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Foreword

Well-performing utilities are essential to attain-
ing universal access to affordable, reliable, 
sustainable, and modern energy services by 

2030 (Sustainable Development Goal 7). Their improved 
performance is one of four critical components of “Accel-
erating Energy Access,” a strategic initiative of the World 
Bank to support achievement of that goal in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. Utility core operations are growing in importance, 
as power systems are becoming more complex and 
data-intensive through digitalization and the integration 
of renewable energy technologies. 

Despite a strong positive transformation over the past 
two decades, major challenges still confront the region’s 
power sector. More than a half of the African population 
still lacks access to electricity. In many countries, electric-
ity supply is not keeping pace with growth in demand. 
Investment needs are huge. Ample room remains for 
improvements in the sector, particularly in view of the crit-
ical role utilities must play in the post COVID-19 recovery.

Good performance and good policy begin with good, 
transparent data. Recognizing that future reforms should 
be shaped by context, driven by outcomes, and informed 
by alternatives, a good understanding of where utilities 
stand today is an essential starting point.  

Utility Performance and Behavior in Africa Today 
(UPBEAT), which is inaugurated in this report, provides a 
systematic tracking framework to facilitate greater under-
standing of the status quo. After analyzing the power 
sector at the aggregate level, UPBEAT zooms into the 

operational context for each individual utility and tracks 
outcomes, concentrating on how utilities are performing 
at points in time and over time. The UPBEAT framework 
makes it possible to compare each utility’s performance 
with its peers in the region. Built on facts and data that 
are publicly available or can be easily verified, UPBEAT 
brings transparency to the forefront by design, instilling 
accountable behaviors in utilities and promoting transpar-
ent data on performance.

Three clear messages emerge from this inaugural edi-
tion of UPBEAT. First, the financial performance of most 
utilities remains precarious, with the COVID-19 pandemic 
making it much more difficult for utilities to cover their 
costs. Second, data on utilities’ operational performance 
are generally scarce, particularly with respect to service 
quality. But because there is a connection between better 
measurement and transparent reporting of service quality 
indicators and better operational performance, improv-
ing utilities’ reporting of operational data is important for 
improving the quality of electricity services. Third, most 
utilities have significant room for improving transparency 
of their reporting and communication with their custom-
ers and stakeholders.

It is our hope and intention that the UPBEAT tracking 
framework will continue to be curated and maintained so 
that it can provide the insights that utility managers and 
policy makers need to expand access to electricity and 
advance the growth of a clean, green, and financially sus-
tainable power sector in the region.

 

Riccardo Puliti
Regional Director, 
Infrastructure (Sub-Saharan Africa) 
The World Bank
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Executive Summary

 1

Electric utilities are central to the energy develop-

ment agenda of Sub-Saharan Africa, as expressed 
in Sustainable Development Goal 7 (SDG 7), which 

commits the international community to ensure access 
to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy 
for all by 2030. Over the previous two decades, utilities 
in Sub-Saharan Africa have made impressive strides in 
expanding the delivery of modern electricity services to 
households and businesses. The continent’s electricity 
access rate increased from 28 percent in 2000 to 48 per-
cent in 2018, and generation capacity grew from 63 giga-
watts in 2000 to 106 gigawatts in 2017. However, COVID-19 
threatens to upend these gains, rendering the challenge 
of reaching SDG 7 even more urgent and, at the same 
time, even more difficult to achieve. In response, utilities 
will have to step up to the task of providing service to 
millions who now live without electricity, ensure reliable 
electricity for health facilities and schools, become credi-
ble off-takers for private developers of renewable energy, 
and promote regional energy trade. 

UPBEAT: A CONTINENTAL DATA PLATFORM

Such an elevated agenda will require technologies, 

tools, and capabilities to enhance utilities’ performance. 
This report presents a new initiative—Utility Performance 
and Behavior in Africa Today (UPBEAT)—that is designed 

to simultaneously diagnose and benchmark utilities’ per-
formance at the intersection of the dimensions of finance, 
operations, and accountability. UPBEAT has carefully 
curated, validated, and placed in the public domain a 
dynamic database of three-dimensional utility profiles 
designed for use by policy makers, utility managers, pri-
vate sector developers, and researchers. The database 
was conceived by its founding partners—the World Bank, 
the Association of Power Utilities of Africa (APUA), the 
African Development Bank, and Power Africa—as an input 
for evidence-based decision-making. It is the first data 
platform to examine the state of corporate governance in 
utilities in Sub-Saharan Africa in parallel with financial and 
operational performance.

The publicly available UPBEAT data platform encom-

passes a suite of 60 indicators of financial and operational 

performance, and of transparency and accountability, 

for 76 utilities in 45 countries of Sub-Saharan Africa. 
The data dashboard includes approximately 20,000 dat-
apoints over the period 2012-18, allowing utilities to be 
compared over time and by type and region. The data 
platform will be continuously updated, providing utilities 
and power pools with a baseline against which they can 
measure their own performance and supplying peer data 
to allow them to diagnose problems in specific areas, to 
make course corrections in real time, and to learn from 
other utilities. Because it provides deep insights on how 
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utilities function, UPBEAT also offers a trove of information 
for think tanks, universities, and research centers focused 
on the energy sector. 

This report, underpinned by the UPBEAT data platform, 

will be updated periodically, as data are refined. It will 
be complemented by an analytical series with a topical 
focus. It is expected that global researchers will come to 
rely on UPBEAT as they write papers, briefs, and policy 
notes. As an illustration, associated with this inaugural 
edition of the UPBEAT report are three papers in the top-
ical series: 

• “Analyzing Foregone Cash to Improve Utility Perfor-
mance,” 

• "Catalyzing Utility Reform: Why Quick Wins in Improv-
ing Transparency and Accountability of African Utilities 
Matter," and 

• “African Utilities during COVID-19: Challenges and 
Impacts.” 

KEY FINDINGS 

The mismatch between costs and revenues widened 

between 2012 and 2018. The median operating and 
debt-service costs of vertically integrated utilities (VIUs) 
and distribution utilities rose 21 percent, while tariffs 
increased by just 16 percent. As a result, VIUs and dis-

tribution utilities saw an 8 percent drop in the recovery 
of operating and debt-service costs—before account-
ing for operating subsidies, as shown in figure ES.1. Lack 
of planning and suboptimal procurement policies for 
generation capacity, coupled with increasing prices of 
fossil fuels and growing distribution losses, underlie the 
increasing costs many utilities faced between 2016 and 
2018. The five utilities that showed the greatest improve-
ment in recovery of operating and debt-service costs 
between 2016 and 2018 (before accounting for operat-
ing subsidies) were Ghana’s Volta River Authority (VRA), 
Niger’s Société Nigérienne d’Electricité (NIGELEC), 
Namibia’s NamPower, Tanzania’s Tanzania Electric Supply 
Company (TANESCO), and Zambia’s Copperbelt Energy 
Corporation (CEC). The five that showed most improve-
ment in recovering their operating and debt-service 
costs between 2012 and 2018, again, before account-
ing for operating subsidies were Comoros’s Electricité 
d’Anjouan (EDA), Eswatini Electricity Company (EEC), 
Kenya Electricity Transmission Co. (KETRACO), Niger’s 
Société Nigérienne d’Electricité (NIGELEC), and Tanzania 
Electric Supply Company (TANESCO). Table ES.1 reports 
UPBEAT’s top performers over the period 2012-18. 

About one in three utilities recover their operating and 

debt-service costs. If subsidies are excluded, the ratio is 
one in four. Of the 27 utilities that recover operating costs 
and debt service, 8 require operating subsidies to do 
so. Of the 45 utilities that do not recover operating and 
debt service costs, 35 utilities do not recover costs even 
with subsidies included. These utilities are loss-making 
and many have negative equity. Moreover, utilities that 
have undertaken rapid electrification tend to report lower 
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FIGURE ES.1 Median cost of supply, tariffs, and cost 
recovery for VIUs and distribution-only utilities

FIGURE ES.2 Number of utilities recovering operating 
and debt service cost (operating subsidies included)

Note: The figure captures only utilities for which sales-volume data were 
available. Cost of supply is calculated as the sum of operating costs and 
debt service per kWh sold. The change in cost recovery does not always 
reflect the relative movement in tariff and cost of supply, as in 2016, when 
cost recovery declines even as tariffs appeared to catch up with the cost 
of supply. This is because data on energy volumes delivered is not avail-
able for all utilities.
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cost-recovery. This suggests that rapid rural electrifica-
tion without securing adequate concessional financing or 
addressing consumer affordability is putting pressure on 
utilities’ financial performance. The impact of the COVID-
19 pandemic is expected to worsen these trends. In 2018, 
only 22 utilities received enough revenue, including gov-
ernment operating subsidies, to cover their operating 
and debt service costs. 

Utilities face growing liquidity problems. Rising receiv-
ables, often driven by undercollection, translates into 
an accumulation of payables—and the situation is wors-
ening. While some utilities manage to limit accounts 
receivable to three months or less, 22 report that their 
receivables exceed a year’s worth of revenues. In coun-
tries with unbundled power sectors, accumulations of 

receivables and payables at the distribution level are 
passed up the supply chain, increasing receivables and 
payables for the generation-only and transmission-only 
utilities (figure ES.3). Across all four power pools utili-
ties show built-up receivables and payables; the trend is 
pronounced in the West African Power Pool (WAPP) and 
Central African Power Pool (CAPP). Addressing liquid-
ity issues would require enforcing payment discipline 
across the electricity supply chain and on electricity 
consumers. 

Debt generally accounts for a small share of utility cap-

ital, suggesting that debt financing of investments is not 
entirely reflected in utility balance sheets. Although the 
implicit cost of debt has risen for some utilities, for most 
costs still remain well below the outlays that commer-

FIGURE ES.3 Median receivables (left), payables (right) by utility type (top), power pool (bottom)

WAPP = West African Power Pool; CAPP = Central African Power Pool; 
SAPP = Southern African Power Pool; EAPP = East Africa Power Pool.
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cial debt would impose. Distribution-only utilities have a 
higher implied cost of debt,1 likely reflecting private sec-
tor participation and, consequently, reduced access to 
concessional financing. The median implied cost of debt 
has generally trended upward for CAPP, WAPP and the 
Southern African Power Pool (SAPP), and downward for 
the East Africa Power Pool (EAPP), as shown in figure ES.4.

Distribution losses reported by utilities have increased in 

recent years. In 2018 the median reported total distribu-
tion losses for the 12 VIUs reporting the indicator rose to 
17.6 percent, up from 14.8 percent in 2016, as shown in the 
left panel of figure ES.5. Over the same period, total distri-
bution losses for the 7 distribution-only utilities reporting 
this indicator increased from 15.8 percent in 2016 to 16.8 
percent in 2018, as shown in the right panel of the figure. 
This trend suggests sizable foregone revenues and higher 
costs for the affected utilities. Utilities in countries that 
underwent rapid electrification tend to experience higher 

total system or distribution losses. This suggests that 
increasing access should go hand-in-hand with efforts to 
optimize utilities’ technical and commercial operations. 
The utilities that reported the lowest distribution losses 
in 2018 are the Société Nationale d’Électricité du Burkina 
Faso (SONABEL), Cote d’Ivoire’s Compagnie Ivoirienne 
d’Electricité (CIE), the Electricity Supply Corporation of 
Malawi (ESCOM), Namibia’s Central North Regional Elec-
tricity Distributor (CENORED), and South Africa’s Eskom. 
The three utilities that reported the greatest decline in 
distribution losses between 2015 and 2018 are Namibia’s 
Central North Regional Electricity Distributor (CENORED), 
Uganda’s Umeme, and Cote d’Ivoire’s Compagnie Ivoiri-
enne d’Électricité (CIE).

Utilities with management information systems are 

more likely to track reliability indicators and report 

better reliability. Better measurement and improved 
data quality, together, appear to result in better report-
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ing and performance. Figure ES.6 shows the relationship 
between utilities using appropriate information systems 
and the reported System Average Interruption Duration 
Index for distribution (SAIDI/distribution). Most of the VIUs 
with information system capacity for measuring reliabil-
ity had a lower reported SAIDI than utilities without such 
capacity: The median reported SAIDI/distribution for VIUs 
with an appropriate information system was 30.5 hours, 
compared with a median of 165 hours for VIUs with no 
information system. The same is true for system average 
interruption frequency index (SAIFI; not shown in the 
figure), with a median of 24 reported interruptions for 
VIUs with adequate information systems compared with 
a median of 330 reported interruptions for VIUs without 

such systems. This implies that utilities’ ability to pro-
duce timely and accurate data is an important driver for 
improved performance. 

The time required to connect new customers has plum-

meted, perhaps because national electrification programs 
have pushed expansion of access. As figure ES.7 shows, 
the median time to connect showed steady improve-
ments—from 117 days in 2012 to 90 days in 2018. The 
median time to connect has fallen for utilities in all power 
pools, but the drop is most notable for those in the EAPP. 
Access planning, flexible financing of connection charges, 
and wider sector reforms related to access and utility per-
formance appear to be driving this impressive result.

FIGURE ES.6 VIUs and SAIDI/distribution: information system capacity and reporting, 2018 

Note: Utilities that do not yet have the information technology to measure SAIDI but are planning to introduce it by the end of 2021 are counted as  
“no capacity” for the purpose of this analysis. 

IT = information technology; SAIDI/distribution = System Average Interruption Duration Index for distribution.

FIGURE ES.7 Median time to connect: overall (left) and by power pool (right)
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Financial performance correlates with reporting on per-

formance management, offering some evidence that 
better financial performance proceeds from improved 
transparency and accountability. This all goes to support 
the notion that good governance is important for utility 
performance. Figure ES.8 shows higher cost recovery 
among utilities that report independent audits of their 
financial statements, timely disclosure of their financial 
statements, and unqualified audit reports. But while the 
publication of financial statements is the most widely 
reported transparency and accountability indicator, fewer 
than half the utilities published their audited financial 
statements, and fewer than one in three had unqualified 
audit opinions. 

Transparent reporting of operational and accountabil-

ity indicators remains rare and inconsistent. Opera-
tional performance indicators are rarely public or easy to 
access; the way the data are collected is not transparent. 
Of 76 utilities covered by UPBEAT, 58 utilities reported at 
least one transparency and accountability (T&A) indica-
tor in 2018. On average, utilities report on only a quarter  
of the T&A indicators traced by UPBEAT, suggesting that 

even the more transparent utilities could substantially 
improve their T&A performance.  

Utilities in East Africa report a positive trajectory in 

utility performance. In recent years utilities in EAPP 
improved their reporting of operational indicators, a 
trend partly attributed to their adoption of management 
information systems to support day-to-day operations. 
EAPP utilities demonstrated drastic reductions in the 
time required to connect new customers. Moreover, 
EAPP utilities, together with SAPP utilities, are much 
more transparent. 

The topical paper on “African Utilities during COVID-19” 

demonstrated the immediate relevance of UPBEAT to 

utilities, policy makers, and development practitioners. 
UPBEAT data, combined with the results of a rapid sur-
vey of utilities’ responses to the pandemic, helped iden-
tify critical issues affecting the performance of African 
utilities during the pandemic. As many electric utilities 
in Sub-Saharan Africa were already under financial stress 
before the pandemic, the COVID-19 health crisis has and 
will continue to exacerbate such stress and jeopardize 

FIGURE ES.8 Reporting of performance management indicators and cost recovery, 2018

PM&R = performance management and reporting.
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Engineer checking a complex electrical panel in a factory
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TABLE ES.1 UPBEAT’s top performing utilities, 2012–18

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Category Utilities Latest year available

Cost  
recovery

Top 5 utilities with 
consistently good 
operating and debt 
service cost recov-
ery over the period 
2012–18, latest year 
available

Sierra Leone—Electricity Generation and Transmission Company (EGTC) 128.0%

Angola—Empresa Rede Nacional de Transporte de Electricidade (RNT) 122.9%

Lesotho—Lesotho Electricity Company (LEC) 121.7%

Seychelles—Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) 115.7%

Namibia—Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor (ErongoRED) 107.8%

Liquidity Top 4 utilities with 
a consistently good 
collection rate 
over the period 
2012–2018, latest 
year available

Uganda—Umeme 102.0%

Seychelles—Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) 99.6%

Eswatini—Eswatini Electricity Company (EEC) 99.2%

Namibia—Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor (ErongoRED) 98.3%

Profitability Top 5 utilities 
that consistently 
report a net profit 
over the period 
2012–2018, latest 
year available

Eswatini—Eswatini Electricity Company (EEC) 23.8%

Mauritius—Central Electricity Board (CEB) 22.1%

Kenya—Kenya Electricity Transmission Co. (KETRACO) 21.7%

Sierra Leone—Electricity Generation and Transmission Company (EGTC) 21.0%

Kenya—Kenya Electricity Generation Company (KenGen) 17.4%

Source: Original compilation based on UPBEAT database and rapid assess-
ment.

