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I.  Issues
i. Overview

Tactical manipulation of contracts, procedures, and accounting were one of the leading themes of 2002. In the Czech Republic, Vivendi pushed strongly for expansion, often using middlemen, and often encouraging municipalities to avoid a public tender. In Sofia and Tallinn, the International-Water-controlled utilities continued to exhibit manipulative behaviour. In Tallinn, the utility’s capital reduction netted International Water a further €30m, in addition to the normal dividends. In Sofia there were issues regarding the use of an EBRD loan, and apparently illegal attempts to effectively subcontract the concession; there were also possible plans to force customers to buy unnecessary water pumps from the utility. Also in Bulgaria, the World Bank-funded water utility restructuring project suffered from allegations of corruption, with the head of the project management unit being dismissed.
The overall balance between the public and private sectors did not however change dramatically in 2002, with no new major privatization deals, although there were a number of smaller ones. Some countries, such as Poland, saw a continuation of their tradition of public sector restructuring, with the private sector still making only small inroads. In others, such as the Czech Republic, the dominance of the water multinationals continued to grow, with International Water gaining its first concession, and expansion by Vivendi in particular. In Slovakia, restructuring of the industry in preparation for privatization led to suggestions it might soon be similarly dominated by the multinationals. In the rest of central and eastern Europe, developments were spotty, with relatively low levels of privatization increasing only slowly. An apparent new entrant to the region, E.On’s Gelsenwasser subsidiary, recently gained two concessions in Poland and Hungary, and a management contract in Kosovo; but Gelsenwasser is soon to be taken over by RWE-Thames (as part of a complex deal between E.On and RWE to allow E.On’s takeover of Ruhrgas). In contrast to central and eastern Europe, in the Balkans and NIS countries, private sector involvement remained at a low level during the 1990s, but since 2000 has started to grow, often in the context of World Bank pressure. 

ii. World Bank and EBRD: increasing support for privatization
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The World Bank’s privatization efforts in the region continued strongly in 2002, with its loan projects emphasising the private sector, with conditionality at least implicit. In Macedonia, the World Bank’s project in Skopje involves a concession. In Albania, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, the World Bank’s latest projects brought private management contracts; and in Kosovo, a management contract went to Gelsenwasser. The  Bank was not, however, always successful. In Bulgaria, the planned concession in the Varna and Shoumen regions was abandoned after opposition from the two municipalities involved. In Ukraine, the project in Lviv was initially conceived as a management contract but the private involvement was then reduced to an advisory contract – with the possibility remaining that this could lead to something further in the future. The project also ran into long-drawn out problems over the terms of the loan and the conditions attached to it (including purchasing only foreign equipment). 
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These developments in 2002 must be seen in the context of the World Bank’s increasing push towards privatization in the NIS and Balkan states, where its involvement has been concentrated. Of the twelve water projects it has funded since 2000, five involve private operators (typically in the form of management contracts); a sixth was originally a management contract, now downgraded to an advisory contract. Of the 19 previous projects between 1993 and 2000, only 4 saw private involvement. No doubt the acceleration in part is due to the restructuring, consolidation, and legal changes taking place, which have made private sector involvement more feasible. (See chart on previous page for the increasing proportion of funding going to the private sector.)

The EBRD has also strongly supported privatization, with about two-thirds of its funding since 2000 going to utilities controlled by foreign multinationals, and a number of others in part targeted at leading to privatization. By contrast, a much larger proportion of the grants and loans provided by the EU’s ISPA, as well as the EIB, have suppported public sector restructuring. 
ISPA in particular has also spread its funds quite widely, supporting nearly 80 different projects in 2000 and 2001 (the two years for which data are available), three times the average of the other multilaterals. And over 80% of this support went to public sector projects. 

