriate technologies, and overall performance in serving poor communities.   

“Workers understand that services must be provided to the most people at the lowest cost…. There are examples of worker-managed 
utilities that are performing well.  We are not in favour of inefficiency.”  Labour organisation, South America 

25. Labour Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders recognised the need for greater training of employees and 
reduction of over-staffing in some areas, while others expressed concerns about employee rights and welfare under 
PSP.  What are the implications of PSP for labour rights, wages, job security, union recognition, staff training, career 
mobility and employee participation in decision-making? What is current good practice in managing and protecting 
employee rights and welfare in the transition from public to private employer in water and sanitation services? (Question 
14 in summary set – Box 1) 

Labour and NGO stakeholders raised health and safety concerns around private sector management of 
water.  Their concerns centred around private companies cutting corners to save money that resulted 
in using substandard equipment and materials, putting workers and consumers at risk (as distinct 
from broader public health issues, which are discussed under Section 4.7).  One example given was a 
situation where five workers for a French multinational water company were killed because they lacked 
protective equipment.  Other examples in Brazil and Indonesia were that short-term interest in profits created 
a skewed incentive to use cheaper equipment and materials, which can cost more and be less reliable over 
the long-term.  On the other hand, a large-scale private water company operating in SE Asia noted that 
health and safety standards have improved under PSP.  Another concern expressed was around 
materials and equipment supplies being increasingly outsourced to other foreign companies, creating a 
further loss of economic benefits to the country and making it more difficult for local governments to monitor 
and regulate compliance with local and national standards.  A labour representative noted that reduced 
expenditures on maintenance can increase occupational health and safety risks due to faulty and 
old equipment, and that reduced staffing levels can lead to higher stress and more worker 
accidents. 

26. Health and Safety Reframing Question:  Stakeholders expressed differences in perspectives around whether PSP 
improved or reduced compliance with health and safety standards, and whether the profit motive in private companies 
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or political patronage in public utilities skewed incentives to cut corners, use cheaper materials, or use substandard 
equipment.   What are the implications of PSP for health and safety?  How can health and safety standards and 
compliance be raised and maintained at high levels in the context of full cost-recovery? 

4.6 Safeguarding public interests 

“There is often a failure of private agencies to protect public goods; it’s not part of their core mission.  But even if the private sector could 
meet people’s basic needs affordably, there still would be concerns about a community’s capacity for self-determination and self-reliance in 
the long term.”  NGO think tank 

4.6.1 Background 

A major debating point in water management for the last two decades has been over reconciling “water as 
an economic good” with “water as a human right.”  There are natural tensions around how to manage 
common property resources like water to maximize all of its economic, social, and ecological values.  
Stakeholders interviewed in this Scoping Study raised a number of issues that are related to protecting 
public interests and values of water. 

• Public health 

• Environmental protection 

• Cultural and social impacts 

• Trade agreements and broader corporatisation of water services 

The Dublin Principles, adopted in 1991 at a Ministerial Conference on Water and Environmental Sanitation 
preceding the Rio Earth Summit in 1992, embraced both the principle of “water as an economic good” and 
“water as a human right.”  On the one hand, economic principles can help conserve a scarce resource by 
placing a proper economic value on a resource, whereas water is often undervalued and subsidised creating 
disincentives for conservation.  On the other hand, access to water is fundamental to life and no one should 
be denied access to water on financial grounds.  Water is also a unique resource – there is no substitute for 
water, and while some freshwater is renewable, it is not replaceable.   

Interpretations have continued to evolve over the last decade. In 2002, the UN Committee on Economic, 
Social, and Cultural Rights further affirmed that access to adequate amounts of clean water for personal and 
domestic uses is a fundamental human right of all people, noting that “the human right to water is 
indispensable for leading a life in human dignity. It is a prerequisite for the realization of other human 
rights.”26  

In the last decade, concerns have been raised around the ramifications of trade agreements on national and 
local laws and practices governing water.  It is unclear exactly how issues of trading of bulk water, trade of 
water as a value-added product (like bottled water), and trade in water services will be addressed in existing 
trade agreements like the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT), the General Agreement on 
Trade in Services (GATS), the Agreement on Government Procurement, or among proposed trade 
agreements.  The International Standards Organisation has also established Technical Committee 224 to 
standardise performance criteria for water services.  There are positive impacts of harmonising policies and 
standards at an international level to create a fair and level playing field for all interests; while there are also 
negative consequences of removing decision-making authority from local communities and national 
governments over fundamental resources like water and giving it to international institutions with no direct 
mechanisms for local accountability.  
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While all stakeholders share the goals of universal access to water and sanitation services, improving public 
health, and protecting freshwater ecosystems, stakeholders often disagree over the means of achieving 
these goals. Tensions remain over whether public goods and common property resources like water and 
access to public services like drinking water and sanitation can be managed by the private sector in ways 
that ensure that public interests and rights are protected.  Conflicts often exist among stakeholders 
promoting policies that use market-based approaches to improving water management (like full cost-
recovery, reduced subsidies, and privatisation) and those promoting command-and-control approaches (like 
regulations, taxes and fines, and targeted subsidies).  However, other stakeholders note that such 
polarisation is unnecessary considering that reduced subsidies are often a result of targeted subsidies, 
markets depend on regulation to be effective, and taxes are used as a market mechanism by sending 
signals through prices.  

Many NGOs and public interest organisations state that water is unique, and different from other sectors 
where privatisation has been promoted, such as telecommunications, or electricity, or transportation.  They 
perceive that water is vital and fundamental – both for people and nature – like air. While principles of 
financial sustainability of water services, choice of technology, and efficiency of water use and management 
are all important, ultimately water is not simply a commodity.  Many stakeholders perceive that the debates 
around private sector participation in water ignore or deny the unique physical, socio-economical, ecological, 
and cultural aspects of water. 

Most approaches are not mutually exclusive; however, a common framework for safeguarding public 
interests at local, national and international levels has yet to be commonly agreed to by all the major 
stakeholders that will recognise the unique nature of water and protect public interests and rights, including 
human rights, right to development, and workers’ rights, as well as health, safety, and environmental laws 
and standards. 

4.6.2 Public health 

All stakeholders recognise that providing drinking water, sanitation, and sewage treatment services 
has an enormously positive impact on improving public health, since a majority of disease in 
developing countries is waterborne disease or spread by water vectors.  A cross-section of stakeholders – 
donors, private water providers, some researchers, think tanks, and professional associations, and some 
poor communities – highlight the improvements in public health due to PSP.  Expanding the network and 
access leads to better drinking water quality, less disease, and lower infant mortality – benefits that accrue to 
individuals and to society as a whole.  Several stakeholders, donors and researchers, cited a recent study by 
researchers from University of California-Berkeley and Stanford University that found that child mortality fell 
5-7% in areas that had privatised their water services, with the largest effect in the poorest areas.27  Where 
sewage treatment is expanding, like in Santiago, Chile, where Aguas Andinas has expanded sewerage and 
sewage treatment from 3% to 70% coverage in the last five years, water quality and ecological health of the 
receiving rivers is improving.  Several stakeholders noted the difficulty of generating public benefits under a 
system of full cost-recovery that is based on individually-paid tariffs.   

“If we are actually trying to be honest with ourselves and see the realities … if we are going beyond the opportunities and seeing the 
effects, such as if you get ill from not drinking good water. If the public sector is not able to run water well, then it’s a big cost to the 
individual, the nation and also to the world. If the private sector can run it, and run it well, then why not?” SSIP, Africa 

However, overall, poor communities, NGOs, donors, governments, and public water utilities highlight the 
enormous neglect of sanitation and sewerage by both public and private providers, and of provision 
of drinking water and sanitation services to rural areas.  So, while the benefits are well-known and well-
documented, the funding for and political priority of sanitation and rural water services remain extremely low 
– see section 4.3.3 for additional discussion.  As access to water supply increases in some areas, health can 
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sometimes decline as a result of not implementing sanitation concurrently with water supply, as noted by 
some SSIPs and NGOs in Africa.  The health of poor people is often exacerbated by not having access to 
adequate, clean water and sanitation, especially in the context of HIV/AIDS.  Poor people can be forced to 
make difficult health choices about whether to spend their limited resources on clean water, clinics, or 
medicine. 

“People are willing to pay for water; but people don’t want to pay for sewage treatment. They don’t see a direct benefit to them even if the 
river is cleaner for everybody.  So there is no effective demand for sewerage. And politicians don’t like to spend money for invisible things 
under the ground.” Public utility representative from South America  

27. Rural Health Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders perceive a disconnect between the emphasis on PSP, which 
primarily applies to large, urban areas, and the solutions that have the most potential for increasing access to WSS and 
improving health in rural areas.  Does the emphasis on and implementation of PSP in the water sector distort priorities 
relating to health in rural areas? 

In the email survey, the areas of biggest divergence were around the ranking of public health issues, water 
conservation and water quality. The issue of public health was ranked by 21% of NGOs as one of the top 5 
issues to be examined by a review; whereas less than 6% of non-NGO respondents ranked it among the top 
five most important issues.  Despite the positive benefits that water and sanitation services bring to public 
health – and those being a primary driver of the demands for greater access to water – public health as a 
specific lens through which to analyse PSP did not rank very high.  This could be due, in part, to 
stakeholders views that there are greater structural problems in the water sector that, if addressed, will 
naturally lead to the desired public health benefits. 

There is a disconnect, or faultline, between the recognised positive impacts of expanding access 
and the priority that decision-makers give to efforts to implement access expansion.  NGOs, service 
delivery NGOs, and SSIPs perceive that there has been a disconnect between the solutions emphasised by 
donors and the private sector – large-scale water privatisation, which primarily applies to large, urban areas 
– and the areas with the greatest problems and needs – rural areas, poor communities, and sanitation and 
sewerage.  Many donors, governments, and private water companies acknowledged that the PSP model 
that has been promoted in cities is largely irrelevant to addressing the needs of rural areas.  Thus far, major 
shifts in funding allocations towards rural areas and sanitation and sewerage have not yet occurred. 

4.6.3 Environmental protection 

A few private water providers noted that PSP has a positive impact on the environment because the focus 
on the “financial bottom-line” translates into a focus on resource conservation and demand 
management because it is cost effective.  In Chile, private water providers and government agency 
representatives noted that PSP has a greater ability to create tariffs that will encourage water conservation, 
such as increasing block rate structures, and that new approaches like water trading between the irrigation 
and urban water supply sectors can provide incentives for water conservation and cheaper alternatives for 
new water supplies.  Several think tanks noted that the use of market-based approaches like water trading 
can benefit the environment by avoiding new destructive dam projects. 

In contrast, researchers and environmental NGOs raised concerns about the impacts of PSP on 
environmental protection.  They noted that there are no economic incentives for the private sector to 
focus on water conservation, river and watershed protection, and water quality of rivers because their 
revenues are most often based on selling volumes of water and wastewater.   These issues are also not a 
priority because they are not often specified in the contract.  Regarding PSP and water trades, one NGO 
think tank with experience with water marketing in North America and elsewhere highlighted that “third 
parties” (those beyond the buyer and seller in a deal) can be harmed by water trades, but are not party to the 
negotiations.  The environment is often a silent “third party,” it is not clear who will speak for the environment 
in private negotiations around water trading. 
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There are also concerns that the inter-relationships between the water supply and sanitation sector and 
other water sectors like irrigation and hydropower are less likely to be addressed under PSP.  While the 
public sector has also had a difficult time shifting to a more integrated approach to water management, there 
are inter-agency mechanisms that can facilitate this, according to researcher and think tank stakeholders. 
Systemic issues were raised by a few stakeholders that apply to both the public and private water sector, 
where it was noted that hydrologic and natural resource issues are not generally factored into decisions.  An 
NGO representative noted that there is no monitoring of groundwater abstraction, and that groundwater 
depletion is generally ignored by everyone. 

“You can’t look at the water supply in Manila without looking at where it comes from, and if increasing access in the city will reduce access 
for surrounding villages. It is important to return to an understanding of the whole water cycle.” Northern NGO 

One environmental NGO representative raised the question regarding why environmental concerns have 
not been a strong part of the debate around PSP.  One explanation is that the organisations focused on 
globalisation and privatisation issues have not historically been well-connected to environmental 
organisations – that the groupings have different policy priorities.  A consumer stakeholder noted that there 
can be perceived tensions between meeting environmental objectives, which could increase prices, and 
meeting social objectives of affordability, which could reduce prices.    

28. Environment Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders perceive that treating water as a free, social good can lead to 
waste since the resource is under-valued. Other stakeholders perceive that the focus on profits and commodification of 
water under PSP will undermine efforts for environmental protection and water resource management.  Does the PSP 
focus on profit and commodification limit the ability to protect the environment? What are the ecological impacts of 
treating water as a free, social good? (Question 15 in summary set – Box 1) 

4.6.4 Cultural and social impacts  

A range of stakeholders from labour, NGO, donor, public utility, government regulator, professional 
association, politician, and private sector groupings in all regions concurred that in general the 
multinational private sector has been insensitive to social and cultural values in developing 
countries. This broad agreement across regions and stakeholder groupings represents an area of 
consensus in the PSP debate, although cultural and social issues were raised less in North America and 
Europe. NGOs in South Africa felt that the hard approach of the foreign private sector has had significant 
social repercussions, especially in the South African context of high levels of poverty and cultural values 
related to water. Negative cultural and social repercussions of PSP relate to the lack of understanding of the 
MNCs of real poverty in developing countries, and their lack of sensitivity to local realities, which many 
stakeholders related to undue reliance on expatriates who do not understand the social context (discussed 
further in section 4.5). 

The large-scale private sector has acknowledged some of these impacts too, and this has been part of the 
rationale for partnering with local NGOs, as in the case of Aguas Amazonas partnering with the NGO Essor. 
A further example cited by a donor of the lack of understanding of the social context by a foreign 
company is the case of Nelspruit in South Africa, where it was thought that people would pay their water bills 
if the service improved. This assumption failed to take into account the culture of non-payment and boycott 
that had developed during the apartheid years in the country. In Asia, the large-scale private sector noted 
that some of the failures of PSP can be traced back to a focus on an overly narrow base of involvement, 
which neglected to see the importance of developing a better understanding of social and cultural issues and 
integrating these into business practices, providing services to the poorer area of communities, extending 
their reach into the community, and engaging on a deeper level with environmental issues – all aspects of 
corporate social responsibility. 

A number of stakeholder groupings (NGO, labour, public utility) in Africa, Asia and Latin America noted that 
an important cultural more not taken into account by PSP is the idea of water as a social good. A related 
point raised by a SSIP working in Uganda is that the donor emphasis on full cost recovery ignores, but 
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should not, social and community issues. In further elucidation of this perspective, NGOs noted the strong 
cultural traditions that place high value, indeed moral value, on the free sharing of water with 
neighbours and strangers, and an adverse feeling towards having to pay for water.  Indigenous groups at 
the 2004 Peoples’ World Water Forum highlighted their perspectives that while water should not be seen as 
a commodity, indigenous people need to have sovereignty over their water sources, and thus should 
declare these sacred places. While some stakeholders related this impact to PSP, others (large and small 
scale private sector, public utility, politician) noted that that the idea of social acceptability of paying for 
water cuts across both public and private sector provision. Cultural complexities were illustrated by an 
example from Andra Pradesh in India, where dalits (untouchables), who are the poorest of the poor, prefer to 
invest their limited resources into owning their own water systems, rather than using sources of free water 
because they get chased away.  Finally, a few development and environment NGOs raised the important 
role of women in water service provision, and questioned whether the large-scale private sector was 
sensitive to and had the capacity to address gender issues. 

Given the wide agreement amongst stakeholder groupings that social and cultural issues have not been 
adequately dealt with under PSP schemes, and that these have resulted in a range of negative impacts 
(although also some positive impacts in certain circumstances), this is an important area for consideration in 
a multistakeholder review.  

29. Cultural and Social Impacts Reframing Question: Many stakeholders raised concerns that the international private 
sector has been insensitive to cultural values and the social context in developing countries. What cultural and gender 
issues need to be addressed when designing and developing water and sanitation services?  How can the public and 
private sectors, especially foreign companies, improve their integration of cultural and gender issues into decision-
making and implementation? 

4.6.5 Trade agreements and broader corporatisation of water  

There were widespread concerns expressed by public water utilities, government agencies, labour, 
researchers, private companies, professional associations, and NGOs in both developed and developing 
countries around the impacts of trade agreements on health and safety and environmental standards 
and regulations.  Concerns expressed by NGOs and government stakeholders are that private companies 
are advocating the weakening of health, safety, and environmental standards, both nationally and 
internationally, that will lower expenses and increase profits.  Other concerns are that trade agreements will 
remove a country’s ability to have stronger standards or to decide on its own approach to water 
management and delivery by deeming local or national regulations trade barriers that can be struck down.  
Strong concerns were expressed by NGOs in Northern countries, about the implications of the WTO and 
GATS, regional and bilateral trade agreements, and ISO standards for undermining national 
sovereignty about a resource as fundamental as water because local or national regulations can be 
deemed trade barriers and can be struck down.  These stakeholders believe that such trade agreements 
can create unfair advantages for multinational corporations and will reduce opportunities for domestic private 
companies and the public providers.  They highlighted the possible negative consequences of irreversible 
impacts on local and national self-reliance and the difficulties if countries want to “re-municipalise” in the 
future.   

“Trade agreements will trump PSP issues. They will have a lock-in effect whereby countries will not be able to reassert or re-nationalise 
water utilities without major compensation, which will be impossible for most developing countries.”  Advocacy NGO representative 

While few private water companies and donors raised health and safety, or trade issues, one private 
company said specifically that that they had conveyed their belief that water services should not be a part of 
GATS to their government’s trade representative quite clearly, despite perceptions to the contrary among 
some NGOs and others. 

30. Trade Agreements Reframing Question: Many stakeholders expressed concerns about the impacts of trade 
agreements, on a country’s ability to make its own decisions about provision of such a vital resource as water.  What 
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are the implications of the WTO and GATS, regional and bilateral trade agreements, and ISO standards on 
government’s ability to regulate the sector and determine how it will provide water and sanitation services to its citizens, 
especially with respect to self-reliance, sovereignty, reversibility, and public participation in decision-making? Question 
16 in summary set – Box 1) 

In addition to concerns about trade agreements that can undermine national decision-making authority over 
water, a few NGO, public water utility, and government representatives highlighted the broader 
implications of “commercialisation” and “corporatisation” of the public water sector, not just 
“privatisation” of the sector.  They felt that the push for “sector reforms” and public-private partnerships, 
whereby the public takes the risks and the private sectors takes the profits, are moving the public sector 
towards commercial operations and away from its social responsibilities. 

 “In short, the sector is pushed towards commercial and market operations, away from being a social responsibility. The idea is to make the 
sector fully commercial, the blame and the political backlash to be taken by the Government, and then bring in the private sector. This is the 
route now taken to ensure private profits, to protect private sector from burden and risks of a social responsibility. Commercialisation of the 
sector is a way of backdoor privatisation.” NGO think tank from Asia   

31. Corporatisation Reframing Question:  Some stakeholders expressed concerns about broader water sector reforms 
to promote “commercialisation” and “corporatisation” of public water utilities, which they perceive to carry the same risks 
as “privatisation.”  Do commercialisation, corporatisation and PSP limit government options in delivery of public services 
or reduce the state’s social obligations to serve its citizens? 
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CHAPTER 5. Expectations for a multistakeholder review 

“A review is very necessary as there are a lot of worries. People feel that government is letting them down, abandoning them to people who 
have a profit motive.” Government agency manager, Africa  

5.1 Background 

Multistakeholder (MSH) processes to develop policies and programmes and to assess development 
processes have become increasingly common at national and global levels over the past decade. The 
annual Multistakeholder Dialogues of the UN Commission for Sustainable Development (CSD), the World 
Commission on Dams (WCD) and the Multistakeholder Dialogue of the Bonn International Conference on 
Freshwater are just a few examples. The rationale behind these multistakeholder dialogue processes is to 
broaden out participation in decision making, in order to ensure a more realistic outcome that reflects the 
realities of the range of people interested in and affected by development processes. More inclusive 
processes that achieve some form of broader consensus usually result in more lasting agreements. 
Multistakeholder processes also provide a mechanism to implement democratic principles which hold that 
people have the right to participate in decisions about their development.  

In order to implement the principle of participation at an early stage of planning for a global review of PSP, 
participants in the Scoping Process were asked about their perspectives on the possible modalities, 
outcomes, and scope for a review. Participants also expressed opinions on lessons from past MSH 
processes that should be considered in order to develop an efficient, participatory and effective MSH review 
of PSP. The latter question was included in recognition of concerns that some of the outcomes of previous 
processes have not been translated into improved decision-making, for varying reasons.  The range of 
stakeholder perspectives on the way forward for a MSH review of PSP is described in this section, and 
commonalities and differences in perspectives and expectations analysed. This analysis serves as the basis 
for the range of options for a MSH review proposed in chapter 6. 

5.2 The value of a multistakeholder review 

Analysis in this report of stakeholder perspectives expressed during the Scoping Process has shown that 
there is an impasse on a range of issues in what is commonly termed “the PSP debate.” One example is the 
fundamental faultline that has emerged in stakeholder perspectives on whether PSP has indeed resulted in 
improved access for poor communities. This is a basic issue, which many feel has not been answered to 
their satisfaction by any of the assessments or global water processes to date.  Conversely, even on some 
controversial areas, analysis of stakeholder perspectives has also shown there is some commonality 
amongst what are normally viewed as opposing positions. Thus, for example, the private sector has 
conceded that it has not managed the social sides of its commitments adequately; some stakeholders who 
are generally placed firmly in the “anti-privatisation” camp have indicated that they do see some role for the 
private sector, subject to strict limits and regulations; donors have indicated that they are re-visiting their 
policies of promotion of PSP; and governments have realised that they vastly under-estimated the 
complexity of regulating an external provider. All stakeholders feel that regulatory frameworks have been 
inadequate and contracts problematic. Far from indicating that PSP is a non-issue, these realisations 
highlight areas of commonality and institutional re-assessment.   Taken together, they suggest that the 
time is indeed ripe for an independent multistakeholder review, which examines both sides of the 
public-private relationship, and can lead to guidelines for future collective action on the most 
appropriate WSS delivery options under different circumstances.  