Note: Business as usual is a simulation of utilities’ cost recovery based  
on pre-pandemic GDP growth projections. MT = medium term;  
ST = short term.

Business-as-
Usual

Recovers operating and debt service costs (cashflow basis)
Recovers operating but not debt service costs (cashflow basis)
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FIGURE ES.9 Impact of COVID-19 at different points in 
time

the ability to provide electricity services. The short-term 
impacts of the pandemic are severe, with more than 
three-quarters of utilities not recovering their operating 
and debt-service costs. A resurgence of pent-up growth 
in gross domestic product, coupled with the relaxation 
of lockdown and sector-specific measures, will ease 
the impact in the medium-term, but the cumulative 
effect over 18 months is damaging, with an additional 
4.5 percent of utilities reporting cash collections below 
cost-recovery levels. Figure ES.9 compares the esti-
mated impact of COVID-19 on cost recovery of utilities at 
different points in time. Governments and development 
partners will have to respond to the sustained impact of 
the pandemic with appropriate policies and programs, 
which may include extraordinary tariff reviews, plans to 
restructure debt and arrears, and structural reforms to 
improve the resilience of the electricity system to shocks 
like COVID-19. 

continued
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OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Category Utilities Improvement, 2015–2018

Reliability  Top 4 utilities that 
reported largest 
consistent relative 
improvement in 
reported system 
losses, 2015–2018

Namibia—Central North Regional Electricity Distributor 
(CENORED)

From 16% to 11%
(or 31% relative improvement)

Uganda—Umeme From 19.5% to 16.6%  
(or 15% relative improvement)

Gambia—Gambia Water & Electricity Company  
(NAWEC)

From 27.9% to 17.6%  
(or 37% relative improvement)

Madagascar—Jiro Sy Rano Malagasy (JIRAMA) From 34% to 29%
(or 15% relative improvement)

Efficiency  Top 5 utilities that 
reported largest 
consistent relative 
improvement in 
reported time to 
connect, 2015–2018

South Africa—Eskom From 226 to 109
(or 52% relative improvement)

Uganda—Umeme From 132 to 66
(or 50% relative improvement)

Seychelles—Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) From 137 to 77
(or 44% relative improvement)

Botswana—Botswana Power Corporation (BPC) From 121 to 77
(or 36% relative improvement)

Senegal—Société Nationale d’Électricité du Sénégal 
(Senelec)

From 114 to 75
(or 34% relative improvement)

TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Category Utilities
Average share of indicators 

reported, 2016–2018

Top 6 utilities that 
reported the highest 
number of T&A indicators 
in 2018 (out of 23 for 
utilities with a distribution 
function; out of 21 
for utilities without a 
distribution function)

South Africa—Eskom 87%

Kenya—Kenya Power and Lighting Company (KPLC) 83%

Kenya—Kenya Electricity Generation Company (KenGen) 81%

Mauritius—Central Electricity Board (CEB) 78%

Namibia—NamPower 74%

Uganda—Umeme 74%

Top 3 utilities that report-
ed best improvement in 
T&A reporting, 2016–2018* 

Angola—Empresa Rede Nacional de Transporte de Electricidade (RNT) From 1 to 7 (6 indicators)

Seychelles—Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) From 3 to 9 (6 indicators)

Mozambique—Electricidade de Moçambique (EDM) From 0 to 4 (4 indicators)

Note: * Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018 as they cannot be determined for 2016.

Endnote
1  “Implied cost of debt” is the effective interest rate that a utility 

pays on its debts.

TABLE ES.1, continued
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The international development community has rec-
ognized energy’s role in building a modern econ-
omy and reversing climate impacts. Sustainable 

Development Goal 7 (SDG 7: ensure access to affordable, 
reliable, sustainable, and modern energy) enshrined in 
2015 has laid out targets on energy access, renewable 
energy, and energy efficiency to be achieved by 2030. 
As part of the Paris climate accord, the nationally deter-
mined contributions (NDCs) invariably include energy 
sector interventions for climate change mitigation and 
adaptation. More countries than ever are connecting their 
energy goals with their vision for national development.

Compared with all other world regions, Sub-Saharan Africa 
started from the lowest baseline for energy. Nevertheless, 
it has undergone a startling transformation, as access to 
modern energy services has reached its households and 
businesses. Between the years 2000 and 2018, electricity 
access rates in Africa rose from 28 percent to 48 percent; 
electricity generation capacity rose by 43 gigawatts1; 
and private sector investment in the region’s energy sec-
tor exceeded US$50 billion.2 New technologies are also 
transforming the way energy services are provided, with 
renewables and private participation playing larger roles. 
Governments, meanwhile, are tapping into new sources 
of financing for their energy infrastructure investment. 
Figure 1.1 summarizes the historical trends in Sub-Saharan 
Africa’s power sector since 2000. 

Despite the achievements of the past quarter-century, 
attaining SDG 7 in Sub-Saharan Africa remains a distant 
hope. While the region is home to just 14 percent of 
the world’s population, more than half that population 
still has no access to electricity service. In many Sub- 
Saharan countries, supply is not keeping pace with 
growth in demand. Investment needs are huge, esti-
mated at over US$25 billion per year, and fiscally con-
strained governments are not looking often enough to 
private financing and private sector-led business models 
in energy service delivery.

A new effort, aligned with the achievement of SDG 7 in 
Africa, called the Energy Access Initiative, calls stakehold-
ers to unite around obtaining universal energy access by 
2030. The initiative also recognizes the role of enablers, 
which create the conditions for access expansion. 
Among them, financially healthy utilities are key because 
they are able to raise commercial financing themselves 
or can make capital investments with self-generated rev-
enues. As creditworthy offtakers, utilities can also access 
lower-priced electricity from private power producers. 
Based on geospatial least-cost planning, the Energy 
Access Initiative contemplates a 60:40 split between on- 
and off-grid supply solutions, meaning incumbent utili-
ties are expected to remain a focus of electricity service 
delivery and World Bank energy sector engagements in 
the coming decade.

1  Utility performance in 
Sub-Saharan Africa 
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Utilities—public utilities for the most part—deliver elec-
tricity supply in Africa all along the generation, trans-
mission, and distribution value chain. But in nearly every 
Sub-Saharan country, however, the utilities are caught in 
a vicious cycle of poor performance (financial and oper-
ational) and underinvestment. Scarce revenues deprive 
utilities of the funds they need to invest in the infra-
structure and its maintenance; operational performance 
suffers as maintenance and capital expenditures are 
neglected; customers, in turn, become reluctant to pay 
for poor service; and policy makers, together with reg-
ulators, become reluctant to raise tariffs, fearing public 
backlash. Pervasive throughout the cycle are the institu-
tions, practices, and laws and regulations that manage, 
regulate, and control utilities. Financial distress compels 
utilities to take out short-term loans or use fiscal subsi-

dies to cover their cash needs. The costs of debt service 
constrain their cash flow and in turn eat away at their 
financial situation; meanwhile, subsidy transfers add to 
fiscal pressure on country budgets and deprive social 
sectors of resources.

1.1 UPBEAT: A CONTINENTAL DATA PLATFORM

This report builds on an unprecedented data platform, 
called UPBEAT (Utility Performance and Behavior in 
Africa Today), to understand, diagnose, and benchmark 
the performance of utilities in Sub-Saharan Africa and 
to support policy makers, financiers, and private sec-
tor stakeholders, as they form decisions. The platform 
allows users to share and compare the experiences of 

 FIGURE 1.1 Historical trends in Sub-Saharan Africa’s power sector, 2000–18

Sources: (a.) World Bank World Development Indicators; (b.) UN Data (2017 is the latest year with complete data); (c.) International Energy Agency.
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power utilities in the region. Given its enormous geo-
graphical footprint and coverage of many utilities along 
different points in the sector value chain, this tracking 
platform is a unique contribution. Its purpose is to build 
good practices of continuous and consistent monitoring 
of performance, and to boost the ability of utilities and 
policy makers to correct course, when needed, in real 
time. With data performance measurement baselines in 
hand, utilities can improve how they diagnose problems 
and find solutions.

UPBEAT is the latest in a series of World Bank studies 
tracking the performance of Africa’s power utilities. The 
seminal study, Making Power Affordable for Africa and 
Viable for Its Utilities in 2016, catalogued the financial 
(and technical) performance of the electricity sectors in 
39 countries in Sub-Saharan Africa. It also documented 
the fiscal and quasi-fiscal subsidies to the sectors.3 A 
more recent analytical framework was the 2020 flagship 
study—Rethinking Power Sector Reform in the Develop-
ing World—a comprehensive treatment of cost recovery 
and financial viability in the power sectors of 15 coun-
tries, 4 of them in Sub-Saharan Africa.4

Thirty years after the Washington Consensus on power 
sector reform took shape, there is an emerging recog-
nition that countries can take different paths toward 
better performance. The new thinking—detailed in the 
World Bank flagship study mentioned above—is that 
“future reforms should be shaped by context, driven 
by outcomes, and informed by alternatives.”5 UPBEAT, 
accordingly, focuses on the operational context for each 
utility and tracks outcomes, concentrating on how utili-
ties are performing at points in time and over time.

UPBEAT facilitates greater understanding of the status 
quo, first, with a tool that tracks changes in utility perfor-
mance over time. Second, it focuses on individual utilities, 
rather than analyzing power sectors at an aggregated 
level. Third, it harnesses facts and data that are publicly 
available or can be easily verified. This approach avoids 
metrics that require controversial assumptions that under-
mine confidence in an assessment. Fourth, it brings trans-
parency to the forefront, instilling accountable behaviors 
in utilities and promoting transparent data about financial 
and operational performance.

Finally, UPBEAT’s rich data platform allows researchers to 
prepare topical papers that delve into specific issues of 
concern for African utilities. Associated with this inaugu-
ral edition of the UPBEAT report are three papers in the 
topical series:

• “African Utilities during COVID-19: Challenges and 
Impacts,” 

• “Analyzing Foregone Cash to Improve Utility Perfor-
mance,” and 

• “Catalyzing Utility Reform: Why Quick Wins in Improv-
ing Transparency and Accountability of African Utilities 
Matter.” 

UPBEAT leverages a partnership among the World Bank, 
African Development Bank, Power Africa, and the Asso-
ciation of Power Utilities of Africa (APUA). Representing 
utilities, multilateral development banks, and bilateral 
donors, this group met in two workshops where they 
discussed and agreed on the UPBEAT analytical frame-
work. The first workshop was in October 2019 in Wash-
ington, DC, and a second one reconvened in December 
2019 in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso. The data-valida-
tion process was organized virtually by technical teams 
from each utility. Four live, online sessions, organized 
by APUA, followed in September 2020; aggregated by 
power pools, the utilities included in UPBEAT attended 
as well.6 During the data validation, utilities were able 
to see the raw data, data sources, and calculations for 
each indicator.

The publicly available UPBEAT data platform discloses 
credible, validated information, which is underpinned 
by a comprehensive framework of financial, operational, 
as well as transparency and accountability (T&A) indica-
tors—the main points of a vicious circle described above. 
With more T&A, credible data allows users to investi-
gate and establish connections between financial and 
operational performance, reinforcing (or fixing) them, as 
needed. The key is understanding the various functional 
dimensions of utilities not only through high-quality data 
collection and reporting but also through innovative data 
tools that enhance T&A and break the vicious underper-
formance cycle. 
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1.2 DATA COVERAGE

The database covers 60 indicators for 76 utilities across 45 
Sub-Saharan African countries over the seven-year period 
2012-18, amassing more than 20,000 data points. It distin-
guishes between countries with a single utility and those 
with multiple utilities (normally, but not always, these are 
countries where the sector has been unbundled). The util-
ities have been grouped into cohorts based on the parts 
of the value chain covered by a utility’s operations—ver-
tically integrated utilities (VIUs), generation-only utilities, 
transmission-only utilities, distribution-only utilities, and 
other utilities that cover just generation and transmission 
or transmission and distribution operations. (See Annex A 
for the 60 indicators.)

Organized by their place on the value chain, utilities are 
also grouped by power pools. Sub-Saharan Africa has 
four: Central African Power Pool (CAPP), with 11 utilities; 
Eastern Africa Power Pool (EAPP), with 19 utilities; South-
ern African Power Pool (SAPP), with 16 utilities; and West 
African Power Pool (WAPP), with 30 utilities.7

Moreover, where appropriate, utilities are compared 
along the following dimensions:

Electrification rate. Utilities are segmented by electrifi-
cation levels for their respective countries: low access 
rates (less than 33 percent) are seen in 12 countries rep-
resenting 14 utilities, midlevel access (33-67 percent) is 
found in 22 countries representing 46 utilities, while 11 
countries have high access rates (67 percent plus), rep-
resenting 16 utilities.

Pace of on-grid electrification. Utilities are segmented by 
the pace of their on-grid electrification since 2015. The 
levels range from a slow pace (less than 5 percent on-grid 
access improvement), seen in 17 countries, 34 utilities; 
midlevel (5 to 10 percent on-grid access improvement in 
a country), 19 countries, 25 utilities; and high level (over 10 
percent), 9 countries, 17 utilities.

Size of system. Utilities are segmented by the size of the 
country’s total electricity system. Levels of system size 
range from very small systems (less than 100 megawatts, 
MW), 6 countries, 7 utilities; small systems (100-500 MW), 
15 countries, 16 utilities; medium-sized systems (500-
4,000 MW), 18 countries, 28 utilities; and large systems 
(greater than 4,000 MW), 6 countries, 25 utilities.

Figure 1.2 shows UPBEAT’s data coverage by country and 
type of utility.

FIGURE 1.2 Data coverage by country and type of utility
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Indicator categories
•  Cost recovery
•  Liquidity
•  Profitability
•  Capital Structure

Indicator categories
•  Performance 
     management & reporting
•   Integrity & internal 
  controls
•   Capital markets discipline
•   Stakeholder relations
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•  Reliability
•  Efficiency

Better financial performance 
allows utilities to make 
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Financial
performance 
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Good service quality and 
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to pay and ability to charge

FIGURE 1.3 Utility performance: Creating a virtuous cycle 

1.3  A FRAMEWORK FOR ASSESSING UTILITY  
PERFORMANCE

The UPBEAT framework measures utility performance 
through all points of the vicious cycle, where financial 
and operational duress reinforces itself through lack 
of T&A. This cycle can, however, be broken and trans-
formed into a virtuous cycle (figure 1.3).

The figure shows the categories of indicators UPBEAT 
uses to capture three dimensions of utility performance 
throughout the cycle: financial, operational, and T&A.

This summary report focuses on 28 of the 60 indicators 
tracked by UPBEAT. These 28 core indicators, described 
in table 1.1, offer the most telling view of the challenges 
facing utilities in Africa as well as encouraging signs of 
breaks in the vicious cycle.