See Annex C for table of foreign funding for the water sector in Central and Eastern Europe and Newly Independent States (CEENIS).
II. Trends and developments by country: private sector

A. Bulgaria
i. Sofiiska Voda: allegations of impropriety

In December 2000, the EBRD had approved a €31 million loan to Sofiiska Voda, which runs Sofia’s water system and is majority-owned by International Water. The funds were to help the company improve maintenance of the city’s pipe system, enhance customer service and promote a more efficient and easy-to-use billing system.
 But along with problems with the privatization noted in this report last year, including labour relations issues and price rises, early 2002 brought reports of impropriety
, including the allegation that major parts of the EBRD loan were being diverted abroad. After the resignation of the CEO of Sofiiska Voda in April, the new CEO confirmed that the majority of the first and second tranches of the €31 million EBRD loan had been transferred abroad, claiming that this was not a breach of the loan agreement.
There was also criticism of the claim that investment for the second year of the concession would exceed BGN 45 million (€23m), with press reports indicating that only a third of this will actually be invested in upgrading the water supply and sewerage systems. The remainder was to be spent on consulting services and a proposal for a system of hydraulic pumps designed to maintain water pressure. Moreover, this proposal appeared to be linked to an attempt to force consumers to buy pumps from Sofiiska Voda in order to gain a satisfactory water pressure. A former director of Sofiiska Voda described a plan to reduce the water supply pressure in the whole city, leaving people on upper floors in flats without water, unless they purchased the pumps.

ii. Bulgarian trade union federation criticises Sofiiska Voda

Moreover, these allegations of impropriety arise in a context where the company is already under fire for a number of other reasons. According to the National Water Supplies Trade Union (NWSTU), by October 2002 Sofia’s water rates had been raised to 0.8 leva (€0.4) per cubic metre, despite worsening water quality and no visible investment in the network.
 NWSTU chairman Petar Dafov also said that although the contract demands $153m of investment, the concessaire appears to be planning no more than $18m. Moreover, even that investment is being paid for in advance by consumers’ increased rates. NWSTU also accused Sofiiska Voda of violating its contract by delegating some of its activities, “practically turning the concession into a covert privatization”, as well as staff layoffs which depart from contractual commitments.

NWSTU’s comments on a “covert privatization” appear to relate to Sofiiska Voda’s activities in relation to subcontracting. In June 2002 Sofiiska Voda announced the outcome of a tender for what is actually its core activity - maintenance and repairs of the Sofia water-and-sewerage network. As such the tender looks in practice like a reconcession – which is prohibited under Sofiiska Voda’s concession contract. The June tender followed the subcontracting of these activities in December 2001 without even a formal tender.

iii. World-Bank-supported privatization in Varna & Shoumen called off

The joint concession for the two regions of Varna and Shoumen was tendered in April 2002, as part of Bulgaria’s Water Companies Restructuring and Modernization Project (WCRMP), funded by a $45m World Bank loan.
 Varna & Shoumen each received subloans, used for infrastructure investment and preparation for private-sector involvement.

Both Varna and Shoumen municipalities were, however, opposed to the privatization. According to press reports, the draft contract had been “forced on Bulgaria by the World Bank”. 
 Contrary to Bulgarian law, the contract’s official language was designated as English, and the jurisdiction over the contract would not be held by the Bulgarian courts, but by arbitrators in New York. The Bulgarian government’s response in September was to organise a work group to revise the draft contract - a work group that included, alongside experts from the World Bank, the consultants Arcadis, who had been reponsible for drafting the original and for evaluating the concession bids. Moreover, the municipalities’ fundamental objection to privatization was ignored.
 

In October 2002 the concession procedure was finally abandoned, after Varna municipality revisited its original authorization of the concession project, and on discovering a lack of quorum (a sufficient majority of councillors present to make the decision legal), withdrew its support for the project. 

iv. Corruption concerns over World Bank loan

In addition to the problems with the WCRMP’s flagship privatization proposals, the project as a whole – funded with a $45m World Bank loan - suffered from corruption concerns. The head of the project management unit responsible for administering the loan, Borislav Petrov, was dismissed in October 2002, ostensibly for an unjustified absence from work. However, press reports stated that an inspection conducted earlier showed that instead of investing in upgrading of the water network, the loan was being spent on luxury cars and other unnecessary expenses.  