This Scoping Report has highlighted both areas of impasse and areas of agreement, and developed 
questions that attempt to reframe the debate to allow for forward movement. These questions will be further 
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developed and debated by a broader group of stakeholders at the Stakeholder Workshop to be convened by 
the Working Group. It may not be possible, or even desirable to all stakeholders, to resolve all areas of 
impasse. However, forward movement on some of the contentious areas through a meaningful and 
participatory multistakeholder process will certainly unblock some of the barriers to sustainable and 
accelerated service delivery. Additionally, the methodology of the Scoping Process has provided a key 
lesson for the review methodology: the ability to provide neutral terrain can allow for areas of commonality 
that had previously not been anticipated to emerge. Increased dialogue amongst all stakeholders, including 
poor people and practitioners on the ground, which is linked to effective actions, can be an effective 
mechanism for meeting the MDGs. As noted in the 2004 World Development Report, the benefits of 
systematic evaluations go beyond programmes and countries, to inform policy makers and citizens in other 
countries what works and what does not. Thus, as this report notes, “[T]hey are global public goods – which 
might explain why they are so scarce.”28 

“Beyond surveys, the widespread and systematic evaluation of service delivery can have a profound effect on progress towards the 
Millennium Development Goals.” World Bank, World Development Report 2004 Overview: page 17. 

Thus, in the minds of many stakeholders, reducing controversy is necessarily linked to increasing access to 
water and sanitation. Note that reducing controversy does not mean finding consensus on all disputed 
areas. Stakeholders were clear that a watered-down consensus outcome would be in no-one’s interests. 
However, stakeholder inputs have indicated many areas where it may be possible to at least reduce some 
controversy, through a balanced and independent assessment that enjoys broad buy-in. In this case, 
possible benefits may also be seen as the converse of the negative results of heightened conflict: better 
engagement of key stakeholders in decision making; a reduction in risk; a reduction in delays in 
implementing programmes and projects if stakeholders are able to proceed from a mutually agreed platform 
developed as a result of the review; and more rapid delivery of water and sanitation services towards 
meeting the MDGs and approaching the goal of universal coverage. 

5.3 Desired outcomes for a MSH review   

As noted in section 3.1, the vast majority of the more than 300 stakeholders surveyed as part of the Global 
Water Scoping Process think that a global multistakeholder review is useful and/or necessary.  Analysis of 
the data reveals that the closer stakeholders are to the ground, the greater the demand for a review appears 
to be. Thus national governments, practitioners, NGOs, labour, poor communities, public utilities, and large 
and small-scale private operators have all indicated that some form of multistakeholder review will be useful 
and/or necessary to understand what the impacts, both positive and negative, of the range of PSP 
experiences have been, in order to enhance decision-making about future water and sanitation delivery 
options. 

“I would like to see an honest assessment of how private firms will be more effective than public utilities in meeting the UN Millennium 
Development Goals to halve the proportion of people without access to safe drinking water and sanitation. Corporations are by necessity 
for-profit enterprises. How will more involvement from them bring water to those people who have no access to safe drinking water?” 
Private consultant, North America 

Different stakeholders raised a number of different perspectives on the possible modalities, outcomes, mode 
of participation, institutional models and scope for a MSH review of PSP. However, several clear areas of 
consensus have emerged strongly from an analysis of stakeholder expectations for a review: 

• Most stakeholders would like to see a balanced, independent assessment that can serve as the basis 
for improved future decision-making.  
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• This assessment should define and assess positive and negative experience, and translate lessons 
learned into strategies and institutional requirements to safeguard against the negative impacts and 
optimise the positive outcomes.  

• Most stakeholders also strongly desire an action-oriented review that proposes practical solutions, and 
has clear mechanisms for follow-up.  

• Stakeholders feel it is important to provide some form of guidance to people making decisions at a 
range of different levels (global, national and local) and to people working on the ground.  

In support of this, participants noted that the role of PSP is not being assessed adequately, in a 
comprehensive, inclusive, and participatory manner, in any of the many water organisations currently 
operating.  Donor, private sector, and government agency groupings noted that the review should explore 
the conditions under which PSP is desirable and effective or not, and how PSP models can be adapted to 
different country contexts. Some research, NGO and UN groupings noted that the review should define an 
appropriate role for the private sector in water services delivery and in meeting the MDGs.  

A further area of broad agreement was the need for an action-oriented review that proposed practical 
solutions, and had clear mechanisms for follow-up. Participants further noted that people making 
decisions and working on the ground at national level needed something to guide decisions on the 
ground. Thus donor and NGO groupings in SE Asia felt that a valuable outcome for the review would be to 
develop a definitive resource for project officers to use in decision making.   

“If I was a Project Officer going into Hanoi and speaking to the People’s Committee to talk about the future of water supply and the role that 
the private sector could play in it, it would be nice to have a definitive resource to refer to.” Regional development bank 

A basic point raised by some stakeholders was whether the main goal of the review was to reduce 
controversy, or to make progress on the ground. In general, however, many other stakeholders felt that 
reducing controversy and finding common ground are necessary steps to increasing access to water and 
sanitation services. Thus many stakeholders participating in this Scoping Process indicated that exploring 
past experience through a balanced assessment will be a key action towards dispelling some of the 
controversy around PSP, and that clarifying misconceptions is an important step towards achieving 
the Millennium Development Goals of halving the proportion of people without access to water and 
sanitation by the year 2015. Some stakeholders also noted that "consensus on everything" is not necessary, 
but that the review should rather strive for dialogue, mutual understanding, and agreement on some key 
elements that can form the basis on which to move forward. 

In terms of targeting of review findings, donors noted that the review must be clear on the decisions it 
would like to inform. An NGO perspective was that the review should serve to re-orient decision makers to 
base policies and decisions on well-informed research. Government, NGO and community groupings felt 
that a review should highlight more creative alternatives for handling the lack of access problem, and that it 
should develop alternative solutions for expanding services to the poor and for achieving universal access. A 
related point raised by poor communities and SSIPs in SE Asia was that the outcomes of the review 
should lead to fair treatment for poor communities. 

“A meeting with a call for proposals that embody the best practices identified at the meeting, with the possibility of funding strong proposals, 
makes the meeting more than just a symbolic dialogue” Venture philanthropist 

A wide range of desired outcomes was expressed by the stakeholders interviewed and surveyed via the 
email questionnaire.  Table 2 highlights some of the examples given by stakeholders.  In general, for both 
the email survey and for the in-person interviews and focus groups, there was a wide range of stakeholder 
perspectives on desired outcomes for a review. The desired outcomes expressed most often by email 
survey respondents in written comments were for guidelines and frameworks for PSP, efficient and 
affordable service delivery, and objective analysis of the impacts of PSP.  While the range of specific 
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responses was difficult to summarise according to groupings, the multiplicity of desired outcomes suggests 
both a strong demand for the review, as well as the need for further planning to develop clear and 
concise outcomes. The Stakeholder Workshop proposed in Chapter 7 can provide a further opportunity to 
clarify outcomes for a review. 

“The analysis needs to look hard at what has really happened, and not just be a desktop study of World Bank documents.” Delivery NGO, 
Africa 

Table 2.  Range of stakeholder desired outcomes for a multistakeholder review  
 

Stakeholder grouping 
 

Desired Outcome of MSH review 

Broad cross-section, large number of respondents Balanced, independent assessment, empirical evidence 

Private sector, researchers Develop risk assessment tools 

Private sector, research, labour, UN, professional 
associations 

Standards for regulation; “state of the art” regulatory 
frameworks (both public and private) 

SSIPs, water vendors, regulators, NGOs in SE Asia Bring end to political interference in service delivery 

Public utilities, government agencies, politicians, 
NGOs 

Improve the process of public sector reform 

Large-scale private sector, public utility, research, 
politicians 

Educate stakeholders about the need to pay tariffs (social 
tariffs) 

Private sector, government, NGO, community 
organisations 

Build capacity in the water sector through sharing 
experiences on a peer-to-peer basis 

Private sector, public utilities, government agencies, 
NGOs 

End donor conditionalities for PSP; harmonise and 
coordinate aid 

NGOs Recognise water as a basic human right; Support 
international convention on freshwater 

 

5.4 Key lessons from other MSH processes 

While stakeholder responses noted that it was indeed important to learn lessons from other 
multistakeholder (MSH) processes and to incorporate these into the design of a multistakeholder review 
of PSP, many participants were unable to provide concrete lessons for consideration, as they had not taken 
part in previous MSH processes like the World Commission on Dams, the Extractive Industries Review, or 
the Bonn Conference on Freshwater MSH Dialogue. A positive aspect of this is that it indicates that the 
Scoping Process has reached out to many people who fall outside of the inner circle  of the international 
water community, including SSIPs, members of poor communities, and government agencies at different 
levels, including the local level, who do not usually participate in international policy processes. 

Those stakeholders with experience of previous MSH processes had differing perspectives on the 
effectiveness and appropriateness of specific models, sometimes within stakeholder groupings. For 
instance, some donors and NGOs felt that the Camdessus Panel had been an effective model because it 
was narrowly focused and completed its work in a short timeframe, while other NGOs felt it was not an 
effective model because the selection process for experts was not open and inclusive and the panel was 
ultimately not balanced.  Perspectives on the WCD were varied, often along stakeholder grouping lines. 
Most NGOs, many donors, and some governments tended to view the WCD as a desirable model for 
conducting an open, inclusive process, and many thought that the outcomes were slowly being adopted.  
Several noted that the WCD had been taken up in multistakeholder dialogues at the national level in 
countries including Nepal, South Africa, and Vietnam. The private sector, some donors, and some 
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governments viewed the WCD process as unbalanced, and one donor noted that the WCD’s outcomes had 
not yet been implemented widely.  Other stakeholders highlighted that the multistakeholder dialogue at the 
Bonn water conference was productive, while the one at the Third World Water Forum in Kyoto was less so.  
Several stakeholders also noted the differences between a multistakeholder “dialogue,” a process of a few 
days or hours like the Bonn Conference, and a multistakeholder “review,” which would be a longer and more 
complex process. Most stakeholders stressed that while the multistakeholder approach was good, new 
modalities need to be found for a cost-effective approach that would produce action. 

Other MSH processes were also noted, but not necessarily from the water sector.  In the email survey, 
several respondents noted the need to avoid the single methodological approach that had been used in the 
Structural Adjustment Programme Research Initiative (SAPRI).  One respondent highlighted the success of 
the Global Aids Fund, which required a diversity of stakeholders to approve funding proposals that 
necessitated agreements on priorities for action. 

Based on past MSH models, many stakeholders stressed the need for good facilitation, and for a process 
with authority, championed or led by a person or group with the power to convene. Additionally, they also 
highlighted the need to use existing national and regional water networks as sounding boards or in some 
other way. Stakeholders from Europe, South America, and non-English-speaking African countries noted the 
need to invest resources in translation for a multistakeholder review process to be inclusive and for the 
results to reach people effectively.  Responses to the email survey noted the WCD as a positive model for a 
MSH process, especially for the information-gathering and analysis phase, while some highlighted the weak 
implementation of the WCD and the desire for future multistakeholder processes to build-in an effective 
implementation phase from the beginning of the process.  Some participants provided other country-level 
examples of multistakeholder processes. 

5.5 Modalities and scope for a MSH review of PSP 

5.5.1 Breadth of participation 

There was almost universal support across stakeholder groupings and regions for a review that adopted a 
multistakeholder approach, although perspectives differed on breadth of participation and the 
mechanisms for multistakeholder interaction. While most participants across the groupings felt that 
participation should be as broad as possible, a minority were of the opinion that participation should be 
curtailed in some way. Thus, for example, a private sector perspective from Asia was that the most extreme 
voices should not be included in the debate. In general, however, most stakeholders were of the opinion that 
the review should try to be as inclusive as possible, but that within this general principle, it was important 
to have the right voices in the process, and to ensure the right balance of voices. With reference to ‘the 
right voices’, stakeholders across regions from government, donor, NGO, and community groupings 
stressed the need to go beyond the “usual suspects”, and to hear directly from members of poor 
communities, as well as to have a focus on practitioners or people actually working on the ground, as 
opposed to too much emphasis on the “policy” community. Responses to the email survey provided support 
for the desire to hear directly from poor people. A number of stakeholders highlighted the importance of 
including local government decision makers, both officials and politicians, who some felt were more 
important to include than parliamentarians. 

“The review must engage with actors at the ground level so that you get the real issues coming up, rather than powerful interests”. 
International water network, Africa region 

A large number of stakeholders highlighted the fact that managing the process correctly was the most critical 
aspect for a MSR.  Thus many donors, the private sector, UN organisations and government agencies 
across region stressed the need for genuine dialogue, which would entail participants putting dogma aside, 
and having “open hearts and open minds”. . NGOs felt that the review should not “rubber stamp” PSP, 
meaning that those in favour of PSP should be willing to listen and to change. Some stakeholders expressed 
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the fear that others will have a mandate to block, and would not have any interest in reaching agreement. 
NGOs and public utilities were concerned that the review will be used to justify role of PSP, while the private 
sector expressed concerns that the review will be used to ban PSP or to stop private companies in water 
delivery.   

“It should be more grassroots participation, including the voices of the very poor, and a lot less "Washington consensus": If it is more 
beating on the same drums that the Washington consensus (including myself) is in on, then we are wasting our time and resources” 
Bilateral donor 

5.5.2 Level of review activities 

Stakeholders noted the need for review activities to take place at a range of different levels. The need for 
local and global level activities was emphasised by donor, UN organisations, large-scale private sector 
and professional groupings in Europe and North America, while UN and government agency voices 
emphasised national level activities. Some other stakeholders, particularly NGOs and private water 
companies, as well as some donors, researchers, and professional associations, prioritised actions at an 
international level as the most critical, such as harmonising and coordinating donor policies, addressing 
trade issues as they relate to water, and influencing the practices of multinational water corporations.   

”We are globalising the problems, so we should globalise the solutions as well…to address international policies and share experiences.” 
NGO from South America 

A number of stakeholders from Latin America, Asia and Africa stressed the need for national level 
dialogues, which could help to adapt practices and guidelines at a country level, develop national policy and 
regulatory frameworks, and generate political commitments for action from specific national agencies with 
relevant responsibilities. In Brazil and Bolivia, stakeholders especially highlighted the need for national level 
policy frameworks. In Africa and Asia, there was an emphasis on regional activities, which many felt would 
be helpful as they would encourage sharing of lessons amongst countries with some cultural commonalities, 
and in some cases shared watersheds. This point is related to the need to separate different contexts, such 
as developed/developing and rich/poor, and to have a clear basis for comparisons, which was highlighted by 
professional, research, private sector and NGO groupings across the regions. A donor perspective queried 
whether national or regional partnerships would really involve the key decision makers who are located at 
local government level.  

Respondents to the email survey ranked an international commission higher than other levels of activities; 
however there was a very close spread around rankings of country studies, regional hearings, national level 
multistakeholder reviews, and decentralised regional teams performing work in a region.  

5.5.3 Activities of review 

Stakeholders raised a range of activities that they thought should form part of the methodology for a 
multistakeholder review. Many stakeholders across different groupings felt that detailed case studies would 
be an essential part of the methods of the review, and email survey respondents ranked case studies as the 
most important activity by a large majority (63% of respondents ranked case studies in the top 5 most 
important activities out of 15 possible choices). Stakeholders expressed the desire for a process that is both 
relevant to national dialogue and adapting guidelines to countries and that also addresses international 
policy issues related to donors and MNCs. Many stakeholders also want to share and learn experiences 
from other countries (not only from their own region, where issues may be too similar, but also learn from 
other regions). Members of communities and cooperatives in Asia and Africa felt that study tours where they 
could interact directly with other poor communities and see how they were dealing with their WSS needs 
would be useful.  
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Public hearings were another component of a review that was considered a high priority by many 
stakeholders, especially representatives of civil society organisations.  About 34% of email survey 
respondents ranked public hearings in the top 5 most important elements of a review.  Development of 
guidelines, standards and codes of conduct was mentioned by a cross-section of stakeholders as desirable.  
Numerous stakeholders from all regions and groupings noted that a broadly agreed methodology would 
need to be developed for assessing and comparing performance across public/private management and 
developed/developing country contexts. Some suggested deriving lessons by region.   

5.5.4 Institutional structure of review 

Stakeholders mentioned a range of different institutional models upon which a multistakeholder review of 
PSP could be based, including an international commission such as the WCD, an expert panel such as the 
Camdessus Panel, or stakeholder panels like the MSH Dialogue of the Bonn International Conference on 
Freshwater.  Some stakeholders from donor, research, NGO, government, and private groupings felt that 
the review should be structured to use or strengthen existing processes, in order to avoid duplication of 
efforts and be more cost-effective. Specific stakeholder suggestions for existing processes to consider are 
discussed under Option 2 in section 6.3.  Generally, stakeholders expressed a desire for an institutional 
structure that would link international activities to national level activities more effectively.  Almost none of the 
respondents to the email survey thought that a central secretariat should perform most of the work 
programme for a review.   However, having an international commission was ranked highest overall.  
Greater interest was expressed in structures such as stakeholder teams within countries performing pieces 
of the work programme and having country-level stakeholder commissions conduct a review. 

Stakeholders also expressed the importance of having equal representation and treatment of stakeholders, 
having a range of expertise, ensuring transparency, and ensuring that stakeholder representatives be 
legitimate leaders of their stakeholder grouping who have the power to implement the findings and outcomes 
of a review.  Additionally, many stakeholders from a variety of groupings thought that the review should 
include all the main findings, even if there was lack of consensus. 

5.5.5 Scope of the review 

Analysis of the responses received from stakeholders indicates two main ideas for the overarching scope of 
the multistakeholder review, both receiving significant support. The broad proposals are to either focus 
broadly on effective delivery of services, whether through public, private or NGO provision; or to 
focus on PSP, but in a broad sense, including small-scale providers, local private operators and 
international companies. More support for a broad focus on effective delivery of services was received 
from donors, NGOs, the public sector, the private sector, and politicians in Europe, North America and Latin 
America, while stakeholders in Africa and Asia indicated more support for a focus on the range of PSP 
regimes. A minority of stakeholders felt it would be optimal to focus more narrowly on PSP involving 
large multinationals; or to focus on specific issues where there is either less agreement or critical 
need. Thus a technical assistance programme operating in Africa suggested the following three main areas 
for focus: the capital gap; poor public sector management approaches; and the role of the small-scale 
private sector.  

Some stakeholders from large private company, government, NGO and professional groupings highlighted 
the need to include trade and GATS issues in the ambit of the review. An NGO recommendation was for 
the review to include whatever new modality of PSP will be promoted now that the 25-year concession 
model is not being widely pursued. An African NGO noted the need to look broadly at what impact PSP will 
have on development and agricultural policies, as well as environmental management, and other 
stakeholders noted the need to encompass broader economic policy decisions about allocation of national 
budgets. 

It is clear that the scope of the review will also depend on the breadth of the evaluation criteria, which will 
need to be developed at a later stage. However, stakeholder responses indicate the need for a broad and 
holistic set of evaluation criteria, encompassing social, cultural, livelihoods, ecological, technical, financial 
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and institutional aspects. A central issue noted by several was that the biggest challenge will be to frame the 
approach for the review correctly, in order to overcome inherent bias. 

5.6 Conclusion 

Different stakeholders raised a number of different perspectives on the possible modalities, outcomes and 
scope for a MSH review of PSP. However, several clear areas of consensus have emerged strongly 
from the analysis of stakeholder expectations for a review. Most stakeholders would like to see a 
balanced, independent assessment that can serve as the basis for improved future decision-making. This 
assessment should define and assess positive and negative experiences, and translate lessons learned into 
strategies and institutional requirements to safeguard against negative impacts and optimise positive 
outcomes. Most stakeholders also strongly desire an action-oriented review that proposes practical 
solutions, and has clear mechanisms for follow-up. Additionally, stakeholders feel it is important to provide 
some form of guidance to people making decisions at a range of different levels (global, national and local) 
and to people working on the ground. These common elements form the basis for a mission statement for a 
future review, as discussed further in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER 6. How could a review be run? 

6.1 Background 

As sustainable development efforts continually emphasise, process, and not just the product or tangible 
outcome, is important in designing initiatives to develop agreements among many interest groups with 
varying perspectives.  This Scoping Study has aimed to develop an open inclusive process to solicit 
viewpoints about both the substance of the issues and potential review processes that could effectively 
address these issues.   In this chapter, the essential components – or building blocks – of a review are 
presented as elements of a mission statement for a possible review.  Based on stakeholder inputs, seven 
options are then presented for how a review could be structured and organised, with a discussion of the pros 
and cons for each.  Out of these, the Working Group proposes four options that can serve as a basis for 
further discussions at a proposed Stakeholder Workshop, described in Chapter 7. These options also build 
upon past experiences, such as the lessons learned described in Chapter 5, and on the experiences of 
existing institutions and initiatives currently underway.   