Financial performance indicators are calculated based 
on the data collected from utility financial statements. 
By way of contrast, operational performance indicators 
are not calculated but, rather, taken as reported by the 
utilities, except for the indicator for time to connect. This 
is because international accounting standards typically 

govern the reporting of financial statements, and there 
is little variation in interpreting how to calculate standard 
financial ratios. By way of contrast, no single standard 
governs the calculation and reporting of underlying 
operational data, and operational performance indica-
tors are measured in variable ways. Moreover, in most 
cases, reported data are not independently monitored 
and audited. Although this approach limits the compa-
rability of operational indicators among utilities, it offers 
a useful panorama of information and how it is reported 
across utilities. It also allows for assessing the evolution 
of a given utility’s performance over time.

UPBEAT uses the T&A dimension to examine the state of 
corporate governance in African utilities. Robust corpo-
rate governance has long been accepted as a condition 
for good utility performance. Data on T&A were almost 
exclusively collected from utility annual reports and 
websites. Where possible, data were collected for 2016, 
2017, and 2018, but in the case of some website-based 
indicators, only current information was available.

As UPBEAT is limited to publicly available data, it pro-
vides only a partial view of the state of governance. Many 
of the indicators included in UPBEAT could also exist in 
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TABLE 1.1 Utilities and their Core UPBEAT indicators

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Dimension Indicator Description

Cost  
recoverya 

1.  Operating and debt-service cost 
recovery

Able to cover recurrent payment obligations and service existing debt 
through revenues, including operating subsidies.

2.  Operating and debt-service cost 
recovery, excluding subsidies

Able to cover recurrent payment obligations and service existing debt 
through revenues, excluding operating subsidies.

Liquidity 3. Collection rate Percentage of billed revenue actually collected.

4. Receivable days Average number of days required to receive payments from its customers.

5. Payable days Average number of days required to pay its suppliers.

6. Debt-service coverage ratio Able to use operating income to repay debt obligations.

Capital  
structure

7. Debt-to-assets ratio Able to use debt to finance assets.

8. Implied cost of debt Effective interest rate paid on debts.

Profitability 9. Net profit margin Ratio of net profits to revenues.

OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS, AS REPORTED BY THE UTILITIES

Dimension Indicator Description

Reliability 10.  Availability of generation plants 
by type

Percentage of time for which generating plant equipment is available 
(gross of resource constraints) to produce electricity. 

11. SAIDI/transmission System Average Interruption Duration Index: the average outage duration 
for each customer served. 

12. SAIFI/transmission System Average Interruption Frequency Index: average number of 
interruptions a customer would experience. 

13. SAIDI/distribution System Average Interruption Duration Index: average outage duration for 
each customer served 

14. SAIFI/distribution System Average Interruption Frequency Index: average number of 
interruptions a customer experienced. 

Efficiency 15. Transmission losses Percentage of electricity lost from transmission grid.

16. Distribution losses Percentage of electricity lost from distribution grid.

17. System losses Percentage of electricity lost from total electricity network (transmission 
and distribution).

18. Time to connect* Time required to obtain an electricity connection.

T&A PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Dimension Indicator Description Unit

Performance 
management 
and reporting

19.  Financial statements use 
IFRS or OHADA and are 
independently audited

The financial statements are independently audited by an external 
party: internationally recognized audit firms, local firms appointed 
by the state auditor, or the state auditor itself.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

20. Unqualified audit The audit of financial statements finds that the statements are fairly 
and appropriately presented, without exception or qualification.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

21.  Financial statements pub-
lished on website within 
12 months of year end

Financial statements, completed to IFRS/OHADA standards, are 
published on the utility’s website within 12 months of  
the end of the fiscal year.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

Integrity 
and internal 
controls

22.  Annual report provides  
information on audit  
committee activities

The annual report provides information on the activities of the 
audit committee.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

23.  Utility uses eProcurement eProcurement is an ERP-enabled procurement process linked to a 
tendering web portal on the company’s website. The web portal 
should (1) enable supplier registration; (2) post tender opportunities 
and bidding documents; (3) enable bid submissions; and (4) post 
clarifications, etc. The utility also follows open contracting standards.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

Capital 
markets 
discipline

24. Utility is listed A portion of the utility’s shares are listed publicly. 1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

25.  Utility maintains a credit 
rating

Maintains a credit rating. 1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

continued
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a.  As with all indicators used in UPBEAT, an effort was made to construct financial indicators that would avoid the need to make assumptions or judge. The 
cost-recovery indicators therefore use debt-service requirements, which can be taken from a utility’s financial statements, as a proxy for capital expenditure. 
This means that the indicator does not consider capital expenditure (CAPEX) funded by equity, or by the utility’s own cash. It also does not consider cash 
requirements to fund future CAPEX. The result is that cost recovery can be objectively compared across the utilities. But it also means that the indicators 
arguably reflect an incomplete assessment of investment needs and therefore may result in higher cost-recovery numbers than if a more-complete (but 
also more subjective) assessment of costs were used. IFRS = International Financial Reporting Standards; OHADA = Organization for the Harmonization of 
Business Law in Africa.

*  “time to connect” is taken from the World Bank’s Doing Business indicators. All the other operational indicators were taken from the reports by the utilities.

TABLE 1.1, continued

the utilities but are not publicly disclosed. Governance 
also includes many more dimensions than just T&A. For 
example, board composition and process in addition to 
quality and independence are generally considered crit-
ical drivers of good governance. Assessing these indica-
tors might, however, require assumptions and judgment 
calls that—as mentioned earlier—the UPBEAT methodol-
ogy strives to avoid. Notwithstanding these limitations, 
UPBEAT attempts to establish a relationship between 
good utility performance and T&A.

Data on T&A, unlike financial and operational data, are 
not quantitative and have been reduced to binary indi-
cators.8 Each utility is assessed by the share of indica-
tors it reports for each T&A category, with each indicator 
given equal weight.

Figure 1.4 describes the hierarchy of data sources used for 
each dimension of utility performance. 

FINANCIAL  
PERFORMACE

• Audited IFRS/OHADA 
financial statements

• Audited financial 
statements using other 
standards

• Unaudited financial 
statements

• Other reports

OPERATIONAL  
PERFORMACE

• Technical statistics 
published by utility

• Performance 
monitoring data 
published by regulator

• Utility accounts or 
annual report

• Other utility or  
industry reports

TRANSPARENCY & 
ACCOUNTABILITY

• Utility annual report

• Utility information 
published on its 
website

• Other utility reports

SUPPORTING  
INFORMATION

• Technical statistics 
published by utility

• Performance 
monitoring data 
published by regulator

• Utility accounts or 
annual report

• Other utility or  
industry reports

FIGURE 1.4 Hierarchy of data sources

Note: IFRS = International Financial Reporting Standards; OHADA = Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa.

Endnotes
1 World Bank calculation, using UN data, compares the total net 

installed capacity (2000 and 2017) of electric power plants, main 
activities, and auto production of Sub-Saharan African countries. Of 
Sub-Saharan Africa’s 48 countries, 43 and 46 countries were included 
in the estimates, respectively. 

2 World Bank World Development Indicators Database.

3 Masami Kojima and Chris Trimble, Making Power Affordable for Africa 
and Viable for Its Utilities (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2016), 
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/25091.  

4 Vivien Foster and Anshul Rana, Rethinking Power Sector Reform in the 
Developing World (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2020), http://hdl.
handle.net/10986/32335; Joern Huenteler, Denzel Hankinson, Nicole 
Rosenthal, Ani Balabanyan, Arthur Kochnakyan, Tu Chi Nguyen, Anshul 

Rana, and Vivien Foster, “Cost Recovery and Financial Viability of the 
Power Sector in Developing Countries: Insights from 15 Case Studies” 
(Policy Research Working Paper 9136, World Bank, Washington, DC, 
2020). (This paper was part of the flagship study.)

5 Foster and Rana, Rethinking Power Sector Reform, p. 3. 

6 Those utilities that do not belong to any power pools were added 
to one of the four sessions based on their location and language of 
operations. 

7 Six utilities are in multiple power pools, while others (seven utilities) 
belong to no pool. 

8 A utility is given a score of 1 (if it meets the indicator criterion) and 0  
(if it clearly fails to meet the indicator criterion or if the information is 
not available). 

Dimension Indicator Description Unit

Stakeholder 
relations

26.  Annual report includes an 
environmental narrative

Annual report includes an environmental narrative. 1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

27.  Annual report includes  
gender statistics

Annual report reports gender statistics. 1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

28.  SMS/App/Call center 
supports service  
interruption reporting  
and billing enquiries

Must offer any one of the following, in addition to a call center:  
website, SMS, mobile application. Applies only to utilities with  
a distribution segment.

1 (YES)/ 
0 (NO)

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/25091
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32335
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/32335
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2 Financial performance

KEY MESSAGES

→ The median cost of supply for vertically integrated utilities (VIUs) and distribution utili-

ties increased by 21 percent over the period 2012–18, while tariffs increased only by 16 

percent, leading to declining cost recovery and greater reliance on subsidies.

→ Fewer than 40 percent of power utilities recover their operating and debt-service 

costs, and cost recovery across the utilities is declining. If operating subsidies are 

removed, only one in four utilities recover their costs.

→ The underlying factors for low cost recovery are varied; high costs and aggressive 

electrification programs are among those identified.

→ Utilities in all segments of the value chain are experiencing increasing liquidity prob-

lems; increasing receivables, often driven by low collections, quickly translate into an 

accumulation of payables, and the problem seems to be getting worse.

→ Debt generally accounts for a small share of utility capital. The implicit cost of debt has 

increased for many utilities but in most cases remains well below the cost of commer-

cial debt.

→ Fewer than half of the utilities are profitable; and profitability tends to be linked with 

cost recovery.
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Financial statements are available for most utilities for 
most years, but recent data are scarce. Utility financial 
statements are the primary source for the financial per-
formance analysis. The financial database is not com-
plete for any one year, but financial data are available 
for 70 out of 76 utilities in 2015, a number that falls to 
56 utilities in 2018, the final year of the analysis. In keep-
ing with the methodology laid out in section 1, the data 
are not adjusted; performance is measured as reported. 
Although the financial statements are usually published 
and subject to independent audit, some financial state-
ments are either unaudited or received a qualified audit 
opinion. It is also important to remember that because 
the analysis is focused on individual utilities, results that 
correctly measure the performance of one utility may 
be counterintuitive for the sector as a whole. For exam-
ple, an individual utility may recover its costs even if the 
entire sector does not, if subsidies are paid into a utility 
elsewhere along the value chain.

A summary of some of the core financial performance 
indicators assessed is presented in table 2.1.

2.1 COST RECOVERY

Higher operating costs without commensurate tariff 

hikes have led to declining cost recovery and rising 

subsidies. The median unit (i.e., per kilowatt-hour) costs 
for operating and debt service of VIUs and distribu-
tion-only utilities increased 21 percent from 2012 to 2018. 
The median average tariff for the same period increased 
16 percent. As a result, by 2018, there was an 8 percent 
reduction in the recovery of operating and debt-service 
costs for VIUs and distribution utilities, before operating 
subsidies are considered. The role of operating subsi-
dies expanded over time as the median cost of supply 
increased, shown in figure 2.1.

Fewer than 40 percent of utilities fully recover their 

operating and debt-service costs, and only a quarter 

recover costs through tariff revenue. Of the 27 utilities 
that recover operating costs and debt service (figure 
2.2), 8 require operating subsidies to do so. Subsidies 
are extensive for some of the utilities. For example, at 
PRODEL, the generation utility in Angola, operating sub-

TABLE 2.1 Core financial performance indicators 

DIMENSION CORE FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
MEDIAN VALUE  

(MOST RECENT YEAR)*
TREND  

(2012–18)

Cost recovery Recovery of operating costs and debt service with subsidies 93% ↓

Recovery of operating costs and debt service without subsidies 82% ↓

Liquidity Collection rate 93% ↔

Receivable days 190 ↑

Payable days 235 ↑

Debt-service coverage ratio –0.27 ↑

Capital  
structure

Debt-to-assets ratio 0.14 ↔

Implied cost of debt 6.2% ↑

Profitability Net profit margin –7.1% ↓

Note: The trend is inferred from a line-of-best-fit through the indicator values over the period 2012 to 2018. The color of the arrow indicates where 
a trend is favorable (green) or unfavorable (red). No color is used where there is either no trend, or where it is debatable whether the trend is 
favorable or not.

* Medians in this table are calculated using the most recent year of data reported by each utility. In subsequent sections on operational performance (sec-
tion 3) and transparency and accountability (section 4), medians in similar tables are calculated using data of the same vintage for every utility (e.g., 2018). 
As is clear from the analysis of transparency and accountability in section 4, the utilities with better financial performance are also those that are more 
likely to report regularly. Using data of the same vintage (e.g., 2018 or 2019) to calculate the financial indicators would mean using a much smaller—and 
generally better-performing—sample of utilities and would thus risk skewing the results. 
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FIGURE 2.1 Median cost of supply and cost recovery (left) and cost recovery with and without subsidies (right), 
VIUs and distribution-only utilities

Note: Figure captures only the VIUs and distribution-only utilities for which sales volumes data were available. Cost of supply is calculated as the sum of 
operating costs and debt service all divided by kilowatt-hour sales. In the left-hand panel, the change in cost recovery does not always reflect the relative 
movement in tariff and cost of supply, such as in 2016, when cost recovery declines even though tariffs appear to catch up with cost of supply. This is 
because data for energy volumes delivered are not available for all utilities.

FIGURE 2.2 Utilities with cost recovery of 100 percent or more
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FIGURE 2.3 Extent of subsidies (left), and cost-recovery rates with subsidies included (right) across utilities,  
by size of cost* 

Note: The “subsidy impact” shown in the left panel refers to the cost recovery including the benefit of operating subsidies minus cost recovery without 
operating subsidies. Both cost-recovery metrics are measured in percentage terms.

* In the latest year available for each utility.
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sidies are reported to account for 72 percent of total 
utility income (and 0.2 percent of GDP) in 2018.1 Of the 
45 utilities that do not recover operating and debt-ser-
vice costs, 35 utilities do not even recover operating 
costs with subsidies included. These utilities are loss 
incurring with negative operating cashflows. In some 
cases, utilities have been propped up by capital con-
tributions from governments, but in many other cases 
poor cost recovery has persisted over years, and the 
utility has negative equity.

For many utilities, the difference between recovery of 

operating costs and recovery of operating plus debt- 

service costs is small. This indicates that, for these utili-
ties, debt-service costs are relatively small. The cost-re-
covery indicators presented in UPBEAT would be worse 
still if a more complete assessment of capital expenditure 
were incorporated.

Utilities with the highest costs are more dependent on 

subsidies and have lower cost recovery. Figure 2.3 illus-
trates the relationship between a utility’s cost of service 

and cost recovery. The analysis focuses on utilities with a 
distribution function, and these utilities are split into low-, 
medium-, and high-cost groups. The left panel indicates 
the role of operating subsidies for each of these groups; 
the right panel shows the extent to which utilities in each 
group recover their operating and debt-service costs 
when operating subsidies are included. Of the 14 utilities 
with a distribution function that also have a high average 
cost of supply (greater than USD 0.20/kWh), 4 rely on 
operating subsidies to cover at least 10 percent of their 
costs. In three cases, operating subsidies cover more than 
50 percent of costs. Even with these subsidies, the high-
cost utilities perform least well on cost recovery. Eleven 
of the fourteen high-cost utilities with a distribution func-
tion recover less than 90 percent of the operating and 
debt-service costs.

Utilities in countries with lower rates of access to elec-

tricity also have lower cost recovery. In 58 percent of 
countries with low electricity access (under 33 percent), 
less than 90 percent of operating and debt-service costs 
are recovered. This is the case for 67 percent of low-access 
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FIGURE 2.4 Recovery (left) of operating costs and (right) of operating and debt-service costs* 

* In the latest year available for each utility.
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countries if the benefit of subsidies is removed (left panel, 
figure 2.5). Utilities in 75 percent of low-access countries 
do not recover their operating costs before subsidies are 
considered; in 58 percent of low-access countries, less 
than 90 percent of operating costs are recovered. These 
numbers are higher than those for the utility popula-
tion as a whole and suggest broader challenges in the 
enabling environment—challenges that suppress the 
development of electricity systems in these countries.