As a result of these various problems – corruption and impropriety allegations related to the World Bank and EBRD loans, as well as the problems with the Varna and Shoumen privatization – the Bulgarian trade union federation NWSTU submitted a written proposal to finance minister Milen Velchev demanding that the problems of the water resources and supplies in Bulgaria be solved by Bulgarian experts, without further involvement of foreign investors. The proposal requires that the profits of the water companies in Bulgaria be reinvested in network reconstruction and upgrades.
 

B. Czech Republic

i. Vivendi in Prague
 

Following the worst floods in Prague since records began 175 years ago, the city council was in the position of needing to rapidly raise money to finance a rebuilding effort estimated to cost up to 12 billion koruna (€380 million).
 Vivendi, owner since May 2001 of 66% of the city’s water and sewage company PVK, took the opportunity to purchase in October the remaining 34% without an official tender. Competitors stated unofficially that they would have been prepared to pay more than Vivendi’s 880m koruna. Moreover, the sale occurred at a time when PVK’s profits increased 50% in the third quarter to Kc 155m.

Vivendi’s completion of its takeover appears to be part of a systematic attempt to try to recoup the very high price it paid for the initial 66% stake in PVK – nearly double the nearest competitor’s bid. With water prices regulated by the government for the foreseeable future, Vivendi has been looking at other options to increase revenues. For one, Vivendi wants PVK to expand its range of services, and use its expertise to start competing with construction and plumber firms in Prague.
 For another, it has a project to supply Prague’s 40% spare capacity in drinking water to other municipalities.
 It may also attempt to create synergies by broadening Vivendi’s activities to embrace not just water but other utility services, such as energy. Particularly if these efforts are unsuccessful, the Plzen-based Water Buyers Association SOV, which in January 2002 lost a lawsuit against Vivendi’s takeover in Prague, fears that Vivendi may attempt to recoup its losses in Prague from its holdings in other parts of the country.
 The fears may be well-grounded. The daily Mlada fronta Dnes reported in May 2002 that VaK Beroun, owned by Anglian Water for nearly two years, has been under pressure of increasing water prices charged by its supplier, PVK. VaK Beroun has been asked to pay 20% more for water than the comparable district of Ricany (owned by Vivendi
); it is refusing to do so and its customers face being left without water. Vivendi says the price charged to VaK Beroun is acceptable.

ii. Vivendi’s use of middlemen
 

In December 2001 Vivendi won the tender for the long-term lease of regional water company VaK Zlin, one of a number put up for sale by cash-strapped town halls impressed by the €190m Prague received for its sale in May 2001 of 66% of PVK.

Vivendi’s victory, however, gained via its control of privately owned, non-strategic vehicle Jizni Vodarenska – apparently purchased by Severoceske Vodovody a Kanalizace of the Vivendi group a matter of days before the tender for Zlin was closed
 - raised eyebrows in the industry. Critics warned that major utilities' use of middlemen for the ownership of companies or long-term leases could put water consumers at risk if the indirect investors couldn't, or wouldn't, comply with contractual conditions. One banker described the use of middle-men as "a way of presenting an irrationally attractive offer while still allowing the strategic investors to pull out.”
 Instead of having a foreign strategic investor as a partner, towns in the Zlin region – including the town of Zlin itself - would rely on commitments from Jizni Vodarenska, with base capital of just Kc 1 million (€30,000), to run their water supply over the next 30 years.
 

In Zlin, however, there was a twist in the tail, as at a meeting in April 2002 Vak Zlin’s shareholders – primarily the municipalities in the region of Zlin – rejected a partial sale of VaK, voiding the linked lease contract. Vivendi ultimately gained control through another intermediary, Austrian-owned savings bank Ceska Sporitelna, when it purchased Zlin city council’s 47% shareholding on behalf of Vivendi. 
 