6.2 Elements of a Mission Statement 

Based on inputs and ideas from stakeholders – from which there is broad agreement on the most important 
components of a review – the key elements of a mission statement for a global multistakeholder review 
include: 

• The overarching goal of a multistakeholder review is to contribute to making progress towards meeting 
the Millennium Development Goals for water supply and sanitation and the long-term goals of universal 
access and poverty alleviation. 

• A multistakeholder review should provide an independent, balanced, and evidence-based assessment 
of performance – especially evaluating sustainability and equity concepts within the framework of private 
sector participation – that can serve as the basis for policy reform and action by various institutions and 
stakeholders at all levels. 

• A review needs a clear scope. There are two broad proposals from stakeholders for the scope of a 
review: either focus broadly on effective delivery of services, whether through public, private or NGO 
provision; or focus on PSP, but in a broad sense, including small-scale providers, local private operators 
and international companies. 

• The process of a review should help to reduce polarisation, to dispel myths about PSP or the public 
sector, to provide an arena for a variety of voices and to hear directly from poor communities in need of 
water services, as well as practitioners working on the ground, and should strive to reach agreements 
on some key issues as a basis for making progress.  

• The global multistakeholder review should lead to policy reform and action on the part of stakeholders at 
local, national, regional, and international levels. 

At the Stakeholder Workshop, proposed in Chapter 7, agreement could be reached on a Mission Statement 
for a review that uses the key elements above and resolves or integrates outstanding issues about the 
breadth of the scope and the desired level of actions.   
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6.3 Possible Options for a Global Multistakeholder Review: Structure, Scope, 
Modalities 

Based on stakeholder inputs and the recent experiences in the water sector, the Working Group developed 
the following options, which could be used to address the reframing questions and issues raised in this 
Scoping Study.  No single option is likely to satisfy all the interests for scope, comprehensiveness, 
inclusiveness, effectiveness, efficiency, and desired outcome.  Numerous other options are possible, as well 
as hybrids and combinations of these options.  The options presented here are, rather, a starting point for 
further discussions among stakeholders about what kind of institutional model and modality will be most 
effective at producing the priority desired outcomes within acceptable time frames and in a cost effective 
manner. For each of the options, institutional models, possible outcomes, scope, cost and timeline, and pros 
and cons are highlighted.  Costs are categorised as Low (under $2 million), Medium ($2-5 million), and High 
(more than $5 million).  Timeframes are categorised as Short (1 year), Mid-term (1 – 2 years), and Longer-
Term (2-5 years). 

Option 1: No-go alternative – No review at all.  

Out of more than 300 stakeholder responses, only one stakeholder interviewed, and only 3 respondents to 
the email survey responded that a global review is definitely not needed or useful. Given the breadth of 
support for a multistakeholder review of PSP, the “no go” alternative is not responsive to stakeholder 
interests,  and would also not resolve the current controversies. Stakeholders who felt a review was not 
necessary or useful felt that multistakeholder processes are not effective for developing rules and guidelines 
and are too expensive and time consuming, and that a review should focus on effective service delivery 
whether public or private.  The reasons against a review are important to consider and offer a challenge to 
designing a structure and mode of work that is effective, timely, and cost-effective.   

Pros: The time and resources needed to invest in a new process are avoided; confusion or overlap with 
other efforts is avoided.  

Cons: Important and divisive issues remain unresolved and the interest generated among stakeholders thus 
far is lost.  

Cost: zero (but cost of conflict remains) Time: zero 

 

Option 2: Use or strengthen existing processes  

A minority of stakeholders thought that existing processes around water should be used or strengthened to 
address issues of PSP, rather than establish a new process. Stakeholders having this perspective were 
primarily donors, a few government agency and NGO representatives, and a cross-section of email survey 
respondents.  The suggestions made by stakeholders for which existing processes to use or strengthen 
include:  

International 

• UN agencies or programs: the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, the UN Habitat Program, 
the UN Global Compact, or the UN MDG Task Force on Water Supply and Sanitation, various initiatives 
relating to water under the United Nations 

• International Standards Organisation Technical Committee 224, tasked with developing standards for 
service activities related to drinking water supply and sewerage 

• The Global Water Partnership Technical Advisory Committees 

• The Cities Alliance, a partnership of the World Bank, UN-Habitat, Asian Development Bank, 10 donor 
countries, and associations of local authorities 
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• The Swiss Re and Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation Initiative to Improve the Quality and 
Effectiveness of PSP in Sustainable Water Management Service through a Code of Conduct and 
Guidelines 

Latin America: 

• ADERASA, Association of Water and Sanitation Regulatory Entities of the Americas 

• Coniag, an inter-agency coordination effort among six ministries in Bolivia 

• Forum for the Americas, a forum bringing together government agencies, NGOs, researchers, and other 
water professionals from North, Central, and South America 

Africa: 

• African Ministerial Conference on Water Follow-up, using the organisation of government officials, 
donors, NGOs, and other professionals through implementation of the follow-up to this ministerial 
conference 

Each of these institutions or initiatives already has a specific remit on water issues, though most of these 
have a broader focus than private sector participation in water and sanitation.  Each of these is focused in 
some way on advancing sustainable water management and improving access to water services, and has 
the involvement of some stakeholders engaged in the issues of PSP.  The two that have a focus that is 
closest to the issues raised in this Scoping Report are the Swiss Re efforts on a Code of Conduct for PSP 
and the UN Millennium Project Task Force on Water and Sanitation (Task Force 7). Discussions with 
members of the Millennium Project Task Force have revealed that the Task Force is not currently engaged 
in any processes to assess PSP and has a limited time frame to complete its existing programme of work. At 
this time, therefore, the Millennium Project Task Force is unlikely to be a feasible home for a 
multistakeholder review, but could be a partner to promote such a review, depending on the judgment of the 
Task Force. In discussions with members of the Swiss Re process to develop a Code of Conduct for PSP, 
areas of overlap and possible collaboration were identified.  In the Swiss Re process, the outcome of a Code 
of Conduct had already been set, and they have held their first workshop and circulated a first draft of the 
Code of Conduct. In this Scoping Study, stakeholders indicated a desire for an inclusive multistakeholder 
process to assess the impacts of PSP which could then lead to a variety of outcomes and products, ranging 
from support for alternatives to target WSS approaches for the poor to regulatory frameworks and 
international policy reforms, that could include a Code of Conduct.  There could be opportunities for 
collaboration and coordination between the Swiss Re process and a review process, and the results could 
be complementary.   

Pros: Avoid the costs, time, competition or possible duplication of establishing a new process; strengthen 
the capacity of other institutions or processes to address the issues of PSP in a multistakeholder way; and 
integrate and implement outcomes of review process through established processes to which key 
stakeholders are already committed.  

Cons:  No existing institution or process appears to have the blend of independence, balance, clear focus 
on PSP, inclusive of all voices and especially those of poor communities, and trust that will meet adequately 
the expectations and desired modalities and outcomes of the full range of stakeholders.   

Alternative:  A modified approach to using an existing institution to undertake the review would be to have 
an existing institution serve as host to a new initiative or program.  The new initiative could have its own 
mandate and terms of reference defined by stakeholders, which could follow other organisational models 
such as other described below. Questions include: what host would be interested in and capable of 
undertaking such an initiative? What host would be acceptable to stakeholders?  

Cost: Low-Medium Time: Short – Mid-Term. The cost and time would depend, in part, on what form a 
new initiative – even under an existing institution – would take. 
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Option 3: Expert/stakeholder Panel  

Some stakeholders, particularly in Northern countries, suggested that a panel of either experts with different 
perspectives and experiences, or a panel of a range of different stakeholders could be an efficient method 
for conducting a global review of PSP in water and sanitation.  Variations on this model would be to have a 
mix of experts and stakeholder representatives and adding more participatory processes such as public 
hearings.  A panel could undertake case studies to assess performance, commission inputs, invite 
participation, and recommend best practices, standards, and guidelines.  It is likely to be more “product 
oriented,” and less of a process to engage a cross-section of interests.  

Pros: A panel of experts is likely to be faster and focus on fewer issues in a narrow way, and as a result be 
less expensive.  Depending on the reputations of panellists, it can have potentially high-level influence with 
key institutions.  A panel of stakeholders would perhaps focus on a greater range of issues and would be 
likely to address broader social, cultural, political aspects and so more likely to resolve conflicts. While a 
stakeholder panel may require more time than an expert panel because it could emphasise more 
participation, it could still be cost-effective. 

Cons: An expert panel is unlikely to be broad enough to address the range of concerns raised around PSP 
or inclusive and participatory enough to satisfy stakeholder desires to “go beyond the usual suspects.”  A 
panel of experts is less likely to address broader social, cultural, political aspects and so less likely to resolve 
conflicts, and is more likely to engage primarily at an international level; therefore, it would not satisfy 
stakeholder desires to foster broader consensus and agreements and to promote reforms at a national level. 
A panel of stakeholders would require additional time and cost.   

Cost: Low Time: Short 

 

Option 4: Judicial Panel  

 A few stakeholders suggested that a means of rising above the polarisation is through a judicial panel.  This 
is similar to an expert panel, but panellists are “eminent persons,” not necessarily water experts. By selecting 
eminent persons the objective is to transcend the fixed positions and ideologies of experts already immersed 
in the water and PSP debate.  Similar to an expert panel, a judicial panel could undertake assessments 
through case studies, accept testimony and inputs from a variety of stakeholders, and develop 
recommendations for reforms.  

Pros: Eminent persons could have more open minds towards considering the evidence and perspectives 
from a variety of cases and stakeholders, moving beyond fixed positions, and they could invite testimony 
from a diversity of stakeholders including poor communities. A judicial panel would be likely to have a 
narrower scope, and be more product or judgment oriented.  

Cons: It could be difficult to find eminent people that are acceptable to all stakeholders and knowledgeable 
enough to produce something useful to the practitioners who would need to implement the findings. 
Participation would likely be relatively limited and would not create a process of dialogue at different levels.  
The effort would be more focused on a product, such as on findings or a “ruling.” While a judicial panel could 
address socio-political issues, it is less likely to engage stakeholders at a national level in ongoing way to 
implement its recommendations. 

Cost: Low Time: Short - Mid-term 

 

Option 5: International Commission  

A review could be run using an international commission process. An international board, comprised of 
approximately ten eminent persons and stakeholders, would oversee the process, assisted by a secretariat.  
The methodology would focus primarily on case studies, could include some thematic reviews, and could be 
carried out by individuals at a desk level (shorter, cheaper) or by national, multistakeholder teams in selected 
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case-study countries.  Stakeholder participation could be at both the level of the case study and the 
international board.  

There are two main proposals for the scope of an international commission-driven review. Based on some of 
the major faultlines in the debate, some stakeholders a narrower scope that would focus on what they saw 
as the major area of contestation, namely the large contracts of multinational water companies. The key 
outcomes would focus on understanding how the policy for the contract arose, assessing case studies 
across a variety of performance indicators, identifying major lessons learned, drawing out the policy 
implications of these lessons, and understanding how necessary reforms to safeguard against the mistakes 
can be implemented.  The second option for an international commission addresses the interest among 
many stakeholders to address issues of PSP beyond the large projects of multinational water companies. 
The scope for this broader variation would examine PSP in the public sector (private companies that are big 
subcontractors to the public sector, like equipment supplies and construction companies), small-scale 
independent providers (SSIPs), local and national private water companies, and large multinational water 
companies.  The key outcomes, methodologies, and institutional model would be similar to the narrower 
scope option, but larger teams and additional secretariat staff would be required to handle the larger number 
of studies.   

Pros: For the narrow focus on MNCs, the scope is defined and feasible, and the outcomes would produce 
new, independent evidence and analysis that can inform national governments and decision-makers about 
the impacts of their decisions. The evidence can dispel myths about the performance (from either end of the 
ideological spectrum) of these large projects, and lessons learned can be the basis for policy 
recommendations at national and international levels and for agreements among stakeholders on some of 
the most contested issues.  The broader scope option will address the bigger picture of PSP, and will be of 
greater interest to a broader cross-section of stakeholders, making the option less controversial than the 
narrower focus. 

Cons: The narrow focus on large-scale projects of MNCs will not give a big picture about the full range of 
PSP that exists around the world.  By definition, the focus on the most contested items will be controversial, 
and may alienate some stakeholders and may not assist in resolving conflicts or reducing polarisation.   This 
option also does not address the widespread need expressed by many stakeholders to provide tools that will 
be useful at national levels and to foster national and local dialogues.  The broader scope will make the 
commission more expensive and more time consuming than the narrow focus. 

Cost: Narrow focus: Low.  Broad scope: Medium - High   Time: Narrow / broad scope: Short – Mid-term 

 

Option 6: Linking international to national dialogues with broad PSP focus  

Based on stakeholders’ expressed desire to learn from experiences in other countries, develop needed 
policies at national levels, and influence international policies, the Working Group developed an option with a 
wholly different approach to stimulating multistakeholder action and implementation of reforms at national 
and international levels through linked and iterative processes of dialogue.  The two primary points of entry 
for this option are effectiveness and inclusivity.  Rather than advocate that responsible government agencies 
adopt an international panel’s recommendations after-the-fact, with few or no people from that country 
involved in the international panel, this option proposes to establish or link existing processes at national 
levels to an international process and have people on the ground engaged enough to follow through with 
implementation and action.  In this way, comparisons and syntheses of experiences can occur at an 
international level, and can be adapted and implemented at national levels.  This option is oriented towards 
both process and product. 

The scope would be broadly defined to include the evaluation of the full range of PSP, as well as public 
sector experiences where relevant for purposes of comparison.  The structure would have two levels: an 
international panel comprised of respected “champions” from each region with a small secretariat, and small 
multistakeholder teams in about 20 countries (several per region).  Country multistakeholder teams would 
undertake case studies of the range of PSP in the country and use the results as the basis for sparking a 
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national dialogue on the evidence and lessons learned (requiring approximately $100,000 per country over 
three years, for a total of $2 million).  These national dialogues would be linked to ongoing processes of 
sector reform or other processes, which could include discussions around Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Papers (PRSPs), sector reviews, or national legislation and regulations, and could also include public 
hearings as a component.  The international panel and secretariat would develop methods for country-level 
work, with input from the country teams.   

The interim results of the country-level work would be fed to the international panel, which would synthesise 
and produce an interim report with comparative lessons and recommendations for reform. The international 
interim report would be fed back to the national processes for consideration, critique, and local adaptation. 
This in turn would be fed back to the international panel for a final report with relevant national and 
international level recommendations.  There could be regional conferences or a global conference during the 
process to amplify the experiences. The process could take between 2.5 and 3 years, and cost about $5 
million. 

Pros: The final report would not be the main “product;” rather new knowledge, lessons, and implementation 
would occur throughout because the review process is linked to live, ongoing national processes for sector 
reform, PRSPs, or meeting the MDGs, among others. These links could promote country-focused solutions 
and agreements in ways that international processes often do not.  The national dialogues could create 
space for stakeholders to understand each other’s perspectives and to consider the evidence collected by 
the in-country multistakeholder teams. They also could use or strengthen existing processes.  One example 
is the effort catalysed in Brazil as a result of this Scoping Study, whereby a Brazilian Multistakeholder 
Working Group has been established and has initiated discussions around PSP in Brazil, the results of 
which are influencing debates about national policy in Brazil and are being fed into the international Scoping 
Study process.  This option addresses many of the expectations expressed by stakeholders for actions at 
the national level, for participation of stakeholders in decision-making, and for guidance and best practices to 
inform national policy and regulatory frameworks. 

Cons: This iterative, multi-level option will require more time and resources. The complexity of overseeing 
many country-level multistakeholders teams, integrating results to create international comparisons and 
lessons, and linking feedback in iterative processes and multiple levels may be cumbersome.  There are 
risks that the national dialogues will not result in action and implementation.  National level processes may 
be less likely to influence international policies that some stakeholders have identified as priorities.  

Cost: High Time: Longer-term 

 

Option 7: Series of Structured Dialogues on Key Issues29 

This option proposes a series of 3-4 retreats with key stakeholders (about 40-80 per retreat), or country-
focused, with structured dialogue around several contested issues in PSP over 18 months, with a report that 
captures agreements reached on a narrower set of contested issues through structured dialogues.   

Pros: Short, concise process focused on contested issues. Easier to obtain agreement among smaller 
groups of stakeholders.  

Cons: Does not engage stakeholders broadly, unclear how the evidence would be gathered that can serve 
as the basis of the dialogue, aimed more at the inner circle of water policy stakeholders, more difficult to 
engage communities and poor in this style (although practitioners could engage); would not necessarily 
engage enough countries to affect national policies, as it would probably be aimed more at the international 
level.  

Cost: Low  Time: Short-Mid-term 
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29 Note that Options 7 and 8 were proposed by few stakeholders, compared to Options 1-6. Hence Options 7 and 8 are not included in 
Table 3, which summarises the main institutional options for future consideration.  



 

Option 8: Stakeholder Fund to Test New Approaches 

This option entails an international meeting with a diversity of stakeholders, who are invited to bring 
proposals that embody best practices. Stakeholders then select the best proposals to be funded, and in this 
way promote the testing of best practice. This can make the meeting more practical than symbolic or 
dialogue-oriented, and can create a follow-up fund for people to develop and replicate local projects, which  
would give the event real significance and demonstrate commitment to action.  Funds can go for pilot 
projects to test new approaches, assist in implementing policies/reforms at national or local levels.   

Pros: action-oriented from start; targets funding towards pilots and experiments that embody areas of 
agreement; possibly focus on key mechanisms for targeting poor and rural areas.  

Cons: Does not address contested areas of debate; does not address performance of PSP or public sector 
directly (though indirectly through pilots it funds, principles/criteria developed); does not engage stakeholders 
broadly within countries (though that could be something funded as follow-on).  

Cost: High (due to funding pilots on implementation for ongoing or med-term fixed period).  

Time: Possibly short to develop principles and criteria; longer-term to create entity to oversee pilots.   
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Table 3   Institutional options for a global multistakeholder review 
 

Option 
1: No-go alternative 

2: Use/strengthen existing 
processes 

3: Expert/stakeholder panel 4. Judicial panel 5. International Commission 6. Linking international to 
national dialogues 

Description No review is held. Given that most 
stakeholders expressed interest in 
a review, this option is not 
responsive to stakeholder 
interests. 

Recommended by a minority of 
stakeholders.   Examples of 
existing processes provided: UN 
Commission on Sustainable 
Development, UN MDG Task 
Force, GWP Technical Advisory 
Committees, Swiss Re process & 
other regional processes 

Composition of panel would be 
either experts with different 
perspectives, or range of 
stakeholders, or mix of both. 
Panel option is more product than 
process oriented, although could 
include public hearings etc. Could 
commission inputs & case 
studies. 

Panellists would be eminent 
persons selected though a 
MSH process, not water 
experts, in order to transcend 
fixed positions & ideologies of 
experts immersed in PSP 
debate. Like expert panel, 
could commission case studies 
& inputs, call public hearings, 
accept testimony etc 

International commission of 
approximately 10 eminent persons 
& stakeholders, with a small 
secretariat. Methodology could be 
case studies & thematic reviews; 
carried out by individuals or 
national multistakeholder teams in 
selected countries. Focus either 
narrow on contracts of 
multinational corporations 
(MNCs), or broader on the full 
range of PSP.  

New approach that establishes or 
links existing processes at 
national level to an international 
process. International panel of 
respected champions from each 
region, with small secretariat; plus 
small multistakeholder teams in 
approximately 20 countries. 
National teams undertake case 
studies & public hearings, use 
results to promote national 
dialogue linked to ongoing 
processes. Feed interim results to 
international panel for synthesis; 
feedback to national processes. 
Iterative, multi-level process. 

Pros Avoids time & resources 
needed for a new process. 
No confusion/overlap with other 
processes. 

Avoids costs & time associated 
with duplication of processes. 
Strengthens capacity of existing 
processes. 
Outcomes can be implemented 
through established processes and 
institutions. 

Expert panel: relatively fast & 
inexpensive, due to probable 
narrower focus; potentially 
influential with key  institutions. 
Stakeholder panel: likely broader 
focus may assist with resolving 
conflicts; still cost-effective. 

Relatively fast & inexpensive. 
Likely to be seen as more 
balanced and less influenced by 
ideology, thus may be more 
effective than expert panel at 
moving debate forward. 

Narrow focus on MNCs: Defined 
scope, low cost, can produce 
targeted lessons on most 
controversial topic. 
Broad scope: Will address full 
range of PSP & expectations of 
a wider range of stakeholders, 
less controversial than narrow 
scope. 

Outcomes specific to national 
level emerge at early stage. 
Mutual & ongoing generation of 
knowledge at national & global 
levels. Addresses stakeholder 
expectations for national 
processes, reform, 
implementation & participation.  

Cons Important & divisive issues remain 
unresolved. 
Stakeholder interest generated is 
lost. 

No existing institution or process 
has blend of independence, 
balance, clear focus on PSP, is 
inclusive of all voices, especially 
the poor, in order to earn the trust 
of the full range of stakeholders. 

Expert panel: may not address 
broader aspects or be sufficiently 
participatory; may be more 
globally focused & thus not 
address desire for national 
dialogues/reform. Stakeholder 
panel: require additional time & 
cost. 

Process of selecting acceptable 
panellists with sufficient knowledge 
may be difficult. Participation still 
fairly limited & less likely to engage 
with stakeholders at national level. 

Narrow focus: Will not provide 
accurate picture of full range of 
PSP. May be controversial & 
alienate stakeholders. 
Broad scope: More expensive 
than narrow focus, more time 
consuming. 

Requires more time and 
resources. Degree of complexity 
in overseeing country-level teams 
& integrating results. National 
level processes may not influence 
international policies adequately. 