Utilities that undertook rapid electrification tend to 

have lower cost recovery. For countries where on-grid 
electricity access improved by more than 5 percent 
from 2015 to 2018, 69 percent of utilities failed to recover 
their costs. Conversely, utilities recover their costs in 53 
percent of the countries where the increase in on-grid 
electricity access is less than 5 percent over this period 
(right panel, figure 2.5). Where utilities need to cover 
some or all of the capital cost of electrification, these 
costs are often not covered through tariffs or subsidies, 
impairing the utility’s financial performance. Further, the 
new customer connections often yield less incremental 
load and are less commercially viable.

Utilities in countries with the smallest electricity systems 

tend to have lower cost recovery. Recovery of operat-
ing and debt-service costs is generally low for utilities in 
countries with the smallest electricity systems, measured 
by installed generation capacity. Utility cost recovery 

tends to improve for systems that are more than 100 MW. 
This might reflect a better enabling environment (includ-
ing tariff reforms) generally required to attract investment. 
Better cost recovery might also reflect the economies of 
scale brought by larger systems. It is notable, however, 
that cost recovery suffers in the largest systems: in five 
of the six countries with more than 4 gigawatts installed 
capacity, utility cost recovery falls under 90 percent. In 
some cases, this is worsened by surplus capacity gener-
ated in these countries. The surplus availability charges a 
utility incurs are not always recovered through tariffs or 
transparent subsidies, as shown in figure 2.6.

Declines in cost recovery—especially for distribu-

tion-only utilities—are alarming because, in some 

countries, they may jeopardize the entire sector’s 

financial health. The cost recovery of individual utilities, 
as well as utility groups by type and power pool, has 
varied over time (figure 2.7). The cost recovery of VIUs 
is more stable over time—generally above the median 
across all utilities—suggesting that unbundling does 
not, in isolation, lead to better cost-recovery perfor-
mance. In most years, distribution-only utilities generally 
have lower cost recovery than other utility types. Only 
3 of the 20 distribution-only utilities fully recover costs 
(operating and debt service) in all years for which data 
have been available. Utilities in the SAPP and CAPP have 
the highest median cost recovery levels, but these have 
been declining.

FIGURE 2.5 Recovery of operating and debt-service costs without operating subsidies and national electricity 
access rates (left) and rates of on-grid electrification (right)* 
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FIGURE 2.6 Recovery of operating and debt-service costs (no subsidies) and system size* 
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FIGURE 2.7 Median recovery of operating and debt-service costs with operating subsidies included by utility type 
(left) and power pool (right)
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TABLE 2.2 Utilities with consistently good cost recovery, 2012–18

UTILITY COUNTRY

OPERATING AND DEBT-SERVICE COST 
RECOVERY, WITHOUT SUBSIDIES  

(LATEST YEAR AVAILABLE) (%)

Electricity Generation and Transmission Company (EGTC) Sierra Leone 128.0

Empresa Rede Nacional de Transporte de Electricidade (RNT) Angola 122.9

Lesotho Electricity Company (LEC) Lesotho 121.7

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles 115.7

Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor Namibia 107.8

Umeme Uganda 101.9

La Société d’énergie et d’eau du Gabon (SEEG) Gabon 100.1

Few utilities perform consistently well on cost recov-

ery. Table 2.2 lists the utilities that recover their operat-
ing and debt-service costs (without subsidies) in all years 
for which we have data. The table includes only those 

utilities for which we have data for 2016 onward. This list 
includes utilities from some countries that performed well 
in previous analyses.2 But it also includes surprising results 
partly because the UPBEAT study assesses individual util-
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ities. In sectors where some unbundling has taken place, 
such as Angola or Sierra Leone, individual utilities can 
recover their costs even if the sector does not achieve full 
cost recovery. Box 2.1 describes how cost recovery has 
improved in Botswana.

2.2 LIQUIDITY

Most types of utilities face liquidity challenges, gener-

ally caused by shortfalls in collection. Of the 57 VIUs and 
distribution-only utilities, 39 percent (22 utilities) have col-
lection rates below 90 percent.3 The median collection 
rate across all utilities varies between 91 and 97 percent 
from 2012 to 2018, but there is no clear trend over time; in 
some years, the collection rate rises, in other years it falls. 
Liquidity, together with cost recovery, is critical if utilities 
are to meet their current cash needs, including payment 
obligations to their suppliers.

The extent of customer metering and, to a lesser 

extent, the level of tariff, appear to affect collections. 

Data on metering are available for only 17 utilities in 

the sample. There is nevertheless a clear connection 
between metering and collections in the sample. All the 
utilities where less than 40 percent of end user connec-
tions are metered have collection rates of less than 80 
percent (left panel, figure 2.8). This population of utilities 
comprises mostly distribution-only utilities in Nigeria. 
A relationship is also evident between tariffs and col-
lections: utilities with the highest tariffs appear to be 
slightly more exposed to lower collection rates (right 
panel, figure 2.8).

For many utilities, low collections have increased receiv-

ables and payables. The management of receivables and 
payables varies greatly across the region. Some utilities 
manage accounts receivable at three months or less 
(Botswana’s BPC, Eswatini’s EEC, Ethiopia’s EEU, and 
Sudan’s SEDC all have less than about 35 days’ worth of 
receivables), but there are others with much higher bal-
ances. In 22 cases, receivables exceed a full year’s worth 
of revenues. The mostly low collection rate varies for 
utilities with high receivables, but the collection rate is 
consistently high for utilities with low outstanding receiv-
ables, as shown in figure 2.9.

In recent years, Botswana Power Corporation (BPC) 
has seen marked improvements in cost recov-
ery, largely through investment in new generation 
capacity and rehabilitation of existing plants. 
Although the commissioning of some units 
met with initial difficulties, import depen-
dency in Botswana has now fallen sub-
stantially and cost recovery has improved. 
Figure B2.1.1 shows recovery of operating 
and debt-service costs—without operating 
subsidies (grey dashed line) and with subsi-
dies (dark red line).

Import dependency declined dramatically 
from 2012 to 2014. But because imports 
remained relatively high, BPC was exposed 
to much higher import prices (yellow line) 
in 2014 and 2015. Cost recovery started to 
improve after 2015, and further reductions 
in import dependency (orange line) meant 

Improving cost recovery in Botswana

FIGURE B2.1.1 Botswana BPC—Recovery of operating and 
debt-service costs, with and without operating subsidies
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that cost recovery (before subsidies are consid-
ered) continued to improve in 2018 despite higher 
import prices.
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FIGURE 2.8 Collection rates for utilities, by extent of metering (left) and level of tariff (right)*

FIGURE 2.9 Utilities with the highest (left) and lowest (right) outstanding receivables* 

* In the latest year available for each utility.

* In the latest year available for each utility.
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Receivables Payables Collections Receivables Payables Collections

Receivables and payables have risen across all types of 

utilities and all power pools. In countries with unbun-
dled power sectors, the accumulation of receivables and 
payables at the distribution level is passed up the supply 
chain. This leads to increasing receivables and payables in 
the generation- and transmission-only utilities, as shown 
in figure 2.10. Utilities across all four power pools have 
accumulated more receivables and payables, a trend that 
is particularly noticeable in the WAPP and CAPP.

Where high payables cannot be explained by low col-

lections, low cost recovery and/or aggressive spending 

on electrification are often the reason. Figure 2.11 pres-
ents an analysis of utilities with high outstanding payables 

(defined as more than 50 percent of total costs of sales) in 
the latest year for which financial data are available. Thir-
ty-one utilities meet this threshold. The left pie chart (fig-
ure 2.11 ) indicates that a majority of those utilities also had 
a low collection rate (defined as less than 90 percent), 
which is consistent with the analysis presented above. 
The pie chart on the right indicates two additional factors 
that could explain high payables balances when the col-
lection rate is high:

• Low cost recovery is here defined as less than 90 per-
cent recovery of operating and debt-service costs—
subsidies included. Over time, low cost recovery can 
starve a utility of cash, impairing its ability to pay cred-
itors on time.
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FIGURE 2.10 Median receivables (left) and payables (right) by utility type (top) and power pool (bottom)
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• Rapid electrification (i.e., increasing by 5 percent from 
2015 to 2018): where the utility partly or fully funds 
expansion of the network or new connections and 
cash inflows do not increase commensurately, arrears 
can increase rapidly. This effect will not necessarily 

result in low cost recovery if the investments were not 
funded with debt.

Box 2.2 describes the issue of foregone cash facing many 
utilities in this study.

FIGURE 2.11 The drivers of high outstanding payables balances: An analysis
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What does the analysis in this study tell us about 
measures that could improve cash inflows for utili-
ties—inflows essential for financial sustainability?

Assessments of the underlying causes of foregone 
cash, or “cash left on the table,” can be helpful for 
utilities, policy makers, and regulators. By identify-
ing the factors contributing to utilities’ poor financial 
viability, such assessments can provide guidance on 
actions to address them.

Utilities’ foregone cash can be the result of (1) inad-
equate collections, (2) excessive technical and non-
technical losses, and (3) residual losses incurred by 
underpricing or other operational inefficiencies that 
are difficult to quantify. Other operational inefficien-
cies range from low thermal efficiency of a genera-
tion plant to high procurement costs due to lack of 
systematic, least-cost expansion planning or non-
competitive implementation of planned projects. 
The residual loss is assessed as the underrecovery of 
operating costs and debt service measured against 
the collected cash that remains after undercollec-
tions and excessive losses are addressed. Below is 
the assessment of foregone cash by its three causes 
for two utilities: the Democratic Republic of Congo’s 
state-owned vertically integrated utility, SNEL, and 
Sudan’s distribution utility, SEDC.

SNEL’s cash revenues recovered 61.6 percent of its 
operating costs and debt service in 2018, with col-
lections at 86.1 percent and transmission and distri-
bution losses at 29.5 percent. Figure B2.2.1 highlights 
how SNEL could improve its cost recovery by elim-

Africa’s power utilities and foregone cash

FIGURE B2.2.1 Democratic Republic of Congo’s 
SNEL: A path to cost recovery

BOX 2.2 

inating collection losses, reducing transmission and 
distribution losses to a benchmark level of 16 percent, 
and addressing underpricing and/or other inefficien-
cies. The fourth column in the figure indicates the 
residual gap to be bridged for full cost recovery.

The database can also be used to understand the 
factors that have driven performance improvements 
over time in some utilities. For example, the Sudanese 
distribution utility, SEDC, has improved cost recovery 
when compared against the first year in the dataset. 
Cost recovery measured on a cashflow basis was 73 
percent in 2018, compared with 42 percent in 2013. 
Figure B2.2.2 shows how the cost-recovery shortfall 
(indicated by the green dots) has changed over time.

The columns in the figure show the component parts 
of the shortfall. The red part of the columns shows 
the shortfall in cost recovery, which could be closed 
if distribution losses were reduced to benchmark—
assumed to be 12 percent for a distribution-only utility. 
The shortfall that could be closed by eliminating col-
lection losses is shown by the blue-colored portion of 
the columns. This series is more volatile where a utility 
faces a temporary collection challenge. For SEDC, this 
can be seen at the start of the time series, with trade 
accounts receivable increasing materially in 2013, but 
subsequently decreasing in 2014 and 2015.

The gap between the columns and the green dots 
indicates a shortfall in cost recovery that cannot be 
attributed to collection losses or distribution losses. 
This residual loss is likely to stem from other opera-
tional inefficiencies and/or underpricing.
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TABLE 2.3 Utilities with consistently good collection rates, 2012–18

UTILITY COUNTRY COLLECTION RATE (%)* 

Umeme Uganda 102.0

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles 99.6

Eswatini Electricity Company (EEC) Eswatini 99.2

Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor (ErongoRED) Namibia 98.3

* For the latest year available for each utility.

The liquidity challenges highlighted above are evident 

in only four utilities that perform consistently well on 

collections. Table 2.3 lists each of the VIUs and distribu-
tion-only utilities with a collection rate of at least 97 per-
cent in every year for which we have data, and for which 
we have at least one data point from 2016 or later.

2.3 CAPITAL STRUCTURE

On average, the capital structure of utilities in the sam-

ple contains only a small portion of debt. VIUs and gen-
eration-only utilities have higher debt-to-assets ratios 
than other utility types, though they have been declin-
ing in recent years. Distribution-only utilities have low 
debt-to-assets ratios. Debt has fallen for CAPP (although 
the high values in early years are partly a result of low 
data availability) and is slightly higher in EAPP, but in 
general debt accounts for a small portion of utilities’ 
funds for investment, as shown in figure 2.12. The low 
reported level of debt may in some cases be the result 
of balances sitting with governments (e.g., governments 
borrowing from international financial institutions and 
passing these on as grants or capital subsidies to util-
ities) or other entities.

The implied cost of debt is low for many utilities in 

the dataset. It is higher, however, for distribution-only 

utilities. VIUs have consistently low implied costs of 
debt, likely reflecting their access to concessional or 
soft loans and grants from the government (which may 
have on-lent funds from multilateral financial institu-
tions or sovereign lenders). The same is true of gen-
eration-transmission and transmission-only utilities. 
Distribution-only utilities consistently have higher 
implied cost of debt, and the cost appears to have shot 
up in recent years. The high implied cost of debt for 
distribution-only utilities likely reflects private owner-
ship or other private sector involvement, limiting their 

access to concessional loans. The median implied cost 
of debt has generally trended upward for CAPP, WAPP 
and SAPP and has stayed relatively consistent for EAPP, 
as shown in figure 2.13.

In spite of low borrowing costs and low debt balances, 

most utilities do not generate enough cash to service 

their debts. This is evident in the cost-recovery data pre-
sented earlier. About 63 percent of utilities (38 out of 60 
utilities) had debt-service coverage ratios below zero. 

FIGURE 2.12 Median debt-to-assets ratio by utility type 
(left) and power pool (right)
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FIGURE 2.13 Median implied costs of debt by utility type (left) and power pool (right)
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FIGURE 2.14 Debt-service coverage ratio and operating 
and debt-service cost recovery, including subsidies*

* Latest year available for each utility.

Only 20 percent of utilities (12 out of the 60 utilities for 
which data were available) generated sufficient income 
to cover their debt obligations. While debt-service cov-
erage ratios are low across the utility population, utilities 
with cost recovery of over 100 percent are more likely to 
generate sufficient cash to service their debt, as shown 
in figure 2.14.

2.4 PROFITABILITY

Less than half of all utilities are profitable; about a third 

incur net losses of more than 20 percent. Profitable 
utilities are doing well with cost recovery, as one would 

expect (see table 2.4). Only a few utilities consistently 
report a positive net profit margin over the period cov-
ered by the UPBEAT database. These utilities are listed 
in table 2.4, where the net profit margin is also shown 
for the latest year available for that utility. As with the 
cost-recovery results, some of these results are expected, 
others less so. The structure of the electricity sector in 
some countries might lead to a disconnect between the 
reported performance of an individual utility and the over-
all financial sustainability of a country’s electricity sector.

Profitability has slumped across the utility populations 

analyzed here—a trend notable for distribution-only 

utilities. As with the cost-recovery indicator, distribu-
tion-only utilities are less profitable—roughly 20 percent 
(or 4 of 20) of these utilities are profitable. About 30 per-
cent (or 6 of 20) have positive EBITDA (earnings before 
interest, taxes, depreciation, and amortization) margins. 
These profitability measures have fallen since 2012 (see 
figure 2.16). Profitability is lowest and most variable in 
WAPP—partly because the analysis encompasses so 
many Nigerian distribution-only companies. EAPP offers 
interesting examples of why profitability is negative, 
even for utilities with good cost-recovery levels. TANE-
SCO (Tanzania), EEU (Ethiopia), and EUCL (Rwanda) each 
recover at least 95 percent of operating and debt-ser-
vice costs (in the most recent year for which data are 
available). But high capital expenditures (and hence high 
depreciation) bring negative net profit margins. This 
capital expenditure is not fully reflected in the cost-re-
covery indicators because of the limited use of debt.