Similarly, Mlada Boleslav, in Central Bohemia, in March 2002 also agreed to sell 53% of VaK Mlada Boleslav to Vivendi – again without a tender, again via Ceska Sporitelna. The deal was later put on hold after strong opposition by some councillors, who regarded the price as too low in the face of other preliminary bids from other international water companies, plus one from the energy and water subsidiary of local car maker Skoda, which is based in Mlada Boleslav and provides 25% of the water utility’s income. Miroslav Cuban, one of the councillors of Mlada Boleslav, explained that the problem of Vivendi using an intermediary rather than purchasing directly remains: "In the contract proposed by Ceska Sporitelna (CS) it is not at all clear when Vivendi would take over the utilities. On the contrary, it is quite evident that CS could actually keep the shares for as long as 20 years.”

In October 2002, two other towns, Prerov and Kromeriz, rebutted further attempts by Vivendi to gain control of a municipal water company through its intermediary Ceska Sporitelna. Once again, it encouraged the towns to sell the shares directly without a tender. Further decisions were postponed in order to evaluate other bids and options.
 

iii. Vivendi in Prostejov - allegations of non-transparency 

In December 2001 the councillors of Prostejov rejected a 15-year lease of local water company VaK Prostejov to Vivendi. VaK Prostejov’s board had picked Stredomoravska vodarenska Olomouc, owned by CTSE of the French group Vivendi, as the winner of the lease of part of the firm. The councillors rejected this and called for the invalidation of the public tender, with the deputy mayor Alois Macak describing the lease contract as a “hidden purchase contract”. Moreover, the Czech branch of the French firm Ondeo Services, formerly Suez Lyonnaise Des Eaux, had previously pulled out due to a suspicion that the tender was non-transparent.

iv. “Project Moravia”

Vivendi’s behaviour in Zlin appears to be linked to an attempt in the last year (2002) to push privatization in the remaining one-third of the Czech Republic where water is still municipally owned. Known as “Project Moravia”, the project targeted water companies in South and Eastern Moravia for privatization. Among other things, the project wanted to combine the shares of eight water companies,
 which together serve about a million customers and could sell for between Kc 500 million and Kc 1 billion.
 

The project was run by the somewhat controversial
 local attorney Robert Pergl, who is a partner at a law firm that represents Vivendi, and is according to press reports “personally linked” to the private vehicle Jizni Vodarenska used in Vivendi’s initial attempt to take over VaK Zlin. Moreover, the project has the financial backing of the Austrian-owned Ceska Sporitelna bank, which also acts as an intermediary for Vivendi. Industry experts had concluded soon after the project became public that either Vivendi or Anglian Water was responsible.

v. Vivendi flexes its legal muscle in Pribram

In mid-2002, Vivendi subsidiary Aqua Pribram lost its bid to renew its one-year concession, losing out to the Czech Republic arm of OMI
. Following the loss, Vivendi challenged the tender in court. The mayor said that the bids had been evaluated by an independent firm, and that the anti-monopoly office UOHS had not found any shortcomings in this respect.
 The European Commission however refused to provide the hoped-for subsidy on the grounds that the tender was not open and transparent enough. The new concession, for 20 years, was to be run by OMI with support services from Anglian Water, and was initiated because the EU subsidy required a long-term contract. 

vi. IWL wins first lease contract in Czech Republic

In April 2002 International Water won its first contract in the Czech Republic, a 25-year lease to provide water services to VaK Breclav. IW said the format of its bid, which includes an offer to VaK Breclav shareholders to buy shares in the company with a guaranteed buy-back price down the line, will probably be repeated in order to win fresh contracts. 