Cost Zero (but cost of conflict remains) Low - medium Low Low Narrow focus: Low 
Broad scope: medium – high 

High, but can tap into country funds 

Time Zero Short – mid-term Short Short – mid-term Narrow focus: Short – mid-term 
Broad scope: Short – mid-term 

Longer-term 

COST: Low: under $2 million; Medium: $2-5 million; High: more than $5 million.  TIME: Short: 1 year; Mid-term: 1-2 years; Longer-term: 2-5 years 
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6.4 Recommendations to Consider at the Proposed Stakeholder Workshop 

Based on stakeholder expectations for a review, the following options have been developed for how a 
multistakeholder review on PSP could be run. Numerous other options are possible, as well as hybrids 
and combinations of these.  The options presented here constitute a starting point for further 
discussions among stakeholders about what kind of institutional model and modality is most effective at 
producing the priority desired outcomes, within acceptable time frames and in a cost effective manner. 

A summary of the options for a multistakeholder review of PSP is shown in Table 1.  Based on the fit 
between stakeholder expectations and the relative pros and cons of each option, the Working Group 
recommends that the following smaller subset of options be considered at the proposed Stakeholder 
Workshop: 

• Option 2: Use or strengthen an existing process 

• Option 4: Judicial panel 

• Option 5: International Commission 

• Option 6: Linking international to national dialogues 
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CHAPTER 7. The way forward 

“We are just walking on our knuckles now, a review can make a difference”.  Manager of concession operated by large international 
water company 

This Global Water Scoping Process on private sector participation in water and sanitation has aimed to 
be an open process where the views and perspectives are accurately and objectively reported, and 
where no specific outcomes were prejudged. Indeed, the intent of the scoping process was to survey 
the range of stakeholders regarding their perspectives on the impacts of PSP and the possible value of 
a multistakeholder review in helping to address some of these issues – rather than to assume that a 
review is desired and simply to begin launching a review.  Some stakeholders expressed the value of 
this Scoping Process to provide a neutral forum for dialogue.  Given the emphasis in this Scoping 
Process thus far on the importance of broad-based stakeholder engagement as a criterion for success, 
further agreement on whether and how to implement a multistakeholder review should be sought 
from a broader base.   

The Working Group developed five key decision criteria in order to assist with making the decision on 
whether or not to recommend proceeding to a global multistakeholder review, based on stakeholder 
inputs. The five key decision criteria related to validity of the Scoping Process; value-added of a review; 
alternatives for assessing past performance of PSP; benefits to stakeholders; and feasibility of a 
review.  While not every aspect of these decision criteria can be answered conclusively at this stage, 
the Working Group was able to come to the following recommendation: 

The Working Group recommends proceeding to a Stakeholder Workshop, at which a 
decision will be taken to proceed to a review or not.  

 

This Scoping Report has highlighted both areas of impasse and areas of agreement, and developed 
questions that attempt to reframe the debate to allow for forward movement. These questions will be 
further developed and debated by a broader group of stakeholders at the proposed Stakeholder 
Workshop to be convened by the Working Group. It may not be possible, or even desirable to all 
stakeholders, to break all areas of impasse. However, forward movement on some of the contentious 
areas through a meaningful and participatory multistakeholder process will certainly unblock some of 
the barriers to sustainable and accelerated service delivery. 

7.1 Proposal for a Stakeholder Workshop 

The purpose and objectives of a Stakeholder Workshop are to convene key stakeholder 
representatives engaged in water supply and sanitation services and issues of private sector 
participation to consider the options for responding to the needs and expectations described in this 
Global Water Scoping Process report.  The workshop would aim to have a group size that is broad and 
diverse enough while small enough to foster interaction and meaningful debate.  Participants would be 
drawn from some of the stakeholders engaged with the Scoping Process, stakeholders from poor 
communities in need of water supply and sanitation services, and stakeholders with responsibilities for 
meeting the Millennium Development Goals, while also having diversity among regions, perspectives, 
roles in WSS, and gender, recognising some of the gaps in stakeholder participation during this 
scoping study. The specific objectives of the Stakeholder Workshop include to: 

• Discuss the Global Water Scoping Process report, the key debating points and reframing 
questions, and other issues important to stakeholders that are not addressed in this report. 
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• Discuss options for addressing and answering the key questions and debating points, including the 
options for a multistakeholder review recommended in this report or other alternatives identified 
and agreed to by stakeholders. 

• Decide collectively whether there is critical mass of support towards implementing the chosen 
option and moving forward with plans to invite formal endorsements and commitments from 
stakeholders to carry forward with a review. 

• Develop a mission statement, terms of reference, and a mandate for a global, multistakeholder 
review. 

Final decisions regarding whether to move ahead with a global, multistakeholder review from 
participating governments, agencies, and civil society would come after consideration of a final 
proposal, if one is agreed to at the Stakeholder Workshop.  There would be an interim period between 
the Stakeholder Workshop and actual launch of the review where endorsements, commitments, and 
funding would be sought. 

The Stakeholder Workshop will be organised over two days as a participatory, interactive working 
meeting professionally facilitated by a neutral party.  The key elements of the workshop include: 

• Presentation of Global Water Scoping Process report and stakeholder perspectives on key 
debating points and reframing questions. 

• Description of options for addressing the key debating points and reframing questions, including 
those recommended in this report or others proposed by stakeholders, as a starting point for 
discussions. 

• Stakeholder work groups to further assess the pros and cons of different approaches for 
addressing the key issues raised. 

• Stakeholder work groups to propose a mission statement, terms of reference, institutional design, 
and mandate, along with an estimated budget and timeline for the process, to the full plenary 
workshop. 

• Collective agreement, or not, on actions to launch a global, multistakeholder review process based 
on options proposed by Stakeholder Workshop. The final report of the Stakeholder Workshop 
could serve as the basis for the final proposal for a review or other collective actions identified and 
agreed to at the workshop.   

The Working Group that has overseen this Scoping Study will continue to work together to develop 
plans for this Stakeholder Workshop during the period between the release of the Scoping Report and 
the Stakeholder Workshop.  However, at this workshop the Working Group will disband and any further 
committee will need to be decided upon and selected by the stakeholders at the Workshop.   

7.2 Making progress 

This Scoping Process has reached out to many people who fall outside of the inner circle of the 
international water community, including small-scale independent water providers, members of poor 
communities, and government agencies at different levels, including the local level, who do not usually 
participate in international policy processes. These, and other participants, have indicated that for them, 
the issue of PSP is far from being a non-starter, and that they urgently need to learn lessons from past 
experience so that they can take better decisions about their own water service delivery options, or that 
of their customers or citizens.   

Stakeholders engaged in this Scoping Process highlighted time and again the need to move beyond 
the slogans towards practical solutions for delivering water services to those most in need – poor 
families in rural and urban areas of developing countries.   
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“There has been a lot of conflicting information and policy makers, decision makers, consumers, and all others in the water sector 
are at a loss – they don’t know who is telling the truth, or what to learn from. There is a need to really bring the picture on the ground 
and put it on the table so that all can see.” Consumer organisation, Africa 

 

“No matter how powerful we are, we are nothing without water!” 9-year old girl 
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Annex 2 Working Group Members 

WaterAid 

WaterAid is the only major charity in the United Kingdom dedicated exclusively to the provision of safe 
domestic water, sanitation and hygiene education to the world's poorest people. WaterAid's vision is of 
a world where everyone has access to safe water and effective sanitation, and works by helping local 
organisations set up low cost, sustainable projects using appropriate technology that can be managed 
by the community itself. WaterAid also seeks to influence the policies of other key organisations, such 
as governments, to secure and protect the right of poor people to safe, affordable water and sanitation 
services. With a staff of about 300 working in 15 countries, in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, 
WaterAid partners with more than 300 local organisations and governments to carry out its 
programmes.  It has a budget of approximately €15 million ($20 million) in 2002.  WaterAid is an 
independent charity and relies heavily on voluntary support. www.wateraid.org  

Belinda Calaguas has been Advocacy Manager of WaterAid since 1999, and heads the public policy 
team at WaterAid’s UK office. Her specific areas of policy work are around private sector participation, 
water, sanitation and poverty linkages, poverty reduction strategies, and effectiveness of aid to water 
and sanitation. Before joining WaterAid, she worked with migrant and refugee communities in London 
as co-ordinator of a borough-wide community alliance. Belinda is from the Philippines, where she 
worked from the late 1970s to the early 1990s in various capacities as organiser, trainer, researcher 
and campaigner with peasants, students and urban poor people's organisations and alliances. 

RWE Thames Water 

RWE Thames Water is a global specialist in water and wastewater operations and services. It is one of 
the world’s largest private water and wastewater companies with a turnover of €4.25 billion ($5.4 billion) 
and approximately 18,000 employees serving some 70 million customers in Europe, the Americas, and 
several other countries.  RWE Thames Water became a division of RWE in November 2000.  Based in 
Essen, Germany, RWE is one of Europe’s largest multi-utilities with an annual turnover of €46.6 billion 
($59 billion). RWE Thames Water is the management company for all the water and wastewater 
operations in the RWE Group, and is overseen by CEO Bill Alexander.   www.rwethameswater.com            

Richard Aylard joined RWE Thames Water in the new post of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
Director in October 2002 and reports to the Deputy Chief Executive.  His responsibilities relate to the 
company’s performance and engagement on social, environmental and ethical issues, across the 20+ 
countries where RWE Thames Water now operates.  Richard was previously a consultant to major 
companies, leading the global CSR Unit at Burson-Marsteller, based in London.  From 1985 to 1996 he 
worked in the office of HRH The Prince of Wales, latterly as Private Secretary, where he also was the 
Prince’s lead advisor and speechwriter on environmental issues.  He has a particular interest in 
developing constructive dialogue and partnerships between businesses and NGOs.  Richard is an 
adviser and board member to several environmental organisations. 

(Alternate Member) Ed Mitchell is Head of CSR for the European businesses of RWE Thames Water 
and is Richard Aylard's Deputy.  He joined Thames in December 2002.  Prior to this he was head of 
Business and Sustainable Development in the UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs, leading government preparations with the private sector for the recent World Summit on 
Sustainable Development.  Starting in 1995, he worked for GlaxoSmithKline within the corporate 
environment, health and safety department, and also worked previously in a consulting firm on similar 
issues.   
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Public Services International 

Public Services International (PSI) is a global trade union federation that represents 20 million women 
and men working in the public services around the world. It has some 600 affiliated unions in 140 
countries. PSI is an officially recognised non-governmental organisation for the public sector within the 
International Labour Organisation (ILO) and has consultative status with ECOSOC and observer status 
with other UN bodies such as UNCTAD and UNESCO.  PSI’s focus is on representing, promoting and 
defending the needs and interests of public sector workers. It works to create effective and efficient 
public services through a variety of education, training, and policy programmes, and also addresses the 
challenges of globalisation and privatisation.  PSI engages international actors in the utilities field, such 
as agencies of the UN, the international financial institutions, the OECD, the WTO and multinational 
utility corporations. www.world-psi.org  

David Boys, Utilities Officer, coordinates PSI’s international work for the utilities of water, waste and 
energy.  This includes policy work on finance and governance of utilities as well as worker 
representation in multinational utility corporations.  He also coordinates corporate social responsibility 
and ethical investment issues for worker-trusteed pension funds.  Prior to coming to PSI in 1998, David 
worked for 11 years with the Service Employees International Union in Washington, D.C. with 
responsibilities for coordinating policy and activities in the Canadian region.   

ASSEMAE, Associação Nacional dos Serviços Municipais de Saneamento 

ASSEMAE (Brazilian Association of the Municipal Water and Sanitation Public Utilities) is comprised of 
the public providers that serve more than 50 million people in Brazil, and the municipalities that are 
served by public state-level companies.  Members also include public providers of solid waste and 
stormwater and drainage services. ASSEMAE joins both Brazilian and international networks of water 
and sanitation organisations, aiming for good quality services for all, with strong social control and 
popular participation. Among its more than 1,700 members, many are recognized as well-managed, 
efficient public utilities providing 100% service coverage and effective social control and regulatory 
mechanisms. In 2003, ASSEMAE was awarded “the Scroll of Honour” by the United Nations Human 
Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat) “For promoting water and sanitation services in Brazilian 
municipalities.” www.assemae.org.br  

Antonio Miranda da Costa Neto, an engineer, is former two-term president of ASSEMAE (1999-
2003), and currently is its permanent member of the board and Director for International Affairs. He is 
also the secretary of Water and Sanitation of the city of Recife.  He has been working on water and 
sanitation for the last 23 years, with experiences in the private sector, in a consulting firm, and in the 
public sector, as employee, manager, and director. 

Consumers International 

Consumers International is the global federation of more than 250 consumer organisations in 115 
countries.  CI promotes and campaigns for the recognition and application of consumer rights, and 
helps its members to develop programmes of consumer education, advice and information, and policy 
development. Its interlocutors at global and regional level include the UN (ECOSOC consultative 
status), ISO (committee membership), World Bank, and WTO (NGO panel).  In the context of water 
and sewerage, CI is involved in a variety of programmes of training and policy development among 
consumer organisations.  These programmes have been funded by the UK’s Department for 
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International Development in Latin America, the European Union in Central and Eastern Europe, and 
the Dutch government and the World Bank in Africa, among others. www.consumersinternational.org  

Robin Simpson is Senior Policy Adviser at Consumers International. Since 1994 he has also advised 
consumer organisations on public utilities in many countries, in particular in Latin America, the EU 
accession countries and the former Soviet Union.  In 2002, he was appointed to the new International 
Standards Organisation Technical Committee 224 on water and sewerage.  He is a member of the 
steering committee of “Watertime,” an EU funded programme on decision making in the European 
water industry.  

Environmental Monitoring Group 

The Environmental Monitoring Group was established in June 1991 to empower people to take charge 
of their own environment, so that the right to a healthy environment can be enjoyed by all, now and in 
the future.  EMG’s mission is to promote sustainable development in South Africa, based on 
environmental justice and the empowered representation of communities and interest groups in policy 
and decision-making.  In implementing this mission, EMG builds bridges between decision-makers and 
citizens most affected by such decisions through brokering, research, capacity-building, networking, 
information dissemination, advocacy and lobbying.  Work is focused through four programmes: Water 
Justice, Trade and Environment, Rural Resource Management, and Local Issues, Local Action.  
www.emg.org.za  

Liane Greeff has run the Water Justice Programme at EMG since 1998. This programme aims to help 
strengthen the ability of EMG and other NGOs in the southern African region to understand and 
engage in water issues, particularly as they relate to the sustainable management of water and the 
achievement of water security and justice on a regional basis. In particular, this programme has 
supported civil society engagement in the World Commission on Dams process and the Dams and 
Development Project follow-up initiative, at all levels – internationally, regionally and nationally. It also 
supported the formation of the South African Water Caucus, the Network for Advocacy on Water 
Issues in Southern Africa (NAWISA), and the African Rivers Network. 

(Alternate member) Jessica Wilson has worked for the past six years in the NGO sector as a trainer, 
researcher and policy analyst on sustainable development, with a particular interest in environmental 
justice and participatory governance. She currently manages EMG's programme on Trade and 
Environmental Governance.  

Scoping Study Moderators 

Deborah Moore has fifteen years of experience in environmental and human rights advocacy and non-
profit management, with an emphasis on freshwater issues.  She was one of twelve commissioners 
appointed to the World Commission on Dams, a unique organisation initiated by the World Bank and 
IUCN/The World Conservation Union to investigate water, dams, and development issues globally.  
She was a Senior Scientist for 13 years at Environmental Defense, a US-based research and 
advocacy organisation. Deborah is currently an independent consultant working for a variety of public 
interest, philanthropic, governmental, and educational institutions. 

Penny Urquhart is a freelance South African sustainable development and livelihoods consultant who 
has worked across a range of sectors from the grassroots to the policy analysis level, and been 
involved extensively in training and facilitation. Water-related experience includes working on the 
Scoping Process for the South African Multistakeholder Initiative on the World Commission on Dams. 
She was lead researcher on South Africa's Agenda 21 Review, and has written books on low-cost 
housing and integrating sustainability into local-level planning processes. 
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Support provided by GTZ (German Technical Cooperation) 

The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) is an international cooperation 
enterprise for sustainable development with worldwide operations in 130 partner countries.  GTZ’s aim 
is to improve the living conditions and perspectives of people in developing and transition countries. 
GTZ’s work encompasses not only the dissemination of technical knowledge, but above all the transfer 
of organisational and business-related know-how. Its services are increasingly in demand for facilitating 
dialogue between the state and civil society, and as mediator in societal conflicts of interests. 
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GLOBAL WATER SCOPING PROCESS – A MULTI-STAKEHOLDER REVIEW OF 
PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION IN WATER AND SANITATION

Is there a case for a multi-stakeholder review of private sector participation in water and sanitation?

Private Sector Participation (PSP) in water and sanitation has been the subject of much controversy for years.

At the Bonn Freshwater Conference in December 2001 there was strong support for  a global review of the impact 

of PSP in water. In her closing statement, the German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, 

Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the issues linked with 
privatisation, because it could lead to a better understanding of the successes and failures in this regard.”

A working group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on private sector participation, has taken 

up the challenge and is exploring the case for a Multi-stakeholder Review.  These organisations are:

• ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of public water operators)

• Consumers International 

• Environmental Monitoring Group (South African advocacy NGO)

• Public Services International (International labour federation)

• RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation)

• WaterAid (International development NGO)

The scoping process is supported by GTZ (German Agency for Development Cooperation).

Finding a resolution to this controversy is an essential step towards achieving the Millennium Development Goal of halving the 

proportion of people without access to water by the year 2015, and the complementary WSSD goal relating to sanitation.

The group has developed terms of reference and commissioned two moderators to carry out a scoping process, to be completed 

by March 2004. The moderators were chosen on the basis of their experience in similar processes and their overall competence to 

manage this delicate phase of the review.  The scoping will be an open process, which seeks to capture the perspectives of a wide 

range of stakeholders and to identify the main controversies and areas of agreement and disagreement. The scoping process will 

determine whether and how a PSP review could be undertaken, and will seek to answer the following questions:

• What issues are raised by PSP in water and sanitation, and what is the range of stakeholder perspectives on each of these issues?

• What is the case for a review?

• Do stakeholders agree that a global review may be able to dispel some of the controversy and define appropriate measures to 

move forward?

• How could a multi-stakeholder review be run, learning from similar processes, to ensure that all stakeholder views are heard?

• How could this review lead to a new consensus, enabling action towards meeting the Millennium Development Goals?

We encourage all contributions to this process. Please contact the scoping moderators –

Deborah Moore email: deborahxmoore@earthlink.net or Penny Urquhart email: motswiri@iafrica.com

supported by:



GLOBAL WATER SCOPING PROCESS – MID-TERM UPDATE
5th February 2004

Is there a case for a multi-stakeholder review of private sector participation in water and sanitation?

At the Bonn Freshwater Conference in December 2001 there was strong support for  a global review of the impact of 

Private Sector Participation (PSP) in water and sanitation, which has been the subject of much controversy for years. 

In her closing statement, the German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-

Zeul, welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the issues linked with privatisation, because it 

could lead to a better understanding of the successes and failures in this regard.”

A working group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on private sector participation, took up 

this challenge and has been exploring the case for a Multistakeholder Review of PSP since late 2003, through a multistakeholder 

scoping process.  The organisations on the working group are:

• ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of public water operators)

• Consumers International 

• Environmental Monitoring Group (South African advocacy NGO)

• Public Services International (International labour federation)

• RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation)

• WaterAid (International development NGO)

The scoping process is supported by GTZ (German Agency for Development Cooperation).

The Working Group commissioned two moderators who have been interacting on a global basis with over 200 stakeholders in the 

water and sanitation sector since October 2003. The methodology has included personal interviews and focus group meetings with 

a wide range of stakeholder groupings in a number of countries in each of the following regions: Africa, Asia, Latin America, Europe 

and North America, as well as an email survey. The moderators have met with representatives of poor communities who have had 

experience with PSP, stakeholders from the private sector, from small-scale independent producers (SSIPs) and water vendors to 

large companies; national governments; public utilities; government regulators; labour unions; NGOs – including delivery, advocacy 

and policy organisations; international financial institutions (IFIs), bilateral donors and United Nations organisations.

Interim findings are that there is significant interest from a broad range of stakeholder groupings from different regions in holding 

a review of PSP in water and sanitation. Preliminary analysis of the data reveals that the closer stakeholders are to the ground, the 

greater the demand for a review appears to be. Thus national governments, practitioners, poor communities and large and small-

scale private operators have all indicated that some form of multistakeholder review will be useful and/or necessary to understand 

what the impacts, both positive and negative, of the range of PSP experiences have been, in order to enhance decision-making about 

future water and sanitation delivery options. As further justification for a multistakeholder review, participants have noted that the 

role of PSP is not being assessed adequately, in a comprehensive and participatory manner, in any of the many water organisations 

currently operating. The main issues and concerns raised by participants in the Scoping Study encompass the following preliminary 

thematic areas:

• Financing water and sanitation services: financing, capital and investments; tariffs; profits; donor conditionalities

• Expanding access and services: impacts on the poor; sanitation and sewerage; rural areas; technology choice and innovation

• Achieving accountability: governance and democracy; regulation and monitoring; contracts and transaction advice; local 

government issues; domestic versus foreign private sector; 

• Ensuring participation and socially appropriate services: cultural and social impacts; equity, self-reliance, choice, decision-making, 

futurity

• Managing effectively: management and efficiency; labour issues; health and safety; 

• Safeguarding public interests: protecting public goods; ecological aspects; the unique nature of water (including the tension 

between water as an economic good and water as a human right); health; broader impacts of PSP (for example on public sector 

reform and the corporatisation of water)



Participants have indicated that a number of issues raised under these thematic areas apply to the public sector as well, and are not 

impacts relating solely to PSP.