32 • UTILITY PERFORMANCE AND BEHAVIOR IN AFRICA TODAY

TABLE 2.4 Utilities consistently reporting a net profit (in percentages)

UTILITY COUNTRY
NET PROFIT MARGIN  

(LATEST YEAR AVAILABLE)

Eswatini Electricity Company (EEC) Eswatini 25.8

Central Electricity Board (CEB) Mauritius 12.8

Kenya Electricity Transmission Co. (KETRACO) Kenya 21.7

Electricity Generation and Transmission Company (EGTC) Sierra Leone 21.0

Kenya Electricity Generation Company (KenGen) Kenya 17.4

Zambia Electricity Supply Corporation (ZESCO) Zambia 16.4

Lesotho Electricity Company (LEC) Lesotho 10.0

Umeme Uganda 9.7

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles 8.6

Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor (ErongoRED) Namibia 6.7

La Société d’énergie et d’eau du Gabon (SEEG) Gabon 3.4

Empresa Rede Nacional de Transporte de Electricidade (RNT) Angola 1.7

Kenya Power and Lighting Company (KPLC) Kenya 1.5

Compagnie Ivoirienne d’Electricité (CIE) Côte d’Ivoire 0.6

FIGURE 2.16 Median net profit margin by utility type 
(top) and power pool (bottom)
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FIGURE 2.15 Relationship between cost recovery and 
net profit margin* 

*For the latest year available for each utility.
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• At least 97 percent collection rate in all years (only rele-
vant for VIUs and distribution-only utilities), and

• At least 0 percent net profit margin in all years.

The only utilities considered in this analysis have at least 
one year of data since 2016. Only three utilities pass all 
these tests (see table 2.5).

2.5 OVERALL FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Few utilities perform consistently well across the finan-

cial indicators. Table 2.5 identifies utilities that have per-
formed consistently well across three of most important 
financial indicators analyzed above:

• At least 100 percent recovery of operating and 
debt-service costs in all years,

Endnotes

1  Reported operating subsidies are divided by revenues + operating 
subsidies + other income, collectively referred to as “total utility 
income.”

TABLE 2.5 Top-performing utilities across financial indicators

UTILITY COUNTRY

OPERATING AND DEBT- 
SERVICE COST RECOVERY, 
WITHOUT SUBSIDIES (%)*

COLLECTION 
RATE (%)* 

NET PROFIT 
MARGIN (%)*

Erongo Regional Electricity Distributor  
(ErongoRED)

Namibia 107.8 98.3 6.7

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles 115.7 99.6 8.6

Umeme Uganda 101.9 102.0 9.7

*For the latest year available. 

2  For example, Kojima and Trimble, Making Power Affordable for Africa.

3  These percentages reflect the latest year for which collections data 
are available for each utility. 
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3 Operational performance 

KEY MESSAGES

→ All utilities provide scant reporting on operational performance along the value chain. 

But reporting has improved in recent years with more utilities adopting management 

information systems that support their day-to-day operations. VIUs consistently report 

more information on operational performance.

→ The reported indicators for operational performance are not always comparable. The 

utilities do not disclose the methodology for collecting and measuring the relevant 

operational parameters for computing indicators.

→ Utilities with management information systems permitting accurate data collection on 

interruptions are more likely to report reliability indicators and appear to have better 

reliability. This implies that better measurement and data quality may lead to better 

reporting and performance.

→ Reported total distribution losses have risen in recent years for utilities reporting this 

indicator. This is alarming. It means sizable forgone revenues and higher costs for the 

affected utilities on cost recovery and profitability. Also, utilities with a distribution 

function in countries that underwent rapid electrification tend to see increases in 

reported total system or distribution losses.

→ The time required to connect new customers has plummeted for all utility groups with 

a distribution function. Access planning, flexible financing of connection charges, and 

wider sector reforms promoting access and better utility performance appear to have 

driven this improvement.
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3.1 REPORTING

Reporting on operational performance indicators has 

much room for improvement, although reporting has 

recently become more common. Operational perfor-
mance indicators are reported less often than finan-
cial performance indicators. In 2018, less than a third of 
UPBEAT utilities (22 of 76) reported at least one reliability- 
related indicator, and only a third (25 of 76) reported at 
least one efficiency-related indicator (excluding time to 
connect).1 This is partly because there is no single stan-
dardized source (such as financial statements) that would 
provide such information. Data availability is also likely to 
be linked to the information systems (IS) that utilities have 
in place; utilities with more sophisticated systems will be 
better able to report. The reporting of operational indica-
tors has improved, as the number of utilities that report 
reliability indicators doubled between 2012 and 2018. Bet-
ter reporting since 2012 could be traced to utilities using 
IS to support their day-to-day operations. Among oper-
ational performance indicators, data on time to connect 
are relatively abundant at the country (not utility) level, 

but only because of the data collection efforts undertaken 
as part of the World Bank’s Doing Business framework.2

Any comparison of reported operational performance 

indicators between utilities could be misleading because 

of insufficient and/or unclear information on methodol-

ogies for calculation needed to ensure comparability. All 
operational performance indicators, except for the indica-
tor measuring time to connect, are used as reported by 
the utilities; no efforts to interpret or analyze have been 
made. While the formulas used to calculate reliability and 
efficiency indicators are standard, the data used in the 
formulas are not, nor are the methodologies used to mea-
sure and collect them. Comparisons of reported opera-
tional performance indicators are therefore most useful 
to assess the evolution of a given utility’s performance 
over time, but are of limited use when comparing one 
utility to another. Cross-country comparisons of time to 
connect are relevant, however, because Doing Business 
consistently estimates this indicator for each country. A 
summary of some of the core operational performance 
indicators assessed is presented in table 3.1.

TABLE 3.1 Core operational performance indicators, as reported by utilities*

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS, BY UTILITY TYPE

2012 2018

TREND†

(2012–18)
UTILITIES  

REPORTING
REPORTED 

RANGE
UTILITIES  

REPORTING
REPORTED 

RANGE

Re
lia

b
ili

ty

Reported availability of generation plants by type
(generation, generation/transmission, VIUs)

11 65–95% 14 51–95% ↔

Reported SAIDI/transmission
(transmission, generation/transmission, transmission/
distribution, VIUs)

1 0.01–0.01 5 0.01–45.9 ↑‡

Reported SAIFI/transmission
(transmission, generation/transmission, transmission/
distribution, VIUs)

1 0.3–0.3 4 0.2–22.2 ↑

Reported SAIDI/distribution
(transmission/distribution, distribution, VIUs)

6 0.05–274.5 20 0.4–353.0 ↑

Reported SAIFI/distribution
(transmission/distribution, distribution, VIUs)

4 1.41–88.73 20 0.1–3,658.0 ↑

Ef
fic

ie
nc

y

Reported transmission losses
(transmission, generation/transmission, transmission/
distribution, VIUs)

10 2.8–8.5% 12 1.5–15.0% ↓

Reported distribution losses
(transmission/distribution, distribution, VIUs)

13 7.1–30.3% 14 8.5–51.0% ↑

Reported system losses
(transmission/distribution, VIUs)

26 7.7–40.1% 17 10.5–58% ↑

Reported time to connect
(transmission/distribution, distribution, VIUs)

39 59–458 38 30–450 ↓

*  Other than “time to connect,” all these indicators are self-reported by the utilities. The utilities’ methodologies for collecting and verifying these data 
are not disclosed; the reported data on reliability and losses should therefore be compared with caution.

†  The trend is inferred from the average year-on-year movements in indicator reported value over the period 2012 to 2018.

‡  Transmission SAIDI improvement is shown from 2015, the first year where multiple utilities reported this indicator. 
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3.2 RELIABILITY 

Information on generator availability is scarce.3 Of the 48 
utilities with a generation function, half reported availabil-
ity in 2018: half the generation-only utilities and VIUs and 
one utility with generation-transmission functions (see 
figure 3.1). Almost every utility with a generation function, 
41 out of 48, has liquid fuel generation capacity, and about 
a third of these utilities (13 out of 41) report availability of 
their plants running on liquid fuels. Solid fuel generation 
plants have the least-reported availability. Of the six util-
ities with solid fuel generation capacity, only one, Rwan-
da’s EUCL, reports an available plant running on solid fuel.

Utilities that consistently reported generation availabil-

ity indicators over the period covered by UPBEAT gen-

erally showed more plant availability over the past four 

years. For example, Kenya’s KenGen improved availability 
of its natural gas fuel plants, from 73 percent to 86 per-
cent, its hydropower plants from 86 percent to 93 per-
cent, and its non-hydro renewable plants from 86 percent 
to 91 percent between 2015 and 2018.

Information on transmission reliability—SAIDI and SAIFI 

—is even more limited.4 As seen from figure 3.1, of the 
48 utilities with a transmission function, only 5 reported 
transmission SAIDI in 2018. From 2016 to 2018, of the six 
transmission-only utilities, two reported SAIDI (Angola’s 
RNT and Ghana’s GRIDCo) and one reported SAIFI (Ango-
la’s RNT).

Distribution system reliability indicators are more widely 

reported by the VIUs; only a few distribution-only utili-

ties provide this information. Of the 61 utilities having a 
distribution function, about two-thirds are VIUs. About a 
third of these (14 of 39) reported SAIDI and SAIFI in 2018. 
But only 5 (of 21) distribution-only utilities reported SAIDI 
and SAIFI in 2018: Angola’s ENDE, Ghana’s ECG, Kenya’s 
KPLC, Sudan’s SEDC, and Uganda’s Umeme.

Reported reliability of distribution systems deteriorated 

early in the 2012–18 period, although it recently improved. 
Figure 3.2 shows reported distribution SAIDI (in hours) 
and SAIFI (in interruptions) for utilities with a distribution 
function. Median reported distribution SAIDI increased 
from 30.3 hours in 2012 to 87.4 hours in 2014, dropping 
to 51.6 hours in 2018. Similarly, in 2012 median reported 
distribution SAIFI was 16.2 interruptions, increasing to 30.1 
interruptions in 2016 and subsequently dropping to 24.7 
interruptions in 2018. But even with these improvements, 

the distribution SAIDI and SAIFI reported by these utilities 
are high by international standards. In order to receive any 
points under the scoring methodology used by the World 
Bank’s Doing Business indicators, the maximum SAIDI and 
SAIFI is 12. This is equivalent to one hour-long outage each 
month, with additional points available for SAIDI and SAIFI 
under 4 (one hour-long outage per quarter) and under 1 
(one hour-long outage per year).

Not all utilities with an appropriate IS (one that allows 

them to accurately collect data on interruptions, such 

as SCADA) report reliability indicators. VIUs and distri-
bution-only utilities with an appropriate IS are much more 
likely to report distribution SAIDI and SAIFI data. Only 2 
of the 21 distribution-only utilities have an IS capable of 
measuring reliability, and both report reliability indicators. 

FIGURE 3.1 Reliability indicators in UPBEAT, 2018
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FIGURE 3.2 Reported distribution SAIDI and SAIFI, 2012–18

FIGURE 3.3 Information technology capacity for estimating distribution SAIDI among VIUs, 2018

In 2018, 18 VIUs (out of 39) had an IS appropriate for mea-
suring reliability, and 9 of them reported reliability indica-
tors; 5 VIUs without an appropriate IS also reported on 
their reliability. These patterns suggest that the posses-
sion of an IS does not always ensure reporting, nor does 
the absence of those tools necessarily prevent it. In the 
former case, scant regulatory or other incentives exist 
to encourage reporting; in the latter, utilities have vari-
able reporting patterns, making interutility comparisons 
potentially misleading.

Utilities that do have an appropriate IS are more likely 

to report and appear to signal better reliability. Figure 
3.3 shows the relationship between having an appro-
priate IS and reported distribution SAIDI among VIUs in 
2018. Most of the VIUs with an IS adequate for measuring 
reliability had lower reported SAIDI than utilities without 

an appropriate IS: median reported distribution SAIDI for 
VIUs with an appropriate IS was 30.5 hours, compared 
with a median of 165 hours for VIUs without. The same is 
true for SAIFI.5

Utilities with an appropriate IS also show improve-

ment in their reported reliability indicators over time. 
For example, Cabo Verde’s ELECTRA (a VIU) improved 
SAIDI from 87.4 hours in 2014 to 53 hours in 2018 and 
improved SAIFI from 39.6 interruptions in 2014 to 29.3 
interruptions in 2018; after integrating adequate IS tools 
into its daily operations in 2013-14, Rwanda’s EUCL (a 
VIU) improved SAIDI from 88 hours in 2016 to 31 in 2018 
and improved SAIFI from 121 interruptions in 2016 to 57 
in 2018. Box 3.1 describes Rwanda’s improvements in 
supply reliability.
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Rwanda has substantially improved the reliability of 
its electricity supply in recent years by vastly increas-
ing its available generating capacity and rehabili-
tating, upgrading, and extending transmission and 
distribution infrastructure to better serve the increas-
ing demand of existing consumers while expanding 
electricity access. Rwanda has over the past decade 
electrified its population at one of the fastest rates 
in the world, with access to electricity rising from 
6 percent in 2009 to an estimated 54 percent in 
March 2020. It has met the high uptick in demand 
from existing customers and connected new users 
by tripling its generating capacity—from 76 MW in 
2010 to 225 MW in 2020—incorporating investments 
in zero-carbon resources and attracting direct invest-
ment in more than 17 independent power producers.

Massive investments in infrastructure improvements 
were financed by the government, the World Bank, 
and other development partners, together with 

The reliability of Rwanda’s electricity supply is the most improved in 
East Africa 

FIGURE B3.1.1 Reported distribution SAIDI and SAIFI in East African utilities

BOX 3.1

measures undertaken by the utility, EUCL, to improve 
its operational performance in electricity supply 
and customer service, focusing on loss reduction. 
Those measures, introduced in 2015-16, include the 
implementation of a Revenue Protection Program 
supported by advanced metering technologies to 
monitor consumption of large customers and load 
of feeders and distribution transformers, and incor-
porating state-of-the-art information systems. Sys-
tem losses have consequently declined, despite 
construction of large amounts of new network infra-
structure at all voltage levels. In 2018, losses dipped 
below 20 percent for the first time since 2010. 

As shown in figure B3.1.1, reliability has also improved 
drastically in recent years, with reported distribution 
SAIDI and SAIFI dropping by more than 50 percent 
between 2016 and 2018, while in other utilities in the 
region values have increased or seen only modest 
reductions.
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An analysis grouping utilities by power pool shows 

mixed trends for median SAIDI and SAIFI reported by 

utilities with a distribution function. As shown in figure 
3.4, SAIDI and SAIFI reported by utilities in the EAPP sug-
gest improved reliability, with Rwanda’s EUCL and Ugan-
da’s Umeme showing consistent improvements. While 
the trend for SAPP appears to have worsened as a whole, 
Eswatini’s EEC and Zimbabwe’s ZETDC have reported the 
largest improvements. Utilities in WAPP appear to have 
improved their performance in recent years, with Mali’s 
EDM and Ghana’s ECG showing largest improvements. 
Utilities in CAPP did not report enough data for any firm 
conclusions to be drawn about reported changes in reli-
ability over time.

Few utilities have consistently improved their reliabil-

ity. As noted earlier in this section, any comparison of 
reported operational performance indicators between 
the utilities could be misleading because of insufficient 
and/or unclear information on calculation methodolo-
gies. Given this limitation, one way to compare reliability 
performance of the utilities in UPBEAT is to see which of 
the utilities reported improved reliability indicators over 
time. Table 3.2 lists the utilities that have consistently 
reported improved reliability indicators in 2015-18, and 
their reported relative (not absolute) largest improve-
ments in their type group.