There is strong agreement that the Review should be designed to promote implementation. Stakeholder inputs have stressed the 

need for an action-oriented review that learns lessons from past experience and makes recommendations that can be integrated into 

decision-making at a range of different levels. Many voices participating in this scoping process have indicated that exploring past 

experience through a balanced assessment will be a key action towards dispelling some of the controversy around PSP, and that 

clarifying misconceptions is an important step towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals of halving the proportion of 

people without access to water and sanitation by the year 2015. 

The Working Group and moderators are currently developing options for how a possible Review could be run, based on stakeholder 

inputs into the scoping process. The final Scoping Report will identify how a multistakeholder review could add value and will seek 

to reframe the debate on PSP in a constructive fashion. The Scoping Report will be launched in April 2004.

For additional information, please contact the moderators:

Deborah Moore email: deborahxmoore@earthlink.net or Penny Urquhart email: motswiri@iafrica.com

supported by:

GLOBAL WATER SCOPING PROCESS – MID-TERM UPDATE
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Annex 4 List of stakeholders 

Note that this List of Stakeholders does not include all people who took part in the focus groups with members of poor 
communities, aguadors and water co-operatives, as these groups generally nominated one contact person for the group. The 
moderators have a list of all of these names. A number of people in this list were not interviewed in full by the moderators, but 
indicated they would like to be placed on a mailing list. The names of these people are marked with an asterisk. 
 

 

Africa and Middle East
  

S.G.O. Lamptey Dr Charles Brempong-Yeboah 
Ghana Water Company Ministry of Works and Housing 
PO Box M 194 PO Box M43 
Accra,  Accra,  
Ghana Ghana GhanaJerry Addo 
Tel: 233-21-666781 Tel: 233-21-685547 
Fax: 233-21-663552 Fax: 233-21-667689 

Public Utility Workers Union Email: gwcl@africaonline.com.gh Email: mwh@ighmail.com 
PO Box 2041 Web: Web: 
Accra,    Ghana 

Atsu Dartey Kwabena Sarpong Manu Tel: 233-21-666738 
Community Water and Sanitation 
Agency 

MIME Consult Ltd Fax: 233-21-667161 
PO Boc CT 901 Email:  

Private Mail Bag Cantonments Web: 
KIA Accra,  
Accra,  Ghana 

Rudolf Amenga-Etego Ghana Tel: 233-21-7012248 
Integrated Social Development 
Centre (ISODEC) 

Tel: 233-21-779479 Fax: 233-21-258577 
Fax: 233-21-779475 Email: mime@ghana.com 

PO Box CT 2041 Web: Email: cwsa@ghana.com 
Cantonments Web:  Accra,   Mr Nkrumah Ghana Helga Fink Water Sector Restructuring 

Secretariat Tel: 233-21-302107 EVORAP/GTZ Fax: 233-22-2127889 PO Box 9698 Accra,  Email: rna-cipod@ghana.com KIA Ghana Web:  Accra,  Tel: 233-21-763648 
Ghana Fax: 233-21-763649 

Mr Ben Arthur Tel: 233-21-225602 Email: wsrs@ghana.com 
ProNet Web: Fax: 233-21-225602 
Accra,   Email: evorapfi@gh.com 
Ghana Web:www.gtz.de Michael Adumatta Nyantakyi Tel: 233-21-228206  Community Water and Sanitation 

Agency Fax:  Kwame Frempah-Yeboah Email: pronet@ghana.com Community Water and Sanitation 
Agency 

Private Mail Bag Web: KIA  Private Mail Bag Accra,  Charles Berkoh KIA Ghana Bhekans Ventures Ltd Accra,  Tel: 233-21-779102 PO Box 533 Ghana Fax: 233-21-779475 Accra,  Tel: 233-21-779479 Email: cwsa@ghana.com Ghana Web: Fax: 233-21-779475 Tel: 233-21-231170 Email: cwsa@ghana.com Fax: 233-21-231174 Web: Email: cberkohapril@yahoo.com 
Web: 
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Mr Vann Ess James Leigland Kalyan Ray 
Community Water and Sanitation 
Agency 

Municipal Infrastructure Investment 
Unit 

United Nations Human Settlements 
Programme (UN-HABITAT) 

Private Mail Bag PO Box 8151 PO Box 30030 
KIA Midrand, 1685 Nairobi,  
Accra,  South Africa Kenya 
Ghana Tel: 27-11-3133455 Tel: 254-20-623039 
Tel: 233-21-779102 Fax: 27-11-3133358 Fax: 254-20-623588 
Fax: 233-21-779475 Email: jamesl@miiu.org.za Email: kalyan.ray@unhabitat.org 

Web:www.unhabitat.org Web: Email: cwsa@ghana.com 
Web:   
 Rosemary Rop* Reatile Mochebelele 
Israel Maji na Ufanisi NEPAD Secretariat 

PO Box 58684 PO Box 1234  Nairobi, 200 Halfway House Zach Tagar* Kenya Midrand, 1685 Friends of the Earth Middle East Tel: 254-2-2727107 South Africa 85 Nehalat Benyamin St Fax: 254-2-2726332 Tel: 27-11-3133153 Tel Aviv, 66102 Email: rosemary.rop@maji-na-
ufanisi.org 

Fax: 27-11-3133450 Israel Email: mochebelrt@nepad.org Tel: 972-3-5605383 Web: Web:www.nepad.org Fax: 972-3-5604693   Email: zach@foeme.org 
Malawi Mike Muller Web:www.foeme.org 

Department of Water Affairs and 
Forestry  

Jon Lane Kenya 185 Schoeman Street BPD-Building Partnerships for 
Development in Water and 
Sanitation 

Sedibeng Building 
Pretoria,  Daniel Barasa 
South Africa Ministry of Water Resources PO Box 2270 Tel: 27-12-3368726 Maji House, Third floor, Office 340 Blantyre,  Fax:  Community Hill, Ngong Road Malawi Email: mikemuller@dwaf.gov.za Nairobi,  Tel: 265-1-622507 Web:www.dwaf.gov.za Kenya Fax:   Tel: 254-722-521531 Email: jonlane@sdnp.org.mw 

Fax:  Trevor Ngwane Web: 
Email: 
kenwatsan@africaonline.co.ke 

Anti Privatisation Forum  Auckland House South Africa Web:  Biccard Street 
 Braamfontein, 2017 
Kathy Eales South Africa Piers Cross 
Mvula Trust Tel: 27-11-3394121 Water and Sanitation Program - 

Africa PO Box 32351 Fax:  
Braamfontein, 2017 Email: trevorngwane@hotmail.com PO Box 30577 
South Africa Web: Nairobi,  
Tel: 27-11-4033425 Kenya 
Fax: 27-11-4031260 Tel: 254-20-3226000 Martin Rall 
Email: kathy@mvula.co.za Fax: 254-20-3226386 Mvula Trust 
Web: Email: pcross@worldbank.org PO Box 32351 
 Web:www.wsp.org Braamfontein, 2017 

 Barry Jackson South Africa 
Halifa Omar Drammeh Development Bank of Southern 

Africa 
Tel: 27-11-4033425 

United Nations Environment 
Programme 

Fax: 27-11-4031260 
PO Box 1234 Email: martin@mvula.co.za 

PO Box 30552 Midrand Web:  
Nairobi,  Halfway House, 1685 
Kenya South Africa Jeff Rudin Tel: 254-20-624278 Tel: 27-11-3133686 SAMWU Fax: 254-20-622788 Fax: 27-11-3133533 PO Box 49 Email: halifa.drammeh@unep.org Email: barry@dbsa.org Athlone 

Web:www.dbsa.org Web: Cape Town,   South Africa Samuel Ochieng Tel: 27-21-6971151 Consumer Information Network Fax: 27-21-6969175 PO Box 7569 Email: jeff@samwu.org.za Nairobi,  Web: Kenya 
Tel: 254-722 441191 
Fax: 254-20-781131 
Email: cin@insightkenya.com 
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Erwin Estrada* Michael Arceneaux David Grey 
Norwegian Church Aid Association of Metropolitan Water 

Agencies 
World Bank 

Av las Americas, Zona 13 1818 H street NW 
Guatemala,  1620 I Street, NW, Suite 500 Washington DC, 20433 
Guatemala Washington, 20006 USA 
Tel: 502-3620326 DC Tel: 1-202-4734125 
Fax: 502-3318208 USA Fax: 1-202-4738301 
Email: aingua@terra.com.gt Tel: 1-202-331-2820 Email: dgrey@worldbank.org 

Web:www.worldbank.org Web: www.nca.no Fax: 1-202-785-1845 
 Email: arceneaux@amwa.net 

Web: Sara Grusky North America  Public Citizen 
Manish Bapna 215 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 

Canada Bank Information Center Washington, 20003 
733 15th Street NW, Suite 1126 DC 
Washington, 20005 USA Maude Barlow 
DC Tel: 1-202-454-5133 Council of Canadians 
USA Fax: 1-202-547-7392 502-151 Slater St 
Tel: 1-202-737-7752 Email: sgrusky@citizen.org Ottawa, K1P 5H3 
Fax: 1-202-737-1155 Web:www.citizen.org/cmep Ontario 
Email: mbapna@bicusa.org Canada 
Web:www.bicusa.org Tel: 1-613-2332773 Chris Herman 
 Fax: 1-613-2336776 U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency Paulina Beato Email: mbarlow8965@rogers.com 
Inter-American Development Bank Web:www.canadians.org 1200 Penn. Ave., NW (2660R) 
1300 New York Ave., NW  Washington, 20460 
Washington, 20577 William Cosgrove DC 
DC World Water Council USA 
USA 555 Rene Le Vesque Blvd W Tel: 1-202-564-6463 
Tel: 1-202-623-2458 10, Place de la Joliette Fax: 1-202-565-2409 
Fax: 1-202-623-2157 Montreal, H2Z1B1 Email: herman.chris@epa.gov 
Email: paulinab@iadb.org Canada Web:  
Web: Tel: 33-4-91-99-41-00 
 Fax: 33-4-91-99-41-01 Jan Janssens 

Email: 
wjcosgrove@compuserve.com 

Peter Bosshard The World Bank 
International Rivers Network 1818 H Street, NW 

Web:www.worldwatercouncil.org 1847 Berkeley Way Washington, 20433 
 Berkeley, 94703 DC 
USA CA USA 

USA  Tel: 1-202-458-7247 
Tel: 1-510-848-1155 Nancy Alexander Fax: 1-202-522-3228 
Fax: 1-510-848-1008 Citizens' Network for Essential 

Services 
Email: jjanssens1@worldbank.org 

Email: peter@irn.org Web:www.worldbank.org 
Web:www.irn.org 9703 Hedin Drive  
 Silver Spring, 20903 Antonia Juhasz 

MD International Forum on Globalisation Annie Ducmanis 
USA The Thoreau Center for 

Sustainability 
Environmental Grantmakers 
Association Tel: 1-301-270-1000 

Fax: 1-301-445-7321 1009 General Kennedy Ave #2 437 Madison Avenue 
Email: ncalexander@igc.org San Francisco, 94129 New York, 10022 
Web:www.servicesforall.org CA NY 
 USA USA 

Tel: 1-415-561-3940 Tel: 1-212-812-4260 Ingvar Andersson 
Fax: 1-415-561-7651 Fax: 1-212-812-4299 United Nations Development 

Programme Email: ajuhasz@ifg.org Email: aducmanis@ega.org 
Web:www.ega.org Web: 304 East 45th Street, FF-10th Floor 

  New York, 10017 
Roberto Lenton NY Peter Gleick 
Task Force on Water and 
Sanitation/Earth Institute 

USA Pacific Institute for Studies in 
Development, Environment & 
Security 

Tel: 1-212-906-5858 
Columbia University, Lamont Hall Fax: 1-212-906-6973 
61 Route 9W Email: ingvar.andersson@undp.org 654 13th Street 

Web:www.undp.org Palisades, 10964-4870 Oakland, 94612 
New York CA 
USA USA 
Tel: 1-845-6804414 Tel: 1-510-251-1600 
Fax: 1-845-6804870 Fax: 1-510-251-2203 
Email: rlenton@iri.columbia.edu Email: pgleick@pacinst.org 
Web:www.unmillenniumproject.org Web:www.pacinst.org 
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Vandana Shiva* Job Supangat Dameria Hasibuan 
Research Foundation for Science, 
Technology and Natural Resource 
Policy 

Indonesian Communication Forum 
on Drinking Water Quality 
(FORKAMI) 

PT Thames Pam Jaya 
Perkantoran Pulo Mas Satu, 
Gedung IV, Lt.3 

A-60 Hauz Khas Jl. Percetakan Negara 29 Jl. Jend. Ahmad Yani No.2 
New Delhi, 110016 Gedung D Lt. 3 Jakarta, 13210 
India Jakarta, 10560 Indonesia 
Tel: 91-11-26561868 Indonesia Tel: 62-21-47867941 
Fax: 91-11-26562093 Tel: 62-21-4268865 Fax: 62-21-4756916 
Email: rfste@vsnl.com Fax: 62-21-4268865 Email: dameria.hasibuan@tpj.co.id 
Web:www.vshiva.net Email: forkami@cbn.net.id Web:  

Web:  
 Arun Kumar Singh Reno Iskandarsyah 
John Trew L-7B/III Floor YLKI 
PT Thames Pam Jaya Malviya Nagar Jl. Pancoran Barat VII/1 Duren Tiga 
Wisma Danamon Aetna Life 29th 
floor 

New Delhi, 17 Jakarta, 12760 
India Indonesia 

Jl Jend. Sudirman Kav. 45-46 Tel:  Tel: 62-21-798185859 
Jakarta, 12930 Fax:  Fax: 62-21-7981038 
Indonesia Email: arunsingh@yahoo.com Email: renolawyer@yahoo.com 

Web: Tel: 62-21-5772030 Web: 
 Fax: 62-21-5772045  

Email: john.trew@tpj.co.id Thierry Krieg Indonesia Web: PT PAM Lyonnaise JAYA   Sentral Senayan I Office Tower Lt. 7 
Alizar Anwar Jl. Asia Afrika No. 8 Salusra Widya Jakarta Water Supply Regulatory 
Body 

Jakarta Pusat, 10270 BAPPENAS National Development 
Planning Agency Indonesia 

Jl. Penjernihan II - Pejompongan Tel: 62-21-5725761 Bappenas Bldg 3rd floor Jakarta Pusat, 10210 Fax: 62-21-5724421 Jalan Taman Suropati No.2 Indonesia Email: thierry.krieg@palyja.co.id Jakarta, 10310 Tel: 62-21-5742941 Web: Indonesia Fax: 62-21-5704614  Tel: 62-21-3149635 Email: alizar_anwar@yahoo.com Achmad Lanti Fax: 62-21-31934819 Web: Jakarta Water Supply Regulatory 
Body 

Email: salusra@bappenas.go.id  Web: 
Sri Indah Budiarti Jl. Penjernihan II - Pejompongan  PSI Indonesia Jakarta Pusat, 10210 Pakistan Jl. Pramuka Raya no. 404A Indonesia 

 Jakarta Pusat,  Tel: 62-21-574294 
Perween Rahman* Indonesia Fax: 62-21-5704614 
Orangi Pilot Project Tel: 62-21-31902924 Email: a_lanti@cbn.net.id 

Web: Plot No. St-4, Sector No. 5/A Fax: 62-21-31902924 
Qasba Colony, Manghopir Road Email: indahpsiind@cbn.net.id  

Web: Karachi, 75800 Rooswitha 
Simanjumtak/Situmorang  Pakistan 

Tel: 92-21-6658021 Prof Benny Chatib PAM Jaya 
Fax:  Regulatory Body of Jakarta Water 

Supply Provision 
Jl. Penjernihan II - Pejompongan 

Email: opprti@cyber.net.pk Jakarta Pusat, 10210 
Web: Jl. Penjernihan II - Pejompongan Indonesia 
 Jakarta Pusat, 10210 Tel: 62-21-5704250 ext 1303 
Philippines Indonesia Fax:  

Tel: 62-21-5742941 Email: rosepamjaya@yahoo.com  
Web: Fax: 62-21-5704614 Charles Andrews Email: bchatib@bdg.centrin.net.id  Asian Development Bank Web: Dra. Indah Suksmanungsih PO Box 789  YLKI Manila, 980 

Nadia Hadad Jl. Pancoran Barat VII/1 Duren Tiga Philippines 
International NGO Forum on 
Indonesian Development (INFID) 

Jakarta, 12760 Tel: 63-2-6326731 
Indonesia Fax: 63-2-6362409 

Jl. Mampang Prapatan X1/23 Tel: 62-21-798185859 Email: candrews@adb.org 
Jakarta, 12790 Web:www.adb.org Fax: 62-21-7981038 
Indonesia Email: konsumen@rad.net.id 

Web:www.ylki.org Tel: 62-8111-32081 
Fax: 62-21-7941577 
Email: infid@infid.org 
Web: 
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Dr Carol Araullo Louie Corral Daniel Landingin 
Bayan, New Patriotic Alliance Asian Labour Network on IFIs Local Water Utilities Administration 

(LUWA) 4/F No. 1 Matatag, cnr Maaralin St, 
Brgy Central 

Unit 76, 7/F Zeta II Bldg 
191 Salcedo St., Legaspi Village MWSS-LWUA Complex, Katipunan 

Road Diliman Makati City,  
Quezon City,  Philippines Balara 
Philippines Tel: 63-2-8405383-84 Quezon City,  
Tel: 63-2-9255906 Fax: 63-2-8129669 Philippines 
Fax: 63-2-4359151 Email: lbcorral@pacific.net.ph Tel: 63-2-9205433 

Web:www.alni.org.ph Email: carol@bayanonline.org Fax: 63-2-9205433 
Web:  Email:  

Web:  Bobet Corral 
 Wouter Arriens Unit 76, 7/F Zeta II Bldg 
Elsa Mejia Asian Development Bank 191 Salcedo St., Legaspi Village 
INPART Engineering PO Box 789 Makati City,  
Philippines Manila, 980 Philippines 
Tel: 63-917-5200606 Philippines Tel: 63-2-3715740 
Fax: 63-21-9364541 Tel: 63-2-6326754 Fax:  
Email: inpart_02@yahoo.com Fax: 63-2-6362444 Email: lbcorral@pacific.net.ph 

Web: Web: Email: wlincklaenarriens@adb.org 
  Web:www.adb.org 
Jesus Diaz Danny Millan 
Local Water Utilities Administration 
(LUWA) 

Welfareville Group Eduardo Borela 
Blk. 19B, Martinez St KKMK East Zone Union 

MWSS-LWUA Complex, Katipunan 
Road 

Mandaluyong City Meter Shop Bldg, MWSS 
Compound Metro Manila,  

Balara Philippines Katipunan Road, Balara 
Quezon City,  Tel: 63-2-5348803 Quezon City,  
Philippines Fax:  Philippines 
Tel: 63-2-9205449 Email:  Tel: 63-2-9272917 
Fax: 63-2-9205449 Web: Fax:  
Email: jmdlwua@yahoo.com Email:  
Web: Web:  Joseph Perugganan 
 Focus on the Global South - 

Philippines Programme Jude Esguerra Zenaida Cenido 
Bantay Tubig Philippines Darangan Water Services 

Cooperative 45 Matimtiman St., Teachers Village Tel:  
Diliman Fax:  Philippines 
Quezon City,  Email: 

josephp@focusphilippines.org 
Tel: 63-2- 9514333 

Philippines Fax: 63-2-9514333 
Tel: 63-2-9218049 Web:  Email: zbcenido@yahoo.com 
Fax: 63-2-9218049 Web: 
Email: jude@ipd.org.ph  Jessica Reyes-Cantos 
Web:www.ipd.ph Leonor Cleofas Action for Economic Reforms 
 Metropolitan Waterworks and 

Sewerage System 
Rm 350 School of Economics Bldg 

Ranulfo Feliciano University of the Philippines 
Campus, Diliman G/F Engineering Bldg, MWSS 

Comples 
Leyte Metropolitan Water District 
A. Mabini St. Quezon City,  

489 Katipunan Road, Balara Tacloban City, 6500 Philippines 
Quezon City, 1105 Philippines Tel: 63-2-704265626 
Philippines Tel: 63-2-9205453 Fax: 63-2-9279686 
Tel: 63-2-9205413 Fax: 63-2-9275032 Email: 

jec_cantos@edsamail.com.ph Fax: 63-2-9222568 Email:  
Web: Email: bcleofas@philonline.com.ph Web:www.aer.ph 

Web:   
 Eduardo Santos Mai Flor 
Mylene Concepcion MWSS Regulatory Office Ondeo Services 
INPART Engineering 3/F Engineering Bldg, MWSS 

Complex 
Units 801-803, The Taipan Place 

Philippines Emerald Avenue, Ortigas Centre 
Tel: 63-917-8461879 489 Katipunan Road, Balara Pasig City, 1605 
Fax: 63-21-9364541 Quezon City, 1105 Philippines 
Email: inpart_03@yahoo.com Philippines Tel: 63-2-9142192 
Web: Tel: 63-2-9205521 Fax: 63-2-9142190 

Fax: 63-2-4358900 Email: maiflor@info.com.ph 
Web: Email: roocr@info.com.ph 

Web: 
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France Noriel Simbulan Alain Mathys 
PCWS Suez Environnement  P-3 Minnesota Mansion 18 Square Edouard VII Annie Girard 267 Ermin Garcia St, Cubao Paris cedex 09, 75316 Reseau Foi et Justice Quezon City, 1102 France 34, av. de Reille Philippines Tel: 33-1-58185014 Paris, 75014 Tel: 63-63919-6051134 Fax: 33-1-58184451 France Fax:  Email: alain.mathys@suez-env.com Tel: 33-1-53-80-08-40 Email: norielsimbulan@hotmail.com Web: Fax:  Web:  Email: foi-justice@wanadoo.fr  Dominique Olivier Web:www.aefjn.org Veolia Water Rosario Villaluna  38, ave. Kleber PCWS/Streams of Knowledge Sebastien Godinot Paris, 75799 P1,P3 Minnesota Mansion Les Amis de la Terre France 267 Ermin Garcia St, Cubao 2B rue Jules Ferry Tel: 33-1-71-75-03-77 Quezon City, 1109 Montreuil, 93100 Fax: 33-1-71-75-05-23 Philippines France Email: 

dominique.olivier@vewa.groupve.c
om 

Tel: 63-2-9120531 Tel: 33-1-48-51-18-92 Fax: 63-2-9115783 Fax: 33-1-48-51-33-23 Email: 
rory.villaluna@streamsofknowledge
.net 

Email: finance@amesdelaterre.org Web: 
Web:www.amisdelaterre.org  
 Web:www.streamsofknowledge.net Henri Smets 
Pierre-Marie Grondin  Academie de l'Eau 
programme Solidarite Eau (pS-Eau) 59, Rue Erlanger Europe 32, rue Le Peletier Paris, 75016 

 Paris, 75009 France 
France England Tel: 33-1-46-51-20-96 
Tel: 33-1-53-34-91-26 Fax: 33-1-47-43-07-15  Fax: 33-1-53-34-91-21 Email: henri.smets@smets.com Ian Bensted* Email: grondin@pseau.org Web: NKD WATSAN Web:www.pseau.org  Crossways  Jean Pierre Tardieu Fyfield 
Dominique Hautbergue Institut Veolia Environnement Abingdon, OX13 5LR 
Groupe Agence Francaise de 
Developpement 

60, rue Pierre Charron England 
Paris, 75008 Tel: 44-7747-642435 

5 rue Roland Barthes France Fax: 44-1865-390955 
Paris, 75598 Tel: 33-1-71-75-01-27 Email: bensted@easynet.co.uk 
France Web: Fax: 33-1-71-75-10-23 
Tel: 33-1-53-44-34-01 Email: jean-

pierre.tardieu@groupve.com 
 Fax: 33-1-53-44-38-65 
Lyla Mehta Email: hautbergued@afd.fr Web: Institute of Development Studies Web:www.afd.fr  University of Sussex 

Germany Brighton, BNI 9RE 
Jacques Labre England  Suez Environnement Tel:  Kurt Rippinger 18 Square Edouard VII Fax:  CES Paris cedex 09, 75316 Email: l.mehta@ids.ac.uk Rheiner Str. 85 France Web: Lingen, 49809 Tel: 33-1-58184482  Germany Fax: 33-1-58184642 Deborah Shipley* Tel: 49-5-918000773 Email:jacques.labre@suez-env.com True Vision Fax: 49-591-53534 Web:  49A Oxford Road South Email: rip@ces-li.de 

Web: Chiswick 
Christophe Le Jalle London, W4 3DD  programme Solidarite Eau (pS-Eau) England Danuta Sacher 32, rue Le Peletier Tel: 44-20-87427852 Bread for the World Paris, 75009 Fax: 44-20-87427853 PO Box 101142 France Email: deborah@truevisiontv.com Stuttgart, D-70010 Tel: 33-1-53-34-91-24 Web: Germany Fax: 33-1-53-34-91-21 

Tel: 49-711-21590 Email: le-jalle@pseeau.org 
Fax: 49-711-2159110 Web:www.pseau.org 
Email: d.sacher@brot-fuer-die-
welt.org 
Web:www.brot-fuer-die-welt.de 
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Netherlands Naomi Foxwood Tor Ziegler* 
Tearfund International Water Academy  100 Church Road, Teddington Nedre Slottsgate 25 Maarten Blokland Middlesex Oslo, NO-0157 UNESCO-IHE London, TW11 8QE Norway Westvest 7 United Kingdom Tel: 47-22-428100 PO Box 3015 Tel: 44-20-8977-9144 Fax: 47-22-428106 Delft, 2601 Fax: 44-20-8943-3594 Email: torz@thewateracademy.org Netherlands Email: 
naomi.foxwood@tearfund.org 

Web:www.thewateracademy.org Tel: 31-15-2151715  Fax: 31-15-2122921 Web:www.tearfund.org Sweden Email: mwb@ihe.nl   Web:www.ihe.nl 
Brendan Martin Margaret Catley-Carlson  Public World Global Water Partnership Joke Muylwijk 29 Moresby Road c/o Sida, Sveavagen 24-26 Gender and Water Alliance London, E5 9LE Stockholm, SE-105 25 Hogestraat 20 United Kingdom Sweden AT Dieren, 6953 Tel: 44-20-8806-7107 Tel: 1-917 582 3149 Netherlands Fax: 44-20-8806-5814 Fax: 46-8-698-56-27 Tel: 31-313-427230 Email: bmartin@publicworld.org Email: m.catley-carlson@cgiar.org Fax: 31-15-2190955 Web: Web: Email: jokemuylwijk@chello.nl   Web: Switzerland Gavin McGillivray   Department for International 
Development Paul Taylor Erich Baumann* Cap-Net skat consulting 1 Palace Street Westvest 7 Vadianstrasse 42 London, SW1E 5HE PO Box 3015 St Gallen, CH-9000 United Kingdom Delft, 2601 Switzerland Tel: 44-20-7023-0224 Netherlands Tel: 41-71-2285454 Fax: 44-20-7023-0072 Tel: 31-15-2151809 Fax: 41-71-2285455 Email: g-mcgillivrary@dfid.gov.uk Fax: 31-15-2139598 Web:www.dfid.gov.uk Email: erich.baumann@skat.ch Email: paul.taylor@cap-net.org Web:www.skat-consulting.com  Web:www.cap-net.org  Les Peacock  Gourisankar Ghosh* Department for Environment, Food, 
and Rural Affairs Norway Water Supply and Sanitation 

Collaborative Council  Nobel House 
Semund Haukland* International Environment House 17 Smith Square 
NORAD 9 Chemin des Anemones London, SW1P 3JR 
PB 8034 Dep Chatelaine, Geneva, CH-1219 United Kingdom 
Oslo, N-0030 Switzerland Tel: 44-20-7082-8333 
Norway Tel: 41-22-9178657 Fax:  
Tel: 47-22-242030 Fax: 41-22-9178084 Email: 

les.peacock@defra.gsi.gov.uk Fax: 47-22-242031 Email: ghoshg@who.int 
Web:www.wsscc.org Web:www.defra.gov.uk Email: she@norad.no 

Web:www.norad.no   
 United Kingdom Martin Walshe 
Gaim Kebreab* Department for International 

Development  Norwegian Church Aid Jon Bateman PO Box 4544 1 Palace Street Halcrow Group Ltd Nydalen London, SW1E 5HE Vineyard House, 44 Brook Green Oslo, NO-0404 DC Hammersmith Norway United Kingdom London, WS 7BY Tel: 47-22-092700 Tel: 44-20-7023-1127 United Kingdom Fax: 47-22-092720 Fax: 44-20-7023-0072 Tel: 44-20-7602-7282 Email: gaim@nca.no Email: m-walshe@dfid.gov.uk Fax: 44-20-7603-0095 Web:www.dfid.gov.uk Web:www.nca.no Email: batemanjs@halcrow.com  Web: 
Patrick Watt Morten Svelle*  Action Aid NORAD Jeremy Bird Hamlyn House PB 8034 Dep 119 Eastwood Road Macdonald Road Oslo, N-0030 Bramley, Guildford London, N19 5PG Norway Surrey, GU5 0DX United Kingdom Tel: 47-22-240420 United Kingdom Tel: 44-20-7561-7559 Fax: 47-22-242031 Tel: 44-1483-890283 Fax: 44-20-7561-7676 Email: morten.svelle@norad.no Fax: 44-1483-891901 Email: pwatt@actionaid.org.uk Web: www.norad.no Email: jeremy.bird@tiscali.co.uk Web:www.actionaid.org Web: 
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Erwin Estrada* Michael Arceneaux David Grey 
Norwegian Church Aid Association of Metropolitan Water 

Agencies 
World Bank 

Av las Americas, Zona 13 1818 H street NW 
Guatemala,  1620 I Street, NW, Suite 500 Washington DC, 20433 
Guatemala Washington, 20006 USA 
Tel: 502-3620326 DC Tel: 1-202-4734125 
Fax: 502-3318208 USA Fax: 1-202-4738301 
Email: aingua@terra.com.gt Tel: 1-202-331-2820 Email: dgrey@worldbank.org 

Web:www.worldbank.org Web: www.nca.no Fax: 1-202-785-1845 
 Email: arceneaux@amwa.net 

Web: Sara Grusky North America  Public Citizen 
Manish Bapna 215 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 

Canada Bank Information Center Washington, 20003 
733 15th Street NW, Suite 1126 DC 
Washington, 20005 USA Maude Barlow 
DC Tel: 1-202-454-5133 Council of Canadians 
USA Fax: 1-202-547-7392 502-151 Slater St 
Tel: 1-202-737-7752 Email: sgrusky@citizen.org Ottawa, K1P 5H3 
Fax: 1-202-737-1155 Web:www.citizen.org/cmep Ontario 
Email: mbapna@bicusa.org Canada 
Web:www.bicusa.org Tel: 1-613-2332773 Chris Herman 
 Fax: 1-613-2336776 U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency Paulina Beato Email: mbarlow8965@rogers.com 
Inter-American Development Bank Web:www.canadians.org 1200 Penn. Ave., NW (2660R) 
1300 New York Ave., NW  Washington, 20460 
Washington, 20577 William Cosgrove DC 
DC World Water Council USA 
USA 555 Rene Le Vesque Blvd W Tel: 1-202-564-6463 
Tel: 1-202-623-2458 10, Place de la Joliette Fax: 1-202-565-2409 
Fax: 1-202-623-2157 Montreal, H2Z1B1 Email: herman.chris@epa.gov 
Email: paulinab@iadb.org Canada Web:  
Web: Tel: 33-4-91-99-41-00 
 Fax: 33-4-91-99-41-01 Jan Janssens 

Email: 
wjcosgrove@compuserve.com 

Peter Bosshard The World Bank 
International Rivers Network 1818 H Street, NW 

Web:www.worldwatercouncil.org 1847 Berkeley Way Washington, 20433 
 Berkeley, 94703 DC 
USA CA USA 

USA  Tel: 1-202-458-7247 
Tel: 1-510-848-1155 Nancy Alexander Fax: 1-202-522-3228 
Fax: 1-510-848-1008 Citizens' Network for Essential 

Services 
Email: jjanssens1@worldbank.org 

Email: peter@irn.org Web:www.worldbank.org 
Web:www.irn.org 9703 Hedin Drive  
 Silver Spring, 20903 Antonia Juhasz 

MD International Forum on Globalisation Annie Ducmanis 
USA The Thoreau Center for 

Sustainability 
Environmental Grantmakers 
Association Tel: 1-301-270-1000 

Fax: 1-301-445-7321 1009 General Kennedy Ave #2 437 Madison Avenue 
Email: ncalexander@igc.org San Francisco, 94129 New York, 10022 
Web:www.servicesforall.org CA NY 
 USA USA 

Tel: 1-415-561-3940 Tel: 1-212-812-4260 Ingvar Andersson 
Fax: 1-415-561-7651 Fax: 1-212-812-4299 United Nations Development 

Programme Email: ajuhasz@ifg.org Email: aducmanis@ega.org 
Web:www.ega.org Web: 304 East 45th Street, FF-10th Floor 

  New York, 10017 
Roberto Lenton NY Peter Gleick 
Task Force on Water and 
Sanitation/Earth Institute 

USA Pacific Institute for Studies in 
Development, Environment & 
Security 

Tel: 1-212-906-5858 
Columbia University, Lamont Hall Fax: 1-212-906-6973 
61 Route 9W Email: ingvar.andersson@undp.org 654 13th Street 

Web:www.undp.org Palisades, 10964-4870 Oakland, 94612 
New York CA 
USA USA 
Tel: 1-845-6804414 Tel: 1-510-251-1600 
Fax: 1-845-6804870 Fax: 1-510-251-2203 
Email: rlenton@iri.columbia.edu Email: pgleick@pacinst.org 
Web:www.unmillenniumproject.org Web:www.pacinst.org 
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Stephen Lintner Meike van Ginneken Jose Barragan Bauer 
The World Bank The World Bank Ministry of Public Services and 

Works 1818 H Street, NW 1818 H Street, NW 
Washington, 20433 Washington, 20433 Av. Mariscal Santa Cruz 
DC DC Palacio de Comunicaciones, 14th 

Fl. USA USA 
Tel: 202-473-2508 Tel: 1-202-458-7796 La Paz,  
Fax: 1-202 477-0565 Fax: 1-202-522-3228 Bolivia 
Email: slintner@worldbank.org Email: 

mvanginneken@worldbank.org 
Tel: 591-2-231-1010 

Web:www.worldbank.org Fax:  
 Web:www.worldbank.org/watsan/bn

wp 
Email: jbarragan@sias.gov.bo 
Web: Adam Mendelson 

  Bank Information Center 
Roberto Bianchi Al Warburton 733 15th Street NW, Suite 1126 
Aguas del Illimani American Water Works Association Washington, 20005 
Av. De las Américas 705 6666 W. Quincy Ave. DC 
Villa Fatima Denver, 80235 USA 
La Paz, 9359 CO Tel: 1-202-737-7752 
Bolivia USA Fax: 1-202-737-1155 
Tel: 591-22-21-3357 Tel: 1-303-794-7711 Email: amendelson@bicusa.org 
Fax: 591-22-21-3357 Web:www.bicusa.org Fax: 1-303-347-0804 
Email: 
bianchir@aguasdelillimani.com  Email:  

Web:www.awwa.org Adrian Moore Web:  Reason Foundation  Susan Wermcrantz 3415 S. Sepulveda Blvd, Suite 400 
Ing. Johnny Cuéllar Carrasco Inter-American Development Bank Los Angeles, 90034 
System of Sectoral Regulation, 
SISAB 

1300 New York Ave., NW CA 
Washington, 20577 USA 

Av. Mariscal Santa Cruz, 1392 DC Tel: 1-310-391-2245 
Edificio Cámara Nacional de 
Comercio, 16th Fl. 

USA Fax:  
Tel: 1-202-623-3297 Email: adriantm@aol.com 

La Paz, 4245 Web:www.rppi.org Fax: 1-202-623-3885 
Bolivia  Email: 

susanw@contractual.iadb.org Tel: 591-2-2310801 Meena Palaniappan Fax: 591-2-2310554 Web: Pacific Institute for Studies in 
Development, Environment & 
Security 

Email: sisab@ceibo.entelnet.bo 
Web:www.sisab.gov.bo Tim Williams  654 13th Street Water Environment Federation 
Ing. Erico Navarro Agreda Oakland, 94612 601 Wythe St. 
AIDIS CA Alexandria, 22314 
Av. 20 de Octubre No. 1915 USA VA 
Edificio Málaga, 1st Floor Tel: 1-510-251-1600 USA 
La Paz, 6270 Fax: 1-510-251-2203 Tel: 1-703-684-2452 
Bolivia Email: mpal@pacinst.org Fax: 1-703-684-2492 
Tel: 591-2-231-6429 Web:www.pacinst.org Email:  
Fax: 591-2-241-9913  Web: www.wef.org 
Email: ericonavarro@hotmail.com Jamal Saghir Web: The World Bank Latin America  1818 H Street, NW 
Pablo Solón Washington, 20433 
Fundacion Solon Bolivia DC 
Av. Ecuador 2519 USA 
La Paz,  Tel: 1-202-473-2789 Guillermo Arroyo Rodríguez Bolivia Fax: 1-202-522-3228 SAMAPA Tel: 591-2-2417057 Email: jsaghir@worldbank.org Calle Batallón Colorados, No. 24 Fax: 591-2-2417953 Web:www.worldbank.org Edif. El Cóndor Mezanine Of. 27 Email: funsolon@funsolon.org  La Paz, 4439 Web:www.funsolon.org Manuel Schiffler Bolivia 

The World Bank Tel: 591-2-2442409 
1818 H Street, NW Fax: 591-2-2442845 
Washington, 20433 Email: samapa@acelerate.com 
DC Web: 
USA 
Tel: 1-202-458 7790 
Fax: 1-202-477-1998 
Email: mschiffler@worldbank.org 
Web:www.worldbank.org 
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Brazil Antônio César da Costa e Silva Abelardo de Oliveira Filho 
Brazilian Association of Sanitary 
and Environmental Engineers 

National Secretary of Environmental 
Sanitation, Ministry of Cities  

Frédéric Barbotin Av. Beira Mar, 216-13th Fl. Esplanada does Ministerios ESSOR Rio de Janeiro, 20021-060 Bloco "A", 3rd Fl., Rm 344 Rua Marques de Baependi, 12-
Flores RJ Brasília, 70050-901 

Brazil DF Manaus, 69058-130 Tel: 55-11-3388-8580 Brazil AM Fax:  Tel: 55-61-411-4931 Brazil Email: accosta@sabesp.com.br Fax: 55-61-322-2024 Tel: 55-92-627-55-52 Web:www.abes-dn.org.br Email: 
sanearcidades@cidades.gov.br Fax:  

Email: essorma@hotmail.com Web: Web:www.essor-ong.org Mário Amaro da Silveira 
 Citagua  Sadalla Domingos Praça Alvim Silveira, 01 Yves Besse Sinaenco, National Syndicate of 
Architecture and Engineering 
Consultants 

Ilha da Luz Suez Ambiental Cachoeiro de Itapemirim, CEP 
29309-801 Rua Bela Cintra, 967 - 10th Fl. 

Bela Vista R. Marques de Itu, 70 3rd Fl. ES São Paulo, 01415-000 São Paulo, 01223-000 Brazil SP SP Tel: 55-28-3526-3366 Brazil Brazil Fax: 55-28-3526-3374 Tel: 55-11-3124-3696 Tel: 55-11-3123-9200 Email: mario@citagua.com.br Fax: 55-11-3124-3626 Fax: 55-11-3120-3629 Web:  Email: ybesse@vega.com.br Email: waleria@jnsecq.com.br Web: Web:www.sinaenco.com.br Lineu Andrade de Almeida   AIDIS, ABES Juliana Castro Pastor Romildo José Dos Santos Filho Rua Costa Carvalho, 234-Pinheiros CEDIPLAC Odebrecht São Paulo, 05429-000 Postal Box 26.660 Av. Naçõ+E20es Unidas, 4777, 6th 
Fl. 