FIGURE 3.4 Median distribution SAIDI and SAIFI, by power pool, 2012–18
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TABLE 3.2 Utilities that reported improved reliability indicators, 2015–18

INDICATOR UTILITY COUNTRY 
LARGEST CONSISTENT REPORTED 
IMPROVEMENT, 2015–18

Reported 
improvement* 
in availability† 
of plants

Generation-only

Empresa Pública de Produção de 
Electricidade (PRODEL)

Angola From 81.2% to 94.5% (or 8% relative improvement) 

Kenya Electricity Generation Company 
(KenGen)

Kenya From 83.1% to 87.8% (or 5% relative improvement)

VIUs

Société Nigérienne d’Electricité 
(NIGELEC)

Niger From 62.0% to 81.0% (or 19% relative improvement)

Eneo Cameroun S.A. (Eneo) Cameroon From 73.5% to 88.9% (or 15% relative improvement)

Société Nationale d’Électricité du 
Sénégal (Senelec)

Senegal From 87.1% to 88.9% (or 6% relative improvement)

Reported  
improvement  
in SAIDI

Transmission-only

No utility improved‡

Distribution-only

Umeme Uganda From 56 to 50 (or 11% relative improvement)

VIUs

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles From 3.9 to 0.4 (or 90% relative improvement)

Société Nationale d’électricité du 
Burkina Faso (SONABEL)

Burkina Faso From 340 to 59 (or 83% relative improvement)

Reported 
improvement 
in SAIFI

Transmission-only

No utility improved‡

Distribution-only

Sudanese Electricity Distribution 
Company (SEDC)

Sudan From 18 to 14 (or 22% relative improvement)

Umeme Uganda From 33 to 28 (or 16% relative improvement)

VIUs

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles From 1.5 to 0.1 (or 93% relative improvement)

Société Mauritanienne d'Électricité 
(SOMELEC)

Mauritania From 26 to 17 (or 35% relative improvement)

* Unless noted otherwise, improvement is defined as percentage changes in a reported indicator over the applicable time period. 

† Availability indicator is calculated as an arithmetic average of the availability factors reported for each type of plant in a particular year.

‡ Based on data reported by two out of six transmission-only utilities in UPBEAT.
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3.3 EFFICIENCY

Information on utilities’ total losses (transmission-only, 

distribution-only, and distribution and transmission 

combined, also identified as system losses) is not widely 

reported, but more likely to be disclosed than reliability 

indicators, especially by VIUs. As shown in figure 3.5, in 
2018, five of six transmission-only utilities reported total 
transmission losses, and 5 of the 21 distribution-only util-
ities reported total (technical and nontechnical) distribu-
tion losses. Among VIUs, nine utilities separately reported 
both total transmission and total distribution losses, and 
eight reported total system (total transmission and total 
distribution) losses only.

Reported total distribution losses appear to have 

worsened in recent years. Given the limited number of 
transmission-only utilities and VIUs reporting total trans-
mission losses in 2012-18, it is difficult to derive conclu-
sions about the trend for transmission systems. From 
2012 to 2018, however, among 61 utilities with a distri-
bution function, 20 utilities reported total distribution 
losses in at least one year, along with similar losses for 12 
VIUs, 7 distribution-only utilities, and 1 transmission-dis-
tribution utility.6 The median reported total distribution 
losses for VIUs fell in a narrow range, from 13.0 to 17.6 
percent, increasing from 14.8 percent in 2016 to 17.6 
percent in 2018. The median reported total distribution 
losses for distribution-only utilities ranged from 15.8 per-
cent to 18.8 percent, and increased from 15.8 percent in 
2016 to 16.8 percent in 2018. Figure 3.6 shows reported 
distribution losses for VIUs and distribution-only utilities.

There appears to be a loose correlation between 

reported total system losses/total distribution losses 

and cost recovery as well as profitability. As such, the 

increase in reported distribution losses in recent years 

is alarming. VIUs with lower reported total system losses 
generally had higher cost recovery, with a correlation 
coefficient of -0.33, as shown in figure 3.7.7 Among distri-
bution-only utilities, the correlation coefficient between 
reported total distribution losses and cost recovery was 
-0.72. Similarly, VIUs with lower total system losses gen-
erally had higher net profit margins, with a correlation 
coefficient of -0.34. Among distribution-only utilities, the 
correlation coefficient between reported total distribu-
tion losses and net profit margin was -0.67.

The utilities with appropriate management information 
systems (MIS)—and commercial management systems 
(CMSs) for those with a distribution function—that report 
their total system losses (VIUs and transmission-distribu-
tion utilities) have lower reported total system losses than 
utilities that do not have MIS. Figure 3.8 shows median 
reported total system losses for utilities with and without 
appropriate MIS; utilities with systems to accurately mea-
sure losses have reported losses between 1 and 27 per-
cent lower each year than utilities without an appropriate 
MIS. Moreover, utilities without an appropriate CMS do not 
report their losses consistently: in 2012-17, while more than 
a third of the utilities with CMS reported their losses in all six 
years, only three utilities reported losses while having no 
appropriate IT capacity, and none of them overlap in years. 
This suggests that in the absence of IT capacity, utilities 
struggle to consistently report their total losses.

FIGURE 3.5 Reporting of efficiency indicators in 
UPBEAT, 2018
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FIGURE 3.6 Reported total distribution losses
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FIGURE 3.7 Cost recovery (left) and net profit margin (right): Reported total system losses/total distribution losses* 

* For the latest year available for each utility.
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Note: In 2014, the high median total system losses for utilities with “no IT capacity to measure losses” are  
attributable to Energie Centrafricaine (ENERCA) of the Central African Republic, which is the only utility with 
“no IT capacity to measure losses” that reports system losses for that year.
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The Compagnie Ivoirienne d’Electricité (CIE) pro-
vides electricity service in Côte d’Ivoire under an 
affermage-type concession contract with the gov-
ernment. It is responsible for generation, transmis-
sion, distribution, and retail supply. CIE is privately 
owned (85 percent), with the government holding 
a minority (15 percent) share. The main shareholder 
(ERANOVE) controls a 54 percent stake. CIE’s con-
tract was signed for 15 years in 1990 and extended for 
a second 15-year period in 2005.

Among vertically integrated and distribution-only 
utilities, CIE has some of the lowest total system 
losses in West Africa. Total system losses have fallen 
by more than 8 percentage points since 2012, from 
28.1 to 20.1 percent, achieved mostly through stanch-
ing nontechnical losses (fraud and other unmetered 
consumption). These loss reductions have greatly 
contributed to sales for CIE and eased generation 
needed to meet demand.

CIE has incorporated state-of-the-art IT to support 
operations and implemented efficient processes in 
all business areas. CIE’s meter readers have adequate 
tools for cutting off illegal connections, but discon-

CIE in Côte d’Ivoire: Good progress in reducing total system losses

BOX 3.2

nections are difficult in some low-income areas. CIE 
receives no government subsidies for losses incurred 
in areas where antifraud and other commercial oper-
ations are constrained. Moreover, the company’s 
remuneration under the affermage depends on 
actual sales, so it has an incentive to optimize losses 
in supply. Staff responsible for billing and collections 
have individual objectives in their contracts and 
receive bonuses based on performance and results. 
Meters are also being moved to the edge of home-
owners’ property to ease meter reading and discon-
nections. Figure B3.2.1 shows CIE’s reported total 
system losses during the study period.
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FIGURE B3.2.1 Total system loss reductions in CIE

Reductions in total system losses could be achieved by 

incorporating MIS in the day-to-day operations of utili-

ties, accompanied by efficient processes in all business 

areas. Box 3.2 describes how Côte d’Ivoire’s CIE has 
reduced total system losses.

Utilities with a distribution function in countries that 

underwent rapid electrification tend to report higher 

total system or distribution losses. Two-thirds of the VIUs 
and distribution-only utilities in rapidly electrifying coun-
tries (countries where on-grid electricity access improved 
by more than 10 percent since 2015) reported that their 
total system losses (for VIUs) or total distribution losses 
(for distribution-only utilities) rose more than 3 percent 
over the same period, as shown in figure 3.9. Conversely, 
most VIUs and distribution-only utilities, in countries where 
on-grid electricity access improved by less than 5 percent 
since 2015, reported decreases in their losses.

Grouping utilities by power pool shows that median 

reported total system losses are highest in CAPP, with 

EAPP and SAPP vying for best performance, and WAPP 

showing the most improvement. Of the VIUs in WAPP, 
Togo’s CEET has the lowest reported total system losses 
while the Gambia’s NAWEC improved the most over the 
study period (from 28.7 percent to 17.6 percent over the 
study period). None of the utilities in CAPP showed con-
sistent improvement in reported system losses over the 
UPBEAT period. In EAPP, Tanzania’s TANESCO has the 
lowest reported total system losses, showing substan-
tial reductions over time—its losses dropping from 20.9 
percent to 13.4 percent. In SAPP, South Africa’s Eskom 
reported the lowest total system losses. Eswatini’s EEC 
reduced its reported total system losses from 22.1 percent 
to 14.9 percent, the greatest improvement among all the 
utilities. But all these utilities—Eswatini’s EEC, South Afri-
ca’s Eskom, Tanzania’s TANESCO—have an appropriate 
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Note: These data cover the period between 2015 and the final year that 
reported total system or distribution losses data are available for the VIUs 
and distribution-only utilities (2017 or 2018).
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FIGURE 3.9 Changes in on-grid electrification and 
changes in reported total system losses (VIUs) or  
total distribution losses (distribution-only utilities)

MIS to measure losses. Burundi’s REGIDESO, the Gambia’s 
NAWEC, and Togo’s CEET all planned to introduce MIS by 
the end of 2020. Figure 3.10 shows median system losses 
by power pool.

Compared with other efficiency indicators, the “time 

to connect” indicator has seen a drastic decrease for 

new customers among the utilities with a distribution 

function. The World Bank’s Doing Business Indicators 
for 2018 reported time to connect for 38 of the 61 utili-
ties with a distribution function, included in UPBEAT.8 

As figure 3.11 shows, between 2012 and 2018, all VIUs, trans-
mission-distribution, and distribution-only utilties included 
in Doing Business slashed the amount of time required to 
connect: the median time to connect improved steadily, 
from 117 days in 2012 to 90 days in 2018.

The median time to connect has fallen for utilities in 

all power pools, but the drop is most drastic for those 

in EAPP. As shown in figure 3.12, utilities in  EAPP have 
shown the largest reduction in time to connect. Kenya’s 
KPLC and Uganda’s Umeme have shown stark improve-
ments: from 150 days in 2012 to 97 days in 2018 for KPLC, 
and from 132 to 66 days  for Umeme. In WAPP, Senegal’s 
Senelec cut connection time from 125 to 75 days, while 
Guinea-Bissau’s EAGB reduced the time waiting from 458 
to 257 days. Togo’s CEET lowered the wait time from 
89 to 66 days. The most improved in SAPP have been 
Botswana’s BPC (from 121 to 77 days), Malawi’s ESCOM 
(from 222 to 127 days), and South Africa’s Eskom (from 226 

FIGURE 3.10 Median reported total system losses by 
power pool, 2012–18
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FIGURE 3.12 Median time to connect, by power pool, 
2012–18
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to 109 days). In CAPP, Gabon’s SEEG (from 176 to 148 days) 
and Democratic Republic of Congo’s SNEL (from 101 to 44 
days) made the largest improvements.

Access planning, flexible financing of connection 

charges, and wider sector reforms on access and util-

ity performance appear to be driving the impressive 

reductions in time to connect. Box 3.3 describes efforts 
to lower connection wait times in Kenya, Senegal, and 
Uganda.

Few utilities have consistently improved their perfor-

mance against efficiency indicators. As any compar-
ison of reported operational performance indicators 
between utilities could be misleading, UPBEAT instead 
analyzes reported improvements in utility efficiency indi-
cators over time. Table 3.3 lists the utilities that have 
consistently reported improvements in their efficiency 
indicators from 2015 to 2018, and their reported relative 
(not absolute) improvements that are the largest in their 
type of group.

Utilities in the West African Power Pool (WAPP) also 
made impressive reductions in time to connect, with 
Senegal’s Senelec leading the way. The government 
of Senegal recently incorporated comprehensive 
reforms to the National Rural Electrification Program 
(PNER) to increase access and promote universal use 
of prepaid meters along with investment support for 
internal wiring and productive use. A strategic effort 
has been made to review the concessional model 
and broader institutional and regulatory framework 
for rural electrification and address the root causes of 
poor results in previous years. Policy reforms included 
removal of barriers to connection, promotion of uni-
versal use of prepaid meters, and investment support 
for internal wiring and productive use. Senelec’s role 

The median time to connect has been reduced for 
utilities in all power pools, but the reduction is most 
drastic for utilities in the East Africa Power Pool 
(EAPP). Within EAPP, KPLC (Kenya) and Umeme 
(Uganda) have shown the starkest improvements 
(see figure B3.3.1), and both utilities used similar 
measures to achieve these gains, recognizing that 
customers were prevented from connecting for a 
range of physical, financial, regulatory, and admin-
istrative reasons.

KPLC launched a massive “last mile” connection 
program for business and households near high-
er-voltage transmission line extensions. KPLC also 
reduced its US$500 connection charge to US$150 
and allowed customers to finance new-connection 
charges over a 48-month period with payments on 
their monthly bills. The result is that the average time 
to connect new low-voltage customers dropped 
from 150 to 97 days between 2013 and 2018.

Umeme’s responsibilities under its concession 
arrangement include the connection of new custom-
ers. Charges for low-voltage connections are US$60, 
but government pays the connection charge in rural 
areas. By 2015, Umeme was responding to requests 
for new connections within an average of seven days. 
Quotation for nonstandard new services is provided 
within three to five days, and the construction starts 
immediately after receipt of customer payment. 
Umeme slashed the average wait time to connect 
from 132 to 66 days between 2013 and 2018.

Reducing time to connect in Kenya, Senegal, and Uganda

BOX 3.3

FIGURE B3.3.1 Time to connect customers in  
Kenya, Uganda, and Senegal
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TABLE 3.3 Utilities that reportedly improved efficiency indicators, 2015–18

INDICATOR UTILITY COUNTRY 
LARGEST CONSISTENT RELATIVE 
IMPROVEMENT FROM 2015 TO 2018

Reported  
improvement* 
in System 
losses

Transmission-only

No utility improved†

Distribution-only

Central North Regional Electricity Distributor 
(CENORED)

Namibia From 16% to 11% (or 31% relative 
improvement)

Umeme
Uganda From 19.5% to 16.6% (or 15% relative 

improvement)

VIUs

Gambia Water & Electricity Company (NAWEC)
Gambia From 27.9% to 17.6% (or 37% relative 

improvement)

Jiro Sy Rano Malagasy (JIRAMA)
Madagascar From 34% to 29% (or 15% relative 

improvement)

Reported  
improvement 
in time to  
connect

Distribution-only

Umeme
Uganda From 132 to 66 (or 50% relative im-

provement)

VIUs

Eskom South Africa
From 226 to 109 (or 52% relative 
improvement)

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC)
Seychelles From 137 to 77 (or 44% relative  

improvement)

Botswana Power Corporation (BPC)
Botswana From 121 to 77 (or 36% relative  

improvement)

Société Nationale d’Électricité du Sénégal (Senelec)
Senegal From 114 to 75 (or 34% relative  

improvement)

* Unless noted otherwise, improvement is defined as percentage changes in a reported indicator over the applicable time period. 

† Based on data reported by two out of six transmission-only utilities in UPBEAT.