SP São Paulo, 05116-970 
Brazil SP Alto de Pinheiros Tel: 55-11-3814-1872 Brazil São Paulo, 05477-000 Fax: 55-11-3814-1901 Tel: 55-11-3485-6503 SP Email: abes-sp@abes-dn.org.br Fax: 55-11-3032-1477 Brazil Web:www.abes-sp.org.br Email: juliana@cediplac.org.br Tel: 55-11-3443-9120  Web: Fax: 55-11-3443-9006 Ing. Luiz Augusto de Lima Pontes  Email: 

romildo.jose@br.odebrecht.com 
Inter-American Association of 
Sanitary and Environmental 
Engineers 

Aser Cortines 
Caixa Econômica Federal Web: 
SBS Q. 04 Lotes 3/4  Sede Abel Wolman 
Ed. Sede Matriz, 21st Fl. Rua Nicolau Gagliardi, 354 Rodolfo Ferreras Brasília, 70092-900 São Paulo, 05429-010 Águas do Amazonas DF SP Rua do Bombeamento, 1-

Compensa Brazil Brazil 
Tel: 55-61-414-9814 Tel: 55-11-3812-4080 Manaus, 69029-160 Fax: 55-61-414-9723 Fax: 55-11-3814-2441 AM Email: aser.cortines@caixa.gov.br Email: aidis@aidis.org.br Brazil Web: Web:www.aidis.org.br Tel: 55-92-627-5552   Fax:  
Rodolfo Costa e Silva Paulo Roberto de Oliveira Email: 

rferreras@aguasdoamazonas.com.
br 

State of Sao Paulo Legislature Ambient 
Palacio 9 de Julho Anel Viario Contorno Norte 
Av. Pedro Alvares Cabral, 201, 4th 
Floor, Room 4016/4064 

Web: Ribeirao Preto, CEP 14062-800 
SP  Ibirapuera, Sao Paulo, CEP 04097-

900 
Brazil Noemia Frison 
Tel: 55-16-3962-8100 Água e Cidade SP Fax: 55-16-3962-8106 Al. Dr. Carlos de Carvalho, 771 Brazil Email: paulo@ambientbr.com.br Sala 203 
Web:www.ambientbr.com.br Tel: 55-11-3886-6403/6404 Curitiba, 80430 180 Fax:  PR Email: rcsilva@al.sp.gov.br Brazil Web: Tel: 55-41-324-3426 

Fax: 55-41-324-3426 
Email: 
aguaecidade@aguaecidade.org.br 
Web:www.aguaecidade.org.br 
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Giancarlo Gerli Norma Pereira Tobias Jerozolimski 
Brazilian Association of 
Infrastrcuture and Basic Industry 
(ABDIB) 

Sinaenco, National Syndicate of 
Architecture and Engineering 
Consultants 

Sinaenco, National Syndicate of 
Architecture  and Engineering 
Consultants  

Praça Monteiro Lobato, 36 R. Marques de Itu, 70 3rd Fl. R. Marques de Itu, 70 3rd Fl. 
São Paulo, 05506-030 São Paulo, 01223-000 São Paulo, 01223-000 
SP SP SP 
Brazil Brazil Brazil 
Tel: 55-11-3094-1950 Tel: 55-11-3814-1166 Tel: 55-11-3814-1166 
Fax: 55-11-3094-1970 Fax:  Fax:  
Email: planejamento@abdib.com.br Email: 

coplaenge@coplaenge.com.br 
Email: tobias@jnsecq.com.br 

Web: Web: 
Web:   
 Fernando Mangabeira Albernaz Orestes Gonçalves 

Aguas de Limeira José Pirenhino Água e Cidade 
Rua Boa Morte, 725 Jardim do Pinheiros Community 

Association 
Al. Dr. Carlos de Carvalho, 771 

Limeira, CEP 13480-181 Sala 203 
SP São Bernardo do Campo, 09854-

720 
Curitiba, 80430 180 

Brazil PR 
Tel: 55-19-3404-5505 SP Brazil 
Fax: 55-19-3404-5501 Brazil Tel: 55-41-324-3426 
Email: fm@aguasdelimeira.com.br Tel:  Fax: 55-41-324-3426 
Web: Fax:  Email: 

aguaecidade@aguaecidade.org.br  Email:  
Custodio Mattos Web:www.aguaecidade.org.br Web: 
Camara dos Deputados   Camara dos Deputados Sérgio Antônio Gonçalves Carlos Alberto Rosito Anexo IV-Gabinete 417 National Secretary of Environmental 

Sanitation, Ministry of Cities 
Saint-Gobain Canalizacao Brasília, CEP 70160-900 Av. Almirante Barroso, 72/12th 
Floor DF Esplanada does Ministerios Brazil Bloco "A", 3rd Fl., Rm 344 Rio de Janeiro, CEP 20031-001 Tel: 55-61-318-5417 Brasília, 70050-901 RJ Fax: 55-61-318-2417 DF Brazil Email: 

dep.custodiomattos@camara.gov.b
r 

Brazil Tel: 55-21-3824-6492 
Tel: 55-61-411-4708 Fax: 55-21-3824-6464 
Fax: 55-61-322-2024 Email: carlos.rosito@saint-

gobain.com Web: Email: sergioag@cidades.gov.br  Web: Web:www.saint-gobain-
canalizacao.com.br Dalmo Nogueira Filho  

São Paulo Water Supply and 
Sanitation   Eng. Fatima Gusmão Affonso 

Regulatory Agency of Public 
Service  

Viera Rotondo Company (SABESP) City of São Bernardo do Campo R. Costa Carvalho, 300 Concessions São Bernardo do Campo,  Pinheiros Rua Prof. Ernani Simao, 1314 SP São Paulo, 05429-900 Cachoeirinha Brazil SP Manaus, 69020-050 Tel:  Brazil AM Fax:  Tel: 55-11-3388-8200 Brazil Email:  Fax: 55-11-3813-0254 Tel: 55-92-234-8787 Web:www.meioambiente@asatnet.
com.br Email: 

dalmonogueira@sabesp.com.br 
Fax: 55-92-234 x. 212 
Email: fatimagaffonso@aol.com  Web: Web: Cesar Seara  Águas do Amazonas Sezifredo Paz Fernando Haddad Rua do Bombeamento, 1-

Compensa IDEC Ministry of Planning 
Rua Doutor Costa Junior, 356 Brasília,  Manaus, 69029-160 São Paulo, 05002-000 DF AM SP Brazil Brazil Brazil Tel:  Tel: 55-92-627-5519 Tel: 55-11-3874-2150 Fax:  Fax: 55-92-627-5520 Fax: 55-11-3862-9844 Email: 

fernando.haddah@planejamento 
Email: 
cseara@aguasdoamazonas.com.br Email: sezi@matrix.com.br 

Web:www.idec.org.br Web: .gov.br 
Web:  
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Ana Silva de Castro Email: llueiza@siss.cl Raul Armonia Zaidan 
Web:www.siss.cl Community Movement of Mauzinho 

II 
Mayor's Office, City of Manaus 

 Av. Brasil, No. 2971 - Compensa 
R. Panorama No. 76 Manaus, 69035-110 Carlos Alberto Mladinic Alonso 
Mauzinho II AM Sistema de Empresas (SEP) 
Manaus,  Brazil Monjitas 392, 12th Floor 
AM Tel: 55-92-672-1523 Santiago,  
Brazil Fax:  Chile 
Tel:  Email:  Tel: 56-2-473-6315 

Web: Fax:  Fax: 56-2-473-6361 
 Email:  Email: cmladinic@comitesep.cl 

Web: Web: Chile 
   Silvano Silverio da Costa Miguel Solanes Maria Angelica Alegria Calva National Association of Municipal 
Water and Sanitation Services 
(ASSEMAE) 

United Nations, Economic 
Commission for Latin America 

MOPTT, Department of Hydraulic 
Works 

Av. Dag Hammarskjold S/N Moneda 1040, 4th Fl. SBS-Quadra 02-Edf. Empire Center Vitacura Santiago,  12 Floor, Room 1212 Santiago,  Chile Brasília, CEP 070070-100 Chile Tel:  DF Tel: 56-2-210-2271 Fax:  Brazil Fax: 56-2-208-1946 Email: maria.alegria@moptt.gov.cl Tel: 55-61-325-7592 Email: msolanes@eclac.cl Web: Fax: 55-61-322-9353 Web:  Email: brasilia@assemae.org.br  Alex Chechilnitzky Web: Juan Luis Tapia Donoso Inter-American Association of 
Sanitary and Environmental 
Engineers (AIDIS) 

Aguas Andinas 
Leonardo Sztutman Av. Presidente Balmaceda 1398, 

12th Fl. IDEC San Patricio 4298, 3rd Fl Rua Doutor Costa Junior, 356 Santiago,  Vitacura São Paulo, 05002-000 Chile Santiago,  SP Tel: 56-2-6942310 Chile Brazil Fax: 56-2-6942109 Tel: 56-2-207-3671 Tel: 55-11-3874-2150 Email: jtapia@aguasandinas.cl Fax: 56-2-228-3383 
Web: Fax: 55-11-3862-9844 Email: achechi@vtr.net Email: leo@idec.org.br  Web: Web: www.idec.org.br  Pacific 

Andrei Jouravlev  Luiz Gonzaga Ulhoa Tenorio United Nations, Economic 
Commission for Latin America Fiji Central Unica dos Trabalhadores 

(CUT)  Av. Dag Hammarskjold S/N 
R. Caetano Pinto, 575 Hilda Lini Vitacura 
Bras, 03041-000 Pacific Concerns Research Centre Santiago,  
SP Fiji Chile 
Brazil Tel:  Tel: 56-2-210-2271 
Tel: 55-11-3272-9411 Fax:  Fax: 56-2-208-1946 
Fax: 55-11-3272-9610 Email: mhlini@pcrc.org.fj Email: ajouravl@eclac.cl 
Email: ulhoa@fnucut.org.br Web: 
Web:www.cut.org.br   

Isabel Lincolao Dr. Elso Vitoratto 
Instituto de Ecología Política Proacqua 
Ecocentro Rua Bela Nápoles, No 97 
Seminario 776, Ñuñoa V. Leopaldina 
Santiago, 6841232 São Paulo, CEP 0585-080 
Chile SP 
Tel: 56-2-2239059 Brazil 
Fax: 56-2-223-4522 Tel: 55-11-3836-6111 
Email: iep@iepe.org Fax: 55-11-3836-7840 
Web:www.iepe.org Email: vitoratto@uol.com.br 
 Web: 
Leonardo Lueiza Ureta 
Superintendencia de Servicios 
Sanitarios (SISS) 
Moneda 673, 9th Fl. 
Santiago, 6500721 
Chile 
Tel: 56-2-382-4107 
Fax: 56-2-382-4002 
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Annex 6 Interview framework  

Note that a separate framework, based on the following, was developed to guide the focus 
group meetings with members of poor communities. 

1. Framework to guide interviews with stakeholders 

Note: This framework has been designed to provide sufficient information from the stakeholder 
interviews to answer the key questions of the Scoping Study, as set out in the public statement 
‘Clearing the Waters’. 

 
SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION AND CONTACT DETAILS 

Moderator introduces/provides additional detail on the Scoping Process, and ensures that stakeholder 
has the public statement, and if requested, the Summary Workplan. Moderator explains that points 
raised by interviewee will be used to develop the Scoping Report, and will be attributed according to 
sector e.g. ‘small-scale PSP provider’ and region, but the respondent’s name will not be used. If 
appropriate, moderator will ask whether a specific quote or anecdote may be attributed to the person.   

NAME, ORGANISATION AND POSITION IN THAT ORGANISATION 
SECTOR 
CONTACT DETAILS 
GENDER 

 
SECTION 2 ISSUES RAISED BY PSP IN WATER AND SANITATION 

 
This section has been designed to answer the following key question: 
• What issues are raised by PSP in water and sanitation, and what is the range of stakeholder 

perspectives on each of these issues? 
 

2.1 What do you see as the main reasons for lack of access to water and sanitation? probe for drivers and 
barriers. 

 
2.2 What, according to your understanding, are the main drivers of private sector participation (PSP) in water 

and sanitation? 
 

2.3 What do you see as the main positive and negative impacts of PSP? are these unique to PSP? 
 

Each respondent will not provide responses to each of the following possible key themes and their sub-points, but 
rather raises those issues and impacts considered most important from their perspective. if necessary, moderator 
probes for opinions linked to the possible key themes. Moderator also asks participant to relate impacts identified 
to specific local or contextual conditions. 

 
• Financial: cost recovery, pricing, subsidy issues, capital and ongoing costs, funding and investment needs and 

mechanisms 
• Access and equity: access to water and sanitation services, equity issues relating to this,  
• Governance and institutional issues: structures and mechanisms for accountability and transparency (state, 

private, NGO, community), regulatory mechanisms (at different levels), conflict resolution, institutional 
structures 

• Stakeholder participation: social mobilisation, community and user participation, unheard voices (poor, women, 
marginalised, youth, children, rural people etc) 

• Managing the transactions and contract issues: competitive bidding processes, bidding information, bidding 
information, contractual negotiations, standardisation/flexibility in contracts 

• Environmental: impact of PSP on ecosystems, water quality, water conservation efforts, new dams vs. 
Alternative supply options etc 
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• Health: impacts on human health, child mortality, lost productivity, links with HIV/AIDS … 
• Impacts on the poor: impacts on livelihoods of the poor (impacts on human, social, natural, financial and 

physical capital), empowerment issues, and impacts on quantitative and qualitative aspects of poverty. 
Considering the poor as “consumers” (or recipients of WSS), producers (of goods and services where water is 
a vital input) and workers (in the WSS industry). 

• Efficiency and reliability: impacts on efficiency and reliability of delivery of WSS,  (and how this relates to 
institutional structure) 

• Skills and capacity building: availability of necessary skills (and what are these?) At all levels (e.g. Local 
government regulatory capacity, technical skills at community level, social and facilitation skills in the private 
sector), capacity building needs 

• Social development: impact on developmental role of WSS, social and cultural appropriateness of technology, 
sense of ownership, building capacity of users / communities 

• Macro contextual issues: political, social and economic stability 
• Monitoring and evaluation: 
• What others? 

 
2.4 Can you provide some examples of situations where you feel that PSP has delivered WSS in a more 

efficient, equitable and sustainable manner than public or other delivery options? And examples where 
PSP has delivered WSS in a less efficient, equitable and sustainable manner? In each case, can you 
relate these examples to specific local and contextual conditions? 

 
Moderator may ask the person to tell a particular story or anecdote relating to a success or a failure, which can be 
used in the final report to bring issues to life beyond the trends and summaries of statistics.   

 
2.5  What do you think the perceptions of PSP are in your area or region?  What are the perceptions with 

which you may agree? Disagree? 
 

This question seeks to understand whether there are issues on which a person would agree with his/her critics, as a 
step towards identifying areas of consensus. 

 
2.6  Are there other approaches to improving access to water and sanitation that are effective, that could 

be tested, or that could be used more widely? 
 
 

SECTION 3 RATIONALE AND POSSIBLE MODALITIES FOR A REVIEW OF PSP 

This section has been designed to answer the following key questions: 
• What is the case for a review? 
• Do stakeholders agree that a global review may be able to dispel some of the controversy and define 

appropriate measures to move forward? 
• How could a multistakeholder review be run, learning from similar processes, to ensure that all stakeholder 

views are heard? 
• How could this review lead to a new consensus, enabling action towards meeting the Millennium Development 

Goals? 
 

3.1 Do you feel that a global Review of PSP is necessary? What are the reasons for your answer? 
 

3.2 What would you like to see come out of a global Review in terms of real impact on the ground? 
 

3.3 What are some of the key lessons that could be learned from other multistakeholder (MSH) 
processes such as the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) MSH Dialogues, the World 
Commission on Dams (WCD), and the Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development (MMSD) process, 
to ensure that all stakeholder voices are heard in a PSP Review? 

 
3.4 How do you think that a global Review of PSP would need to be run to lead to a new consensus, so that 

more progress could be made in meeting the Millennium Development Goals and WSSD target on water 
and sanitation? 

 
3.5 Do you think your organisation would be interested in participating in a global Review?  What 

conditions would be necessary to engage your participation?  
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Annex 7 Results of Email Survey  

A.7.1.  Background 
 
An email survey questionnaire was developed to reach out to a greater number and more regionally 
diverse group of stakeholders, in addition to the in-person stakeholder interviews, telephone interviews, 
and focus groups conducted.  Annex 7 describes the survey questionnaire, the questionnaire 
dissemination, the responses received, the analytical methods, and the summary of results.  The aim of 
the survey was to assess stakeholders’ overall perspectives on the issues involving PSP in water and 
sanitation, the priorities among the issues, whether and how a global multistakeholder review could 
address effectively the issues they raised, and whether and how they would be interested in 
participating.  The survey also aimed to examine differences of perspectives among the regions and 
types of organisations.  Carina Romero, a graduate student pursuing joint degrees in the Energy and 
Resources Group and the Goldman School of Public Policy at University of California-Berkeley 
developed and analysed the database of responses to the survey. 

The email survey questionnaire was designed to follow the questions developed in the interview 
framework (see Annex 6), yet the questions were not as open-ended.  Overall the survey aimed at 
having stakeholders provide:  

• Personal and professional information about the respondent 

• Ranked priorities about the causes of lack of access to water and sanitation services; the primary 
drivers of PSP; whether PSP had addressed the underlying causes that they had ranked; and what 
issues regarding PSP should a possible global multistakeholder review address. 

• Perspectives on whether a global multistakeholder review of PSP was necessary or useful 
(Yes/No/Maybe); ranked reasons for/against a global multistakeholder review; the desired 
outcomes for a possible review; ranked priorities for the activities and structure of a possible 
review; lessons learned from other multistakeholder processes; and interest in and conditions for 
participating in a possible review process. 

Respondents were provided with tables that listed a variety of possible answers to the questions posed, 
and were asked to rank their top three or top five (depending on the question) most important choices.  
For example, respondents were asked to rank their top three most important causes for the lack of 
access to water and sanitation services from a list of 13 possible choices.  In each question, 
respondents were also able to add additional reasons if their important issue was not listed.  Most of 
the questions involved selecting and ranking a choice.  Some of the questions were qualitative and 
open-ended, and asked for a written answer or comment, such as “From your perspective, what is a 
desired outcome for a possible global, multistakeholder review?”  In the interview framework, 
stakeholders were asked for their perspectives on the positive and negative impacts of PSP.  To 
simplify analysis in the email survey, stakeholders were instead asked to rank their top 5 most 
important issues that a global multistakeholder review should address or further examine. 

The email survey questionnaire was distributed electronically by the moderators, Working Group 
members’ contacts, stakeholders interviewed, and email listserves in early December 2003.  The 
listserves and email groups used were: Global Water Partnership; International Rivers Network; “water 
for all” listserve; Building Partnerships for Development; MDG Task Force on Water and Sanitation; 
International Resource Centre (IRC); and International Private Water Association.  Other offers for 
dissemination were made too late in the process, including offers to translate the questionnaire into 
Spanish.  Several inquiries for completing the questionnaire were turned away after the deadline. 

 94



 

A.7.2 Survey responses 

The deadline for responses was February 14, 2004.  A total of 82 responses were received by the 
deadline.  Approximately 5 surveys were received after the deadline and were not included in the 
quantitative analysis.  An Excel database was created from all the responses for managing and 
analysing the data.   

Responses were coded by region and type of organisation.  Figure A7.1 shows the regional diversity of 
responses.  Within the North America and Europe region, 18 were from Europe and 13 were from 
North America.  Responses were received from 42 countries, and most responses came from 
countries that the moderators did not visit personally, including Argentina, Costa Rica, Haiti, Angola, 
Cameroon, Nigeria, Bangladesh, China, Nepal, Pakistan, Greece, Jordan, Albania, Slovakia, and New 
Zealand. 

Figure A7.1 

Respondents by Region
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Figure A7.2 shows the diversity of respondents by type of organisation.  The survey questionnaire was 
disseminated through a diversity of channels, including NGO, private sector, public sector, and 
professional association networks.  The majority of respondents identified themselves as non-
government organisations (NGOs), including consumer, environment, development, and human rights 
NGOs.  Business and professional associations and research and academic categories were the next 
largest categories.   The remaining respondents are spread across the other types of organisations. 

In the case of incorrect responses, the respondent’s survey was omitted from calculation of the results 
of that particular question.  Because respondents who answered some questions incorrectly did not 
answer all questions incorrectly, the surveys were not simply eliminated from the database.  The 
number of incorrect responses ranged between 10-16% on the quantitative questions.  In the analysis 
(described below), the results are presented as a percentage of the total of all 82 respondents (rather 
than as a percentage of the number respondents answering correctly).  This means that the overall 
percentages of respondents ranking a certain issue as a top priority are lower than they would be if only 
correct responses were counted. 
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Figure A7.2 

Respondents by Type of Organisation
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A.7.3.  Survey methodology 
 
Most of the survey questionnaire asked respondents to rank their answers to questions based on a list 
of possible issues and answers. The purpose of the rankings was to go beyond identifying issues 
related to PSP to prioritising them.  However, the pitfalls of using rankings are: (a) that a ranking of “2” 
(second most important) for one person may be the same as a “3” for a different person, and (b) it is 
difficult to characterise the issues listed that are not ranked in the top 3 (or 5), since they are not 
necessarily unimportant, just not ranked. 

Analysis of quantitative questions (the questions involving rankings) was done in three ways.  First, 
analysis of responses to each question was done using array formulas, where each respondent that 
ranked a given issue as #1 was counted, then each respondent ranking a given issue as #2 was 
counted, and so on.  A total score for each issue was developed by summing the number of 
respondents ranking that issue as 1, 2, or 3.  The issues with the highest scores are those ranked as 
the top priorities most often by the most respondents.  For some issues, however, the score could be 
the same – indicating a high priority – but masking the fact that more people ranked it as a #2 or #3 
priority, not as a number one.    

Second, a “weighted sum” score was created for each issue to better examine which issues were being 
ranked #1 most often by most respondents, rather than looking at which issues were ranked overall in 
the top 3 (or 5) most important.  The weighted sums were created by allocating 5 points to an issue 
ranked #1 most important, 4 points to an issue ranked #2, and so on down to 1 point for a #5 ranking 
(or similarly for issues that were ranked 1-3).  Those issues with the highest score represent the issues 
that were ranked as #1 most important by the most respondents, and so on.  The weighted sum 
method better disaggregates the total rankings, as compared to the sum of tallies method. All tables 
are sorted by weighted sum to facilitate identification of the top issues ranked. 

Third, the percentages of respondents out of the total 82 respondents who ranked an issue within their 
“top 3” and within their “top 5” were tabulated. 
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These three calculations were made for each question according to the following: 

• a global basis, involving the responses of all 82 respondents; 

• a regional basis, where responses only from a given region were analysed; and 

• an organizational type basis, where responses from each organisation type were analysed.  
Analysis by subgroup was done only when there were 3 or more in the group. 

In this way, differences in perspectives along regional and organisation type lines could be 
disaggregated and compared.  Issues that respondents wrote in that were not part of the list of issues 
to be ranked were also considered during the analysis. 

Responses to qualitative questions were synthesised and coded according to recurrent themes. 
Summaries of these results are in tables highlighting the number of respondents that mention the issue, 
and are quoted throughout the text. Responses and examples from the surveys were added to the 
discussion of these thematic issues in the body of the report. 

A.7.4.  Email survey results 

Results from the email survey are reported and integrated in the main body of the Scoping Study report 
according to the issue areas.  The results presented in this annex provide an overall summary of the 
email survey. 

Table A7.1 shows the responses regarding the main causes of lack of access to WSS ranked as the 
“top 3 most important” by the most respondents. 

Table A7.1 Main causes of lack of access to water and sanitation, ranked in email survey 

 ISSUE RANKED: 
Weighted 

Sum 
Sum 

of Tally 

Percent choosing 
issue as #1-#3 
(of 82 surveys) 

Lack of political will or priority 82 35 42.68% 
Poor governance &/or lack of institutional capacity 70 35 42.68% 
Lack of investment in sector 47 24 29.27% 
Lack of political power of poor communities 40 19 23.17% 
Lack of financial resources for consumers 32 15 18.29% 
Weak regulatory environment and lack of enforcement 32 19 23.17% 
Ineffective public sector services 26 15 18.29% 
Lack of tariffs, revenues, cost-recovery 24 15 18.29% 
Water scarcity 24 10 12.20% 
Policies of int'l financial institutions and donors 17 9 10.98% 
Lack of appropriate technology 11 6 7.32% 
Lack of effective demand for services 3 2 2.44% 
Lack of technical capacity 0 0 0.00% 

 

There is a general consensus among respondents from different stakeholder groups relating to the two 
main causes of lack of access to water and sanitation services. 
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Table A7.2 Main drivers of Private Sector participation, as ranked in email survey 

ISSUE RANKED: Weighted
Sum 

Sum 
of 

Tally 

% (of 82) 
choosing 
issue as 
#1-#3 

% (of 82) 
choosing 
issue as 
#1-#5 

Perception of poor performance of public water and sanitation providers 169 51 47.56% 62.20% 
Lack of public financing for water 165 47 41.46% 57.32% 
Interest in profit 131 40 31.71% 48.78% 
Donor agency conditionality 120 40 29.27% 48.78% 
Desire for increase in efficiency 89 31 19.51% 37.80% 
Policy environment that encourages private sector participation 87 33 20.73% 40.24% 
Ideological preference for private sector delivery of services 78 27 18.29% 32.93% 
Access to private capital 72 24 19.51% 29.27% 
Filling a need 53 16 12.20% 19.51% 
Millennium Dev Goals to extend water and sanitation to those without it 47 16 10.98% 19.51% 
Inability to raise rates for services 31 13 8.54% 15.85% 
Local community desire for self reliance 26 14 4.88% 17.07% 

 

There is no consensus among respondents from different stakeholder groups as far as main drivers of 
PSP in water and sanitation services. 

 

Table A7.3  Respondents who feel that a Global Multistakeholder review of PSP is desirable 
or useful, as ranked in email survey 

 
Is a Global Multistakeholder Review of 
PSP needed? 

Is a review of Private Sector Participation 
desired or useful? 

NO 6 3 

YES 54 60 

MAYBE 21 18 

NO ANSWER 1 1 

TOTAL 82 82 
 

Apart from respondents in the Private Business sector, 73% or more of every group of respondents feel 
that a Global Multistakeholder Review of PSP is desired or useful. 50% of the private businesses 
responding feel that a GMSR of PSP is desired or useful.  
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Table A7.4  Reasons for or against a review of PSP given by respondents who say that a 
PSP Review IS desired or useful (60 out of 82) 

 ISSUE RANKED: 
Sum  

of Tally
Weighted 

Sum 

% (of 60) 
choosing issue 

as #1-#3 

% (of 60) 
choosing issue 

as #1-#5 
Existing rules and guidelines ARE NOT 
adequate to address financial, governance, 
equity and sustainability 

41 141 56.67% 45.00% 

Existing water initiatives or processes are 
NOT adequately inclusive of all voices 

36 115 38.33% 30.00% 

Multi stakeholder dialogues ARE 
EFFECTIVE for developing rules and 
guidelines that all interests can adhere to 
and at producing tangible results 

40 113 36.67% 45.00% 

A review should focus on effective delivery 
of services, whether public or private 

34 110 35.00% 36.67% 

PSP will continue to increase in future, so it 
still is an issue 

27 69 20.00% 31.67% 

Small scale private sector is playing large 
role in delivery to the poor, need to assess 
performance 

19 61 23.33% 18.33% 

Disagreement on PSP slowing or stopping 
progress on Millennium Development Goals 

10 40 15.00% 8.33% 

A review should focus more on public 
sector performance 

11 29 8.33% 11.67% 

Existing processes around W&S could be 
strengthened rather than start something 
new 

14 26 6.67% 11.67% 

PSP is NOT so controversial & is not 
slowing progress 

5 19 6.67% 5.00% 

Existing rules and guidelines ARE adequate 
to address those issues 

5 16 5.00% 6.67% 

Existing processes ARE adequately 
inclusive of all voices 

3 10 3.33% 5.00% 

Multi stakeholder dialogues ARE NOT 
EFFECTIVE for developing rules and 
guidelines 

2 6 1.67% 0.00% 

PSP is slowing down, so it's not really an 
issue any more 

1 2 0.00% 1.67% 

Global Review is TOO TIME CONSUMING 2 3 0.00% 1.67% 
Global Review is TOO EXPENSIVE 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 

 

The majority of respondents favour conducting a review, and believe that existing rules and guidelines 
are not adequate, that existing processes are not adequately inclusive, and that multistakeholder 
processes are effective for producing needed rules and guidelines.  The respondents that answered 
that a review was “maybe” useful (22%), stated that a global review should focus on effective delivery 
of services, whether public or private, and that existing processes around WSS could be strengthened 
rather than start something new.  These respondents agreed that existing processes were not 
adequately inclusive and existing rules not effective. Those 3 respondents that answered “no,” a review 
would not be useful, stated that a review could be too time consuming and expensive and that 
multistakeholder dialogues are not effective for developing rules and guidelines. 
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Table A7.5 Main issues that could be analysed by a global multistakeholder review, as 
ranked in email survey 

 ISSUE RANKED: Sum 
of Tally

Weighted 
Sum 

% (of 82) 
choosing 
issue as 
#1-#3 

% (of 82) 
choosing 
issue as 
#1-#5 

Extension of WSS to poor consumers and communities 34 131 35.37% 41.46% 
Public participation & decision making processes 39 123 28.05% 47.56% 
Ethical issues around profit-making from public resources 22 81 21.95% 26.83% 
Accountability and regulation 26 75 18.29% 31.71% 
Corruption and conflicts of interest 22 73 21.95% 26.83% 
Assessment of performance of public and private utilities 20 61 14.63% 24.39% 
Pricing and Rate Structure 15 45 9.76% 18.29% 
Choices of techno: large scale, small scale, centralized or decentralized 14 44 12.20% 17.07% 
Financing and Capital investment 15 43 8.54% 18.29% 
Investment needs and costs to extend services to all 13 42 8.54% 15.85% 
Subsidies and cost recovery 16 40 8.54% 19.51% 
Water quality 12 30 8.54% 14.63% 

There is wide agreement among all respondents on the top 10 issues that received the highest 
rankings, with only slight variations between NGOs and other respondents on the order of ranked 
priorities.  For non-NGO respondents, public participation in decision-making is the issue for a review 
receiving highest rank, whereas for NGOs extension of WSS to poor consumers and communities was 
the top issue.  Private Water Providers, Researchers, and Business and Professionals emphasised 
issues of accountability and regulation more often than NGOs.    The areas of biggest divergence were 
around the ranking of public health issues, water conservation and water quality. The issue of public 
health was ranked by 21% of NGOs as one of the top 5 issues to be examined by a review; whereas 
less than 6% of non-NGO respondents ranked it among the top five most important issues.  Similar 
differences in priorities were apparent for water conservation and quality as well.  Issues related to 
subsidies and cost-recovery were ranked in the top five by approximately 23% of non-NGO 
respondents, whereas about 15% of NGOs ranked these issues in the top five priority areas for a 
review.  

Table A7.6  Answers to qualitative question: What impact of global Multi Stakeholder 
Review is sought? 

Topics Mentioned in Answers Number of Times 

Requirements, Guidelines and Frameworks for PSP 28 

Service Delivery Efficiency, Standards and Affordability 19 

Analysis of Impacts of PSP 18 

Stakeholder Participation Guidelines 17 

Localised Water Service delivery, Funding & Participation 12 

Capacity Building for Public Service Delivery 7 

Attention to Millennium Development Goals 4 

Depoliticise PSP / Remove Corruption 3 

Remove conditionalities of aid 2 

Recognise Water as Human Right 1 
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Table A7.7 Answers to qualitative question: How should a global multistakeholder review 
be run? 

Categories Mentioned in Answers Number of Times 

PARTICIPATION, STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 29 

ADMINISTRATION of the Review 15 

STRUCTURE of the Review 10 

 

 

Topics Mentioned in Answers Number of 
Times 

PARTICIPATION: Equal representation and treatment of stakeholders, range of expertise 23 

STRUCTURE: Derive lessons by region, recognize different contexts 6 

ADMINISTRATION: Don’t focus on PSP, but instead on MDGs 4 

ADMINISTRATION: Include all main findings despite lack of consensus 4 

ADMINISTRATION: Defined rules for implementing outcomes and products at all scales 3 

PARTICIPATION: Transparency 3 
PARTICIPATION: Meetings of legitimate leaders from stakeholder groups 
who have power to implement findings 

2 

 
Fair, balanced, open and inclusive participation was the most important element mentioned by email 
survey respondents regarding how a review should be organised and run. 
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A.7.5. Email Survey Questionnaire 

GLOBAL WATER SCOPING PROCESS 
 

IS THERE A CASE FOR A GLOBAL MULTISTAKEHOLDER REVIEW OF 
PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION IN WATER AND SANITATION? 

 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE  

 
At the Bonn Freshwater Conference in December 2001 there was strong support for a global review of the impact of Private Sector Participation 
(PSP) in water. In her closing statement, the German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, 
welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the issues linked with privatisation, because it could lead to a better understanding of 
the successes and failures in this regard.”  A working group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on private 
sector participation, has taken up the challenge and is exploring the case for a Multistakeholder Review in the context of making progress towards 
meeting the Millennium Development Goals to halve the proportion of people without access to water and sanitation.30  
 
The group has developed terms of reference and commissioned two moderators to carry out a scoping process, to be completed by April 2004.  
This scoping study is an open process, which seeks to capture the perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders, to identify the main 
controversies and areas of agreement and disagreement, and to assess the merits of a global review. The scoping process will determine 
whether and how a PSP review could be undertaken, whether stakeholders agree that a global review could effectively address their concerns 
and define appropriate actions to move forward, and how a global review could be run learning from similar multistakeholder processes.  
 
As part of the scoping study, we are seeking input from a broad cross-section of interests and organizations through this email survey.  We will 
incorporate the results of this survey in the final report, together with the results of our stakeholder interviews and country visits.  Please take 15-
20 minutes to fill out this questionnaire and return the file as an attachment to pspsurvey@earthlink.net, or print and fax to 510-525-1026 in the 
US. 
 
Please help us to make this scoping study responsive and relevant to your interests by completing this questionnaire.  Should you have questions 
or comments or need additional information, please contact one of the moderators: Deborah Moore (deborahxmoore@earthlink.net) or Penny 
Urquhart (motswiri@iafrica.com).  

                                                      
30 These organisations are: ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of public water operators), Consumers International, Environmental Monitoring Group (South African advocacy NGO), 
Public Services International (International labour federation), RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation), and Water Aid (International development NGO).  The 
scoping process is supported by GTZ (German Agency for Development Cooperation). 

mailto:pspsurvey@earthlink.net
mailto:deborahxmoore@earthlink.net
mailto:motswiri@iafrica.com


 

  
Is there a case for a Global Multistakeholder Review of 
Private Sector Participation in Water and Sanitation? 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
NAME, ORGANIZATION AND POSITION IN THAT ORGANIZATION: 
 
SECTOR/TYPE OF ORGANIZATION: PLEASE MARK ONE WITH AN X. 
 

TYPE OF 
ORGANIZATION 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION TYPE OF ORGANIZATION  TYPE OF ORGANIZATION

Public Water Or 
Sanitation Agency Or 
Utility 

Bilateral Donor Agency Workers Association Or Union Professional Association 

Private Water Or 
Sanitation Company Or 
Utility 

International Agency (E.G. 
Un, Others) 

Development Ngo Research Institute 

Government Agency Or 
Authority 

Private Business Or 
Association (E.G. 
Engineering, Financial 
Consulting, Transaction 
Advisor) 

Environment Ngo Academic 

Public International 
Financial Institution 

Small-Scale Water  Provider 
Or Vendor 

Community-Based 
Organization 

Other, Please List… 

National Financial 
Institution 

Service Delivery Ngo Consumer Ngo  

 
YOUR CONTACT DETAILS, ADDRESS, PHONE, FAX, EMAIL: 
COUNTRY WHERE WORKING: 
GENDER: 
EMAIL ADDRESS: 
ORGANIZATION’S GENERAL DELIVERY EMAIL ADDRESS AND WEBSITE: 
SURVEY CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE…
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SECTION 2 ISSUES RAISED BY PSP IN WATER AND SANITATION 
 

In this scoping study we are using a broad definition of private sector participation to include both large-scale and small-scale  commercial operations, including small-scale water 
vendors; as well as  non-profit operations; urban and rural; with a primary focus on domestic water supply and sanitation. 
 
2.0 What, from your perspective, are the main causes for lack of access to adequate drinking water and sanitation services? 

Please rank your 3 most important causes for lack of access to water and sanitation: 1 is the most important; 3 is of lower importance.  
 

MAIN CAUSES MAIN CAUSES MAIN CAUSES 

Lack Of Financial Resources Of Consumers Water Scarcity Lack Of Effective Demand For Services 
Lack Of Investment In Sector Ineffective Public Sector Services Lack Of Technical Capacity 
Lack Of Political Will Or Priority Weak Regulatory Environment And Lack Of 

Enforcement  
Poor Governance And/Or Lack Of 
Institutional Capacity 

Lack Of Appropriate Technology Lack Of Tariffs, Revenues, Cost-Recovery Others, Please List… 
Lack Of Political Power Of Poor Communities Policies Of International Financial Institutions 

And Donors 
 

 
 
 

2.1 What, according to your understanding, is driving private sector participation in water and sanitation?  Please rank your 5 most important reasons why PSP in water and 
sanitation is happening: 1 is the most important; 5 is of lower importance.  

 
 
 
 

 DRIVERS OF PSP? DRIVERS OF PSP? 

Lack of public financing for water Millennium development goals to extend water & 
sanitation to those without 

Ideological preference for private sector delivery of services Donor agency conditionalities 
Perception of poor performance of public water and sanitation 
providers 

Local community desire for self-reliance 

Access to private capital Policy environment that encourages private sector 
participation 

Inability to raise rates for services Filling a need 
Desire for increase in efficiency  
Interest in profit Other drivers or reasons 
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2.2  In your view, has PSP in water and sanitation addressed the underlying causes of lack of access to water and sanitation that you have ranked in your response to 
section 2.0?  Yes or  no. 

RANKED ISSUE 1: 
RANKED ISSUE 2: 
RANKED ISSUE 3: 
 
 

2.3 This section asks for your perceptions regarding the main issues involved with private sector participation in water and sanitation that you believe could or should 
be analysed in a global multistakeholder review.  Please rank your 5 most important issues, where 1 is the most important and 5 is of lesser importance.  If an issue you 
believe is of great importance is not listed, please list it yourself under “other issues.”  Also, we provide a space for you to write more about your reasons for ranking these issues 
as important, about interconnections among issues, or other considerations.  

 
List of Main Issues Regarding PSP in Water and Sanitation that Could by Analysed by a Global Multistakeholder Review 

MAIN ISSUES MAIN ISSUES MAIN ISSUES MAIN ISSUES 

Pricing & Rate Structures Extension Of Water & Sanitation 
Services To Poor Consumers & 
Communities 

Ecosystem Health Accountability & Regulation 

Financing & Capital Investment Choices Of Technology: Large-Scale, 
Small-Scale; Centralized, 
Decentralized 

Water Conservation Assessments Of Performance Of 
Public And Private Utilities 

Subsidies & Cost Recovery Labour & Workers: Equity, Efficiency, 
Productivity 

Water Quality  Contracts & Other Means Of 
Managing Transactions 

Corruption & Conflicts Of 
Interest 

Producers: Water Required As Input New Infrastructure Needs Information Disclosure 

Investment Needs And Costs 
To Extend Services To All 

Public Participation In Planning And 
Decision-Making 

Competition For Water With Other Sectors Public Participation & Decision-
Making Processes 

Ethical Issues Around Profit-
Making From Public Resources 

Capacity Building Integrated Water Resources Management Other Issues, Please List… 

Affordability Public Health    
    
    

 
2.4 In your understanding, do you see the main issues you ranked above in 2.3 as specific to private sector participation in water and sanitation?  Yes or no.  
 
ISSUE 1   ISSUE 2   ISSUE 3  ISSUE 4  ISSUE 5 
 
Do they apply to public sector water and sanitation services also?  Yes or no.    
 
ISSUE 1  ISSUE 2  ISSUE 3  ISSUE 4  ISSUE 5 

 
2.5 Can you provide some brief examples of situations where you feel that PSP has delivered WSS in a more efficient, equitable and sustainable manner than public or 

other delivery options? And/or examples where PSP has delivered WSS in a less efficient, equitable and sustainable manner?   
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Can you list websites or attach papers that describe these examples? 
 

2.6 What do you think the overall perceptions of PSP are in your city, country or region?  Positive, negative, or mixed. 
 
2.7 What are the perceptions with which you may agree? Disagree? 
 
SECTION 3 RATIONALE AND POSSIBLE MODALITIES FOR A GLOBAL MULTISTAKEHOLDER REVIEW OF PSP 
 
A global multistakeholder review would be done in the context of working to meet the UN Millennium Development Goals to halve the proportion of people without access to safe 
drinking water and sanitation. 
 
3.0 Do you feel that a global multistakeholder review of PSP is necessary?   
Yes/No/Maybe.  
 
Is a review of PSP desirable or useful?  
Yes/No/Maybe. 
 
What are the reasons for your answer?  Rank your top 5 reasons for or against, and/or add other reasons.  
 

Reasons for or against a PSP Review Reasons for or against a PSP Review 

Disagreement on PSP is slowing or stopping progress 
on Millennium Development Goals 

Existing rules and guidelines are not adequate to address financial, 
governance, equity and sustainability issues for water and sanitation 

PSP is not so controversial, is not slowing progress Existing rules and guidelines are adequate to address financial, 
governance, equity and sustainability issues for water and sanitation 

Existing water initiatives and processes are not 
adequately inclusive of all voices 

Multistakeholder dialogues are effective for developing rules and 
guidelines that all interests can adhere to and producing tangible results 

Existing processes are adequately inclusive of all 
voices 

Multistakeholder dialogues are not effective for developing rules and 
guidelines and producing results 

PSP is slowing down, so it’s not really an issue 
anymore 

A Global Review is too time consuming 

PSP will continue to increase in future, so it still is an 
issue 

A Global Review is too expensive 

A review should focus more on public sector 
performance  

Existing processes around water and sanitation could be 
strengthened, rather than start something new 

A review should focus on effective delivery of services, 
whether public or private 

Other reasons…please list 

The small-scale private sector is playing a large role in  
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delivery of service to the poor and there is a need to 
assess their performance 

 
3.6 What would you like to see come out of a global multistakeholder review of PSP in water and sanitation in terms of real impact on the ground?  

 
3.7 How do you think that a global multistakeholder review of PSP would need to be run to lead to a new consensus and to create the tangible impact on 

the ground? Are there lessons learned from similar or other multistakeholder processes that would be important to incorporate? 
 

3.8 What are the key elements of a global multistakeholder review of PSP from your perspective?  Rank your 5 most important  
(1 = most important; 5 = of lesser importance). List other key elements. 
 
Elements of a Global Review of 
PSP 

Elements of a Global Review of PSP Elements of a Global  
Review of PSP 

Case studies Central Secretariat performs most of work One International Commission with balanced, 
cross-section of representatives 

Country studies Decentralized regional teams perform work 
in region 

Regional commissions with cross-section of 
representatives 

Regional comparisons Virtual teams perform pieces of work 
program 

Country-level commissions with cross-section of 
representatives 

Public hearings  Independent consultants hired for individual 
pieces of work program 

Code of conduct 

Written submissions Stakeholder teams perform pieces of work 
program 

Guidelines and standards 

Other items please list… National-level multistakeholder reviews   

 
3.4 Do you think your organization would be interested in participating in a global multistakeholder review of PSP in water and sanitation?  

Yes/No/Maybe 
 

What conditions would be necessary to engage your participation? 
 

3.5 Do you have any other comments or suggestions? 
 
Thank you very much for participating in this survey!  Please email your responses to pspsurvey@earthlink.net or fax a hardcopy to 510-525-1026 in the 
U.S.  The final report of the scoping study should be available in April 2004. 
 

 

mailto:pspsurvey@earthlink.net
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Global Water Scoping Process

In recognition of the costs of polarisation, there was strong support for a global review of the impact of private sector

participation (PSP) in water at the Bonn Freshwater Conference in December 2001. In her closing statement, the German

Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder

dialogue to review the issues linked with privatisation, because it could lead to a better understanding of the successes and

failures in this regard.” A Working Group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on private

sector participation, took up the challenge and explored the case for a Multistakeholder Review through the Global Water

Scoping Process documented in this summary report. These organisations are:

! ASSEMAE (Brazilian Association of Municipal Water and Sanitation Public Operators)

! Consumers International (International federation of consumer advocacy NGOs)

! Environmental Monitoring Group (South African NGO)

! Public Services International (International labour federation)

! RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation)

! WaterAid (International development NGO)

The Scoping Process was supported by GTZ/German Technical Cooperation, and was facilitated by two moderators.

The Working Group worked from the premise that resolving the controversy around PSP is an essential step towards

achieving the Millennium Development Goals for water and sanitation. This report is the final product of this Scoping

Process, and describes the perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders regarding the impacts of PSP in water and

sanitation. It describes the major faultlines in the debate, based on the perspectives of stakeholders; identifies key

questions that can help reframe the debate in a positive fashion, towards meeting the goals of universal access to water

and sanitation; and makes recommendations about how to undertake a global multistakeholder review of PSP in water

and sanitation. The full report of the Scoping Process is available as a separate document and contains more details

about the process, the methods, and in-depth results and recommendations.

After reaching out to more than 300 stakeholders in this Scoping Process, the Working Group concluded that there is

broad interest in, support for, and value in pursuing a multistakeholder review of private sector participation in water

supply and sanitation. The Working Group thus recommends proceeding to a Stakeholder Workshop, at which decisions

can be taken by a wider group of stakeholders over whether to proceed or not with a multistakeholder review, and if the

decision is to proceed, how the review should be organised.
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