BOX 3.3, continued 

was strengthened. It is now the key implementer of 
grid electrification, which is the least-cost solution for 
over 95 percent of rural households, as shown by a 
SE4ALL-funded geospatial analysis. Consistent with 
the government’s reforms, Senelec has improved its 
operational performance by building electrification 

infrastructure and advertising to bring in new cus-
tomers. The company has been able to implement 
an average of 30,000 rural connections per year in 
its concession perimeter and is preparing to expand 
to four new concessions recently conferred by the 
government.
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Roof mounted solar panels on a factory in Kenya.
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TABLE 3.4 Utilities reporting improved operational performance, 2015–18

UTILITY COUNTRY RELIABILITY INDICATORS EFFICIENCY INDICATORS

Generation-only

Empresa Pública de Produção de Electricidade 
(PRODEL)

Angola YES

Kenya Electricity Generation Company (KenGen) Kenya YES

Distribution-only

Umeme Uganda YES YES

VIUs

Compagnie Ivoirienne d’Electricité (CIE) Côte d’Ivoire YES

Société Nationale d’Électricité du Sénégal (Senelec) Senegal YES

Note: Reliability indicators include generator availability (utilities with a generation segment) and distribution SAIDI and SAIFI (utilities with a distribution 
function). Efficiency indicators include total transmission losses (transmission-only utilities), total distribution losses (distribution-only utilities), total system 
losses (VIUs), and time to connect (utilities with a distribution function)

1  Data on reliability were collected from annual or technical reports 
published by the utility or reports published by the utility regulator, 
with two exceptions: Data on time to connect was taken from the 
World Bank’s Doing Business Indicators. Indicators measuring the 
existence of information technology systems were scored internally 
by World Bank teams familiar with the systems used by each utility in 
the study.

2  The World Bank’s Doing Business indicators measure time to 
connect as the median duration that the electricity utility and 
experts indicate is necessary in practice (rather than stated in law) 
to complete the connection. Data for Doing Business indicators are 
collected via questionnaires with local experts, conference calls, 
written correspondence, and country visits by the Doing Business 
team. Because the Doing Business study is foreseen to cease after 
2020, UPBEAT will, for future editions of this report, source data on 
time to connect directly from the utilities. 

3  Generator availability is estimated by dividing the hours that the 
fuel-generating equipment is available (gross of resource constraints) 
by the number of hours during the periods over which availability 
is being evaluated. Comparisons of generator availability between 
utilities may, however, not be useful because it cannot be known the 
extent to which availability is affected by problems of reliability (e.g., 
a mechanical failure) or for valid economic reasons (e.g., the plant is 
dispatched later in the merit order because it is expensive).

4  SAIDI, or System Average Interruption Duration Index, measures the 
duration of power outages for a group of customers. SAIFI, or System 
Average Interruption Frequency Index, measures the frequency of 
such outages. Data on SAIDI and SAIFI are taken as reported by the 
utilities; no attempt was made to calculate or check the calculations 
of the figures reported. Whereas the formulas used to calculate SAIDI 
and SAIFI are standard, the data used in the formulas are not, nor are 
the methodologies used to measure and collect them. This means that 
comparisons of SAIDI and SAIFI are most useful for a given utility over 
time but are of limited use when comparing one utility to another.

5  Of VIUs with an adequate IS, 8 out of 25 report SAIFI, compared to 
only 3 out of 14 VIUs without an adequate IS. VIUs with an adequate 
system reported substantially lower SAIFI than VIUs without adequate 
IS tools: median reported distribution SAIFI for VIUs with adequate IT 
was 24 interruptions, compared to a median of 330 interruptions for 
VIUs with appropriate IS tools.

6 Note that among 61 utilities with a distribution function, 9 utilities (6 
VIUs, and 3 distribution-only utilities) reported total distribution losses 
for all years from 2012 to 2018.

7 The analysis in this paragraph refers only to utilities with a distribution 
function, that is, VIUs, distribution-only utilities, and transmission-distri-
bution utilities.

8 Doing Business reports time to connect on a country, not utility, level.

Endnotes

3.4 OVERALL OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE

Few utilities have consistently reported improvements 

in operational indicators. Table 3.4 identifies the utilities 
reporting consistent improvement between 2015 and 
2018 against reliability (generator availability and trans-

mission and distribution SAIDI and SAIFI) and efficiency 
(total transmission, distribution, and system losses, and 
time to connect). Utilities included in the table have 
reportedly improved against indicators in all categories, 
applicable to that type of utility.
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4 Transparency and accountability 

KEY MESSAGES

→ For Sub-Saharan African utilities there is substantial room for improvement in transparency and
accountability (T&A). In 2018 about one-fourth of the utilities in the sample reported no T&A indi-
cators. Those that did report in 2018 covered less than a quarter of the T&A indicators traced by
UPBEAT. This suggests that even the more transparent utilities in the region could substantially
improve their T&A performance.

→ Across all categories (except for capital markets discipline, which remained static) many fewer
utilities reported core T&A indicators in 2018 compared with 2016. These trends are of concern, as
better transparency is an outcome, as well as a driver, of better governance.

→ A loose correlation between reporting indicators appears to be captured by the performance
management and reporting category and financial performance of the utilities. This provides some 
evidence that better financial performance is associated with better transparency and account-
ability, supporting the notion that good governance is important for utility performance.

→ While most of the utilities in UPBEAT report at least one indicator in the integrity and internal con-
trols category, poor reporting on audit committee activities and low use of eProcurement by the
utilities are particular weaknesses that could affect governance of their operations.

→ Indicators of capital market discipline are the least reported because only a few utilities in UPBEAT 
are listed or maintain credit ratings. However, the utilities that are subject to capital market disci-
pline are also among the best financial performers in Africa.

→ Stakeholder relations indicators are more likely to be reported by utilities with a distribution func-
tion, which is not surprising as those are the ones closest to the customers. About half the utili-
ties with a generation function report having a customer-service channel. VIUs are more likely to
report on their environmental impact; those VIUs that report on their environmental impact are
also more likely to report gender statistics. Reporting of gender statistics across all other utility
types is rare.
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4.1 REPORTING T&A INDICATORS 

There is substantial room for improvement in T&A by 

utilities. The worrisome trend is that, compared with 

2016, fewer utilities reported core T&A indicators in 

2018. Of the 76 utilities in UPBEAT, about a fourth (18 
of 76) did not publicly disclose any T&A indicators in 
2018: 10 VIUs (of 39), 2 utilities (of 9) with a genera-
tion function, and 5 utilities (of 22) with a distribution 
function.1 Almost all transmission-only utilities (5 of 6) 
publicly released at least some information tracked by 
T&A indicators. As table 4.1 shows, in 2018 fewer util-
ities published information that would count as core 
T&A indicators compared to 2016.2 This trend is of con-
cern, as higher transparency is an outcome, as well as a 
driver, of better governance.

The number of utilities reporting at least one core T&A 

indicator3 decreased in the 2016–18 period, and on aver-

age reporting across all categories, other than capital 

markets discipline, fell substantially over that period. 
The performance management and reporting category 
most likely worsened because of delays in auditing 
or year-end closure of financial statements: delays in 
appointing the auditor could be among causes, as are 
delays in year-end closing. Since annual reports can-
not be published until audited financials are available, 
there is a knock-on effect in reporting some indicators 
(like integrity and internal controls and stakeholder rela-
tions) that are all assessed from annual report content.4 
This would suggest that more timely year-end closing 
and auditing processes are core to better T&A overall. 
Interim reporting could make better use of websites. 
Notably, the utilities that reported at least one non-web-
site-based indicator in 2018 are those that reported in 
2016, with the exception of Mozambique’s EDM.5 The 
following utilities reported at least four more T&A indi-
cators in 2018 compared with 2016: Angola’s RNT (five 
more indicators), Mozambique’s EDM (four more), and 
Seychelles’ PUC (six more). 

TABLE 4.1 Core transparency and accountability indicators as reported by all utilities 

CORE T&A INDICATORS

UTILITIES  
REPORTING,  

2016

UTILITIES 
REPORTING, 

2018
TREND

(2016–18)

Performance  
management and  
reporting

Financial statements use IFRS or OHADA* and are 
independently audited† 47 34 ↓

Unqualified audit 29 24 ↓
Financial statements published on website within 12 
months of year end 32‡ 25‡ ↓

Integrity and  
internal controls

Annual report provides information on Audit Commit-
tee activities 12 10 ↓

Utility uses eProcurement§ n/a§ 11 —

Capital markets  
discipline

Utility is listed 4 4 ↔
Utility maintains a credit rating 3 3 ↔

Stakeholder  
Relations

Annual report includes an environmental narrative 20 17 ↓
Annual report includes gender statistics 13 11 ↓
SMS/App/Call center supports service interruption 
reporting and billing enquiries (utilities with distribu-
tion function only)§ 

n/a§ 30|| —

All utilities reporting at least one core (not website-based) T&A Indicator ||| 55 50 ↓
Note: IFRS = International Financial Reporting Standards; OHADA = Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa.

*  IFRS statements are generally considered to have a higher quality of disclosure, and are more transparent and understandable, than OHADA statements. 
Treatment of fixed assets (important for utilities) in OHADA is limited to historical cost, whereas IFRS recommends the concept of “fair value,” which 
necessitates revaluation. As of 2019, listed companies and those seeking finance in a public capital market are required to use IFRS. The World Bank 
currently mandates the use of OHADA in 17 countries. 

† Independent audit is defined as audit by a “big four” firm, the state auditor, or any local firm appointed by the state auditor.

‡ Not all independently audited statements are published in a timely manner.
§  Where possible, data were collected for 2016, 2017, and 2018, but in the case of website-based indicators (e.g., eProcurement, customer service func-
tionality), only the most recent information is available.

|| Out of the 61 utilities with a distribution function (includes 39 VIUs). 
||| Includes utilities reporting core indicators that could be collected for 2016, i.e., excludes reporting of website-based indicators in 2018.
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Less than a quarter of the T&A indicators included in 

UPBEAT are being reported by the utilities, suggesting 

that even more transparent utilities could substantially 

improve their T&A performance. As table 4.2 shows, in 
2018 only about a fourth (23 to 28 percent) of the indi-
cators were reported in any category except for capital 
markets discipline, a category whose value is much lower 
because the UPBEAT sample has only four utilities (Ken-
ya’s KenGen and KPLC, Uganda’s Umeme, and Zambia’s 
CEC) listed in 2018, and only three (Namibia’s NamPower, 
Senegal’s Senelec, and South Africa’s Eskom) maintained 
a credit rating.

Figure 4.1 shows how far the UPBEAT T&A reporting devi-
ated from 100 percent in 2018. This indicates that simply 
increasing public reporting by the utilities would vastly 
improve the results documented by UPBEAT.

Transmission-only utilities tend to be more transpar-

ent than other utilities. As table 4.3 shows, VIUs, utilities 
with generation, and utilities with distribution on average 
reported less than a fourth of T&A indicators in 2018. More-
over, other than transmission-only utilities, fewer utilities 
of each type reported T&A indicators in 2018 compared 
with 2016. On the other hand, on average the group of 
five transmission-only utilities reported well over a quar-
ter of T&A indicators and showed great progress in public 
reporting from 2016 to 2018, with much of the improve-
ment driven by Angola’s RNT.

Analysis of utilities by power pool shows that T&A 

reporting of each power pool remains low. As seen in 
table 4.4, on average fewer than 35 percent of T&A indi-
cators are being reported by the utilities in each power 
pool in 2018. Of the 18 utilities that failed to report any 
T&A data, 7 are in WAPP, 4 are in CAPP, 3 are in EAPP, 

TABLE 4.2 Reporting of T&A indicators by category for all utilities

T&A CATEGORY

AVERAGE* REPORTED 
INDICATORS PER CATE-

GORY, 2018*

RANGE OF  
REPORTED  

INDICATORS PER 
CATEGORY, 2018

CHANGE IN AVERAGE  
REPORTED INDICATORS 
PER CATEGORY, 2016–18
(exc. website indicators)

TREND
(2016–18)

Performance management and 
reporting 

2.46 out of 10 (25%) 0–9 out of 10 -0.26 out of 10 ↓

Integrity and internal controls 1.38 out of 6 (23%) 0–6 out of 6 -0.21 out of 4 ↓
Capital markets discipline 0.09 out of 2 (5%) 0–1 out of 2 0.01 out of 2 ↑
Stakeholder relations† 1.34 out of 5 (28%) 0–5 out of 5 -0.11 out of 3 ↓
All categories† 5.28 out of 23 (23%) 0–20 out of 23 -0.57 out of 19 ↓

* Averages have been weighted to account for the smaller number of indicators in utilities without a distribution function.

†Stakeholder relations has five indicators for utilities with a distribution function and three for those without.

†All categories have 23 indicators for utilities with a distribution function, and 21 for those without a distribution function.

FIGURE 4.1 Reporting of T&A indicators, by category, 
2018
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and 1 is in SAPP.6 Although WAPP has most nonreport-
ing utilities, CAPP has by far the highest percentage. 
For EAPP and SAPP, the number of reporting utilities 
remained unchanged in 2016-18, and fell among WAPP 
and CAPP utilities.

Most transparent utilities are in SAPP country members 

but, like all other power pools, T&A performance of the 

companies in this pool has declined from 2016 to 2018. 
South Africa’s Eskom is the highest reporting SAPP mem-
ber, with 20 of the 23 T&A indicators reported; Angola’s 
RNT shows the most improvement from 2016 to 2018.7 
While SAPP shows better T&A performance, EAPP is not 
far behind. Kenya’s KPLC is the highest reporting EAPP 
member with 19 out of 23 indicators reported, and Tanza-
nia’s TANESCO is the most improved. As figure 4.2 shows, 
T&A performance of each power pool remains far from 
perfect. Again, the declines in reporting across all pools 
are likely due to deferred year-end closing and auditing, 
holdups that would delay annual reporting.
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TABLE 4.3 Reporting of all T&A indicators by utility type

UTILITY TYPE (#)

AVERAGE* REPORTED 
INDICATORS, 2018

(OUT OF 23/21) (%)

CHANGE IN AVERAGE 
REPORTED INDICATORS,

2016–18†(%)

UTILITIES  
REPORTING, 

2016

UTILITIES  
REPORTING, 

2018†

VIUs (39) 24 –3 28 25

Utilities with a generation function (9) 19 –3 7 6

Transmission-only utilities (6) 28 7 5 5

Distribution utilities (including  
transmission-distribution) (22)

23 –3 15 14

*Averages have been weighted to account for the smaller number of indicators in utilities without a distribution function (21).
†Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018, as they cannot be determined for 2016.

TABLE 4.4 Reporting of all T&A indicators, by power pool

POWER POOL
(# POWER POOL UTILITIES 
COVERED BY UPBEAT)

AVERAGE* REPORTED 
INDICATORS

(OUT OF 23/21), 2018 (%)

CHANGE IN AVERAGE  
REPORTED INDICATORS,

2016–18† (%)

UTILITIES  
REPORTING, 

2016

UTILITIES 
REPORTING, 

2018†

WAPP (30) 17 –4 20 18

CAPP (11) 15 –5 9 6

EAPP (16) 28 –4 13 13

SAPP (19) 35 -4 16 16

*Averages have been weighted to account for the smaller number of indicators in utilities without a distribution function (21).
†Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018 as they cannot be determined for 2016.

FIGURE 4.2 Reporting of T&A indicators, by category 
and power pool, 2018
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4.2  PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND  
REPORTING 

Indicators of the performance management and report-

ing (PM&R) category are most widely reported by the 

utilities, though disclosure of information traced by this 

category could be improved. As shown in figure 4.3, in 
2018, 50 utilities tracked in UPBEAT published information 
on at least one PM&R indicator: more than half of VIUs, 
two-thirds of utilities with generation, nearly two-thirds 
of the utilities with distribution, and all but one transmis-
sion-only utility. Fewer utilities reported PM&R indicators 
in 2018 compared with 2016: 50 in 2018 versus 55 in 2016. 
On average, utilities reported 25 percent of category 
indicators in 2018, slightly down from 27 percent in 2016. 
Transmission-only utilities reported about a third of 10 indi-
cators, while other categories of utilities reported about 
a fourth. This implies that, on average, utilities report only 
between 2 and 3 indicators out of the category’s 10.

Independently audited8 financial statements, on-time 

published financial statements, and unqualified audits, 

the three core PM&R indicators, are also the most 

reported category indicators. This result is to be expect- 
ed as public disclosure of these corporate documents is 
often legally mandated. In 2018, 34 of 76 utilities reported 
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FIGURE 4.4 Reporting of core PM&R indicators in UPBEAT, 2016 and 2018
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an independent audit: about half of VIUs, transmis-
sion-only utilities, utilities with a distribution function, 
and utilities with a generation function. In 2016, the 
financial statements of 24 utilities were independently 
audited with an unqualified result and published on a 
timely basis; in 2017, financial statements of 27 utilities 
did so; in 2018, financial statements of 19 utilities did. 
Twelve utilities achieved this in all three years: CIE (Côte 
d’Ivoire), EEC (Eswatini), ECG (Ghana), KenGen (Kenya), 
CEB (Mauritius), ErongoRED and NamPower (Namibia), 
Umeme (Uganda), AEDC and KEDCO (Nigeria), EUCL 
(Rwanda) and CEC (Zambia).

The five utilities showing the most improvement from 

2016 to 2018 are Angola’s PRODEL, Ghana’s GRIDCo, 

Mozambique’s EDM, Namibia’s CENORED, and Tanzania’s 

TANESCO. As figure 4.4 shows, compared with 2016, fewer 
utilities reported financial statements showing indepen-
dent audits in 2018. Similar trends are observed for the 
other two core PM&R category indicators. As mentioned in 
previous sections, the 2018 decline in information disclo-
sures tracked by the PM&R category may not be because 
utilities were less transparent in 2018 compared to 2016, 
but because year-end closings or appointment of an audi-
tor were deferred.
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FIGURE 4.5 Reporting of PM&R indicators and cost recovery in UPBEAT, 2018
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There appears to be a loose correlation between report-

ing indicators captured by the PM&R category and finan-

cial performance of the utilities. Utilities that disclose 
PM&R indicators tend to have better cost recovery. As fig-
ure 4.5 illustrates, utilities that report independent audits 
of their financial statements, disclose their financial state-
ments on time, and have unqualified audit reports have 
higher cost recovery. This supports the view that better 
financial performance is associated with better transpar-
ency and accountability. Good governance is important 
for utility performance. It does not, however, provide 
causality because better-performing utilities could have 
more incentive to be transparent and accountable. A pos-
itive feedback loop is also a possibility.

Across power pools, SAPP members are substantially 

better at PM&R, including across the three core indi-

cators of being independently audited, achieving an 

unqualified audit, and publishing their financial state-

ments in a timely manner. SAPP utilities reported on 
average 37 percent of PM&R indicators in 2018, com-
pared to 27 percent in EAPP, 20 percent in WAPP, and 16 
percent in CAPP. The SAPP member with the best PM&R 
in 2018 was South Africa’s Eskom, reporting 8 out of 10 
indicators despite its audit being qualified. Almost half 
(8 out of 19) of SAPP members—PRODEL (Angola); BPC 
(Botswana); EEC (Eswatini); CENORED, ErongoRED, and 
NamPower (Namibia); TANESCO (Tanzania); and CEC 
(Zambia)—reported achieving all three core indicators 
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FIGURE 4.6 Percentage of utilities reporting core PM&R 
indicators by power pool, 2018
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in 2018. Angola’s RNT and Mozambique’s EDM improved 
most in overall PM&R from 2016 to 2018, and Tanzania’s 
TANESCO was the most improved for the three core indi-
cators. EAPP is the second-best-performing power pool 
on these indicators, but it is well short of SAPP members’ 
performance, including reporting on core PM&R indica-
tors. The EAPP members with the best PM&R in 2018 
were Kenya’s KenGen and KPLC, as well as Uganda’s 
Umeme, all reporting 7 out of 10 indicators. Tanzania’s 
TANESCO (a member of both SAPP and EAPP) showed 
the most improvement from 2016 to 2018 in both over-
all PM&R and across the three core indicators. Yet, as 
illustrated in figure 4.6, all the power pools are far from 
perfect across all indicators.

4.3 INTEGRITY AND INTERNAL CONTROLS 

Most of the utilities in UPBEAT report at least one indica-

tor in the integrity and internal controls (I&IC) category; 

however, transparency of this category remains quite 

low. As seen in figure 4.7, 45 utilities in UPBEAT published 
at least one indicator in the I&IC category in 2018: more 
than a half of VIUs and the utilities with a distribution func-
tion and two-thirds of the utilities with a generation func-
tion and transmission-only utilities. On average, utilities 
reported about a quarter of the I&IC category indicators 
in 2018. Transmission-only utilities reported about a third 
of the six indicators. This implies that, on average, utilities 
report only between one and two category indicators 
out of six. In general, utilities’ reporting of I&IC indicators 
decreased in 2016-18: from 27 utilities disclosing data 
captured by I&IC indicators in 2016 to 23 in 2018; the aver-
age number of reported indicators also decreased: from 
24 percent in 2016 to 18 percent in 2018. Again, there are 
high-performing utilities, with Kenya’s KenGen and KPLC, 
Mauritius’ CEB, and South Africa’s Eskom all reporting six 
out of six indicators in 2018. Seychelles’ PUC showed the 
greatest improvement, reporting four more indicators in 
2018 compared with 2016. 

Only a few utilities disclose information that counts 

toward core I&IC indicators: reporting on activities 

of the audit committee and use of eProcurement. As 
seen from figure 4.8, only a few utilities report on activ-
ities of their audit committees; no transmission-only 
utilities disclose this information. An audit committee’s 
functions are critical to the utility’s operations, as they 

FIGURE 4.7 Reporting of I&IC indicators in UPBEAT in 
2018
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include overseeing the integrity of financial reporting 
and adherence to accounting standards, ensuring the 
quality of internal controls as well as the independence 
and effectiveness of internal audit, nominating the exter-
nal auditor, ensuring year-end closure and completion 
of the audit on a timely basis, ensuring adequate man-
agement response to any audit findings, and identifying 
and mitigating the major risks to the utility’s operations. 
Therefore, poor reporting on audit committee functions 
is a weakness that could affect the governance of utility 
operations. Similarly, only 11 out of 76 utilities use ePro-
curement; most of those are VIUs. Increasing the effec-
tive use of eProcurement would be an opportunity to 
improve the T&A of the overall procurement process, 
thus contributing to better utility governance.

Across power pools, SAPP and EAPP members are much 

better at reporting all I&IC indicators. The highest- 
performing utilities in 2018 were South Africa’s Eskom in 
SAPP and Kenya’s KenGen and KPLC in EAPP. Angola’s 
RNT, Eswatini’s EEC, Ethiopia’s EEP and Uganda’s UETCL 
are the most improved in each of the two pools. SAPP is 
also the leading user of eProcurement, with 5 out of its 
19 members doing so. However, reporting on I&IC cate-
gory indicators among all power pools remains far from 
100 percent.

4.4 CAPITAL MARKET DISCIPLINE

The least reported indicators are those in the capital 

market discipline category. The category traces two indi-
cators: listing at least some of a utility’s shares and main-
taining a credit rating. In the UPBEAT sample, only four 
utilities (Kenya’s KenGen and KPLC, Uganda’s Umeme, and 
Zambia’s CEC) were listed in 2018, and only three (Namib-
ia’s NamPower, Senegal’s Senelec, and South Africa’s 

Eskom) maintained a credit rating.9 The set of the listed 
utilities and utilities with a credit score remained constant 
in the 2016-18 period. Most of these utilities belong either 
to the EAPP power pool (Kenya’s KenGen and KPLC and 
Uganda’s Umeme) or SAPP power pool (Zambia’s CEC, 
Namibia’s NamPower, and South Africa’s Eskom).

The utilities that are subject to capital market discipline 

are also among the best financial performers in Africa. 
Five of the seven utilities that report capital market dis-
cipline category indicators (Kenya’s KenGen, Uganda’s 
Umeme, Zambia’s CEC, Namibia’s NamPower, and Sen-
egal’s Senelec) are among the utilities with the highest 
cost recovery in UPBEAT, as shown in figure 4.9,10 although 
Kenya’s KPLC, and South Africa’s Eskom cover only about 
90 percent of their costs.11 While the number and robust-
ness of capital markets in Africa are limited,12 this confirms 
the generally held view that capital market discipline is a 
major driver of good utility performance.
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FIGURE 4.9 Reporting of core capital market discipline 
indicators and cost recovery* in UPBEAT, 2018

* Includes government subsidies.
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FIGURE 4.11 Reporting of core stakeholder relations indicators in UPBEAT in 2016 and 2018

4.5 STAKEHOLDER RELATIONS

Stakeholder relations (SR) category indicators are more 

likely to be reported by the utilities with a distribution 

function, which is not surprising, as those are closest to 

electricity consumers. Reporting to external stakeholders 
on SR indicators is a growing expectation, with the clear-
est example being the use of integrated reporting as man-
dated by the King IV governance code developed by the 
South African Institute of Directors and in use at Eskom. As 
figure 4.10 shows, in 2018 nearly two-thirds of VIUs, transmis-
sion-distribution, and distribution-only utilities disclosed 
information traced by the indicators in this category. On 
average, utilities reported less than a third of the indicators 

in this category. This suggests that utilities with a distribu-
tion function reported between one and two out of five SR 
category indicators, while other utilities reported either one 
indicator out of three or did not report at all. The highest- 
scoring utilities with distribution functions in SR in 2018 
were Eskom in South Africa, KPLC in Kenya, Eneo in Cam-
eroon, EEC in Eswatini, CEB in Mauritius, and NamPower 
in Namibia, all reporting on five out of five indicators. 
None of the utilities improved their performance in 2018 
compared with 2016.

Reporting environmental impact and gender statistics is 

not common among utilities. As shown in figure 4.11, VIUs 
are more likely to report on their environmental impact; 

*Utilities with a distribution function only.
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more VIUs included environmental narratives in their 2018 
annual reports than they did in 2016. Utilities with a gen-
eration function slashed reporting on their environmental 
impact in 2018 compared with 2016. Also, VIUs tend to 
report their gender statistics; VIUs that report on their 
environmental impact are also more likely to report gen-
der statistics. The other utility types report almost no 
gender statistics.

About half the utilities with a distribution function 

report that they have a customer service communica-

tion channel. About a third of the VIUs and two-thirds 
of other utilities with a distribution function reported a 
customer interface through a website page or a portal 
dedicated to customer service; an SMS number for cus-
tomers to call, or a mobile application other than just a 
call center. 

SAPP members, followed by EAPP and CAPP, are the 

strongest at reporting on SR category indicators. 
Kenya’s KPLC in EAPP and Namibia’s NamPower, South 
Africa’s Eskom and Eswatini’s EEC in SAPP and Cam-
eroun’s Eneo in CAPP all reported five out of five indi-
cators in 2018. Burkina Faso’s SONABEL in WAPP is the 
most improved utility (excluding website indicators). 
Like other categories, as illustrated in figure 4.12, all the 
power pools have substantial room for improvement in 
T&A in the SR category.

FIGURE 4.12 Percentage of utilities reporting core SR 
indicators by power pool, 2018
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1  In this chapter, distribution utilities include transmission-distribution 
and distribution-only utilities.

2  Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018 as 
they cannot be determined for 2016.

3  Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018 as 
they cannot be determined for 2016.

4  Website indicators could not be compared from 2016 to 2018 as only 
current websites are available.

5  EDM reported 7 T&A indicators in 2018; it reported none in 2016.

6  Three nonreporting utilities do not belong to any power pool.

7  Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018, as 
they cannot be determined for 2016.

8  “Independent audit” is defined as an audit by an internationally rec-
ognized auditing firm, a local firm appointed by the state auditor, or 
the state auditor itself.

Endnotes

9  Although use of an international credit rating agency was not spec-
ified in the indicator definition, all three utilities are rated by one or 
more of the following international rating agencies: S&P, Moody’s, 
Fitch.

10  Senegal’s Senelec recovers its operating and debt-service costs with 
a government subsidy.

11  With the support of government subsidies.

12  Two regional stock exchanges cover most of the French-speaking 
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, and 23 other countries have national 
stock exchanges, although the market oversight may vary significantly, 
especially in the narrower and more illiquid markets.

TABLE 4.5 Top-performing T&A utilities, and utilities that most improved T&A reporting, 2016–18

UTILITY COUNTRY T&A REPORTING SCORES

Highest reported 
number of T&A 
indicators, 2018

Eskom South Africa 20 indicators out of 23 (87%)

Kenya Power and Lighting Company (KPLC) Kenya 19 indicators out of 23 (83%) 

Central Electricity Board (CEB) Mauritius 18 indicators out of 23 (78%) 

NamPower Namibia 17 indicators out of 23 (74%)

Umeme Uganda 17 indicators out of 23 (74%)

Kenya Electricity Generation Company (KenGen) Kenya 17 indicators out of 21 (80%)

Most-improved 
T&A reporting, 
2016–18*

Empresa Rede Nacional de Transporte de 
Electricidade (RNT)

Angola From 1 to 7 (6 indicators)

Public Utilities Corporation (PUC) Seychelles From 3 to 9 (6 indicators) 

Electricidade de Moçambique (EDM) Mozambique From 0 to 4 (4 indicators)

* Does not include reporting of website-based indicators in 2018 as they cannot be determined for 2016.

4.6  OVERALL TRANSPARENCY AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY PERFORMANCE

Although T&A performance could be substantially 

improved, some utilities reported at least 70 percent 

(more than 17 out of 23 or 21) of T&A indicators in 2018. 
Several utilities greatly improved their transparency in 
recent years. Table 4.5 shows the top five performers in 
2018 in terms of highest overall T&A reporting, together 
with those that improved from 2016 to 2018.
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5 Next Steps

This inaugural report tells us that Sub-Saharan Afri-
ca’s utilities still have much progress to make. Yet 
the report also reveals remarkably positive histor-

ical trends, offering clues about how utility performance 
can improve even more over time. Triangulation of the 
three dimensions of utility performance—financial, opera-
tional, and transparency and accountability results—point 
to a way forward.

The expansion of electricity access in Sub-Saharan 
Africa over the past quarter century is a huge accom-
plishment, with access rates and connection times both 
improving. It is clear, however, from financial and opera-
tional indicators, that utilities will need to be careful about 
balancing the need for investments in transmission and 
distribution with the less visible need to invest in hard-
ware and software that improve service to their ultimate 
stakeholders—the customers.

Utilities that use modern tools to measure and report 
are better able to report, and utilities that report regularly 
show themselves as more reliable (and better financial 
performers) than those that do not. The direction of cau-
sality between timely reporting and better performance 
can be debated (e.g., does regular and accurate report-
ing spur improvements in performance or does improved 
performance allow for and encourage regular and accu-
rate reporting?), but the debate may not be particularly 

helpful in informing utility policy, regulation, or opera-
tions. There is undoubtedly causality in both directions. 
Besides, the psychology of accountability reinforces the 
notion that timely and accurate measuring and reporting 
are means to an end of better performance.

The results of UPBEAT should also prove useful to util-
ities in communicating and substantiating the challenges 
they face. Discussions between policy makers, regulators, 
and utilities often revolve around identifying the root cause 
of the sector’s problems. The UPBEAT database can help 
inform the often contentious debates about whether, for 
example, losses are “too high,” tariffs are “too low,” or 
the sector is “too highly subsidized.” UPBEAT helps set 
out regionally relevant benchmarks that can help inform 
debates about good performance and what it looks like.

As future years of data are collected, the usefulness 
of the UPBEAT database can only improve. The larger a 
data set, the more the data can “speak for themselves,” 
strengthening (or repudiating) perceived relationships 
between indicators, while better and more frequent 
reporting by utilities will further contribute to the inter-
nal validity of the analysis. The UPBEAT database—under 
APUA’s coordination—will therefore be very much a con-
tinental effort, with benefits that grow with greater util-
ity participation in frequent, accurate, and transparent 
reporting. 



https://www.worldbank.org/en/home
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