vii. Other Czech Republic news

In November 2002 Vivendi gained controlled of regional water-and-sewage company Vodarny Kladno-Melnik (VKM), with 51.2% of its shares. The largest stake, 29%, came from the municipality of Kladno.
 Vivendi’s bid was up against bids from Anglian Water and International Water which appeared substantially more generous, with higher prices per share (Anglian’s almost double Vivendi’s) and the retention of more local control, and in IW’s case, a lease rather than a sale. The municipality of Kladno’s decision appeared to rest on the fact that it could not on its own guarantee either a lease contract or the sale of 51% of shares (a condition of Anglian). This case represents part of what appears to be a consistent strategy on the part of Vivendi to approach the largest one or two municipalities in each region and do a deal with them, typically without an explicit and transparent tender, thus gaining control and forcing the remaining, smaller municipalities to sell to it on less favourable terms – since it does not need their shares for control. Whilst understandable from a purely business point of view, the practice is certainly manipulative and anti-democratic. Without specific laws preventing this practice, prevention of this privatization by the back door depends on the good sense of local councillors (and the financial position of their councils).

In 2002 Vivendi gained control over Vodospol Klatovy and Vodohospodarsky servis Dobrany,
 and signed a ten-year contract with Termo, in Decin, for the treatment and distribution of water from its thermal springs. 
 It also extended its Ceske Budejovice concession until at least 2018. 
 Vivendi Water, active in the Czech Republic since 1996, is the largest water management company in the country, with an estimated market share of 35 per cent. 

In October 2002 Anglian Water announced that it may sell all or part of its international operations, potentially including its Czech ones, on the grounds that it no longer considers it as the main business line. Rivals Ondeo (formerly Suez) and Vivendi expressed interest in purchasing its operations, which would further strengthen their dominance in the Czech water market. Anglian Water owns VaK Jizni Cechy, Severomoravske VaK (SmVaK), and VaK Beroun water utilities in the Czech Republic. 
 In an earlier effort to expand its revenues, Anglian, through its subsidiary SmVaK, in May 2002 completed a 15km pipeline designed to export water to the Polish city of Jastrzebie Zdroj; the investment is expected to pay for itself in ten years and is funded by SmVaK. Anglian is exploring opportunities for other, similar projects.

viii. More Czech Republic news

In June 2001, Suez bought 82% of Sumperk water company SPVS (Sumperska Provozni Vodohospodarska Spolecnost). SPVS provides water supply and sanitation to 120,000 people in 40 communes in Moravia. In 2000, it had sales of €6m and employed 200 workers
.
In June 2001, Suez won a €60m contract to build a water treatment plant at Brno.
 Suez already held a 31% stake in local water supplier Brno VaK.


C. Estonia

i. Tallinna Vesi announces layoffs

In November 2002 Tallinna Vesi (Tallinn Water Co) announced that it would lay off around 100 employees, about a fifth of the workforce. Compensation packages were agreed with the union, and included assistance in finding new work. Prior to the announcement, Tallinn had already reduced its workforce by about 100 employees since privatization, mostly through retirement. 

ii. Tallinn restructures, netting International Water and United Utilities millions 
In 2002, AS Tallinna Vesi continued its strategy of replacing equity with debt because of “overcapitalization” inherited from privatization. In 2001 the company had paid out EEK182m (€10m) in dividends despite earning only EEK24m
 (€1.3m) in profits in 2000, effectively justifying its decision on the grounds that it had too much money. In 2002, following a 700% rise in profits in 2001 compared with 2000 (to EEK168m), Tallinna Vesi still paid out nearly 80% of this profit as dividend, leaving only EEK37m for investment – and this amount would have been just EEK22m if the council had not intervened!
 
In September 2002 Tallinna Vesi then reduced its equity capital by around 80%, from EEK 1150 million (€74m), to EEK 200m, by buying back shares from its owners. IWUU (a consortium of International Water and United Utilities) holds 50.4% of the shares, and thereby sold €30m of shares, with a similar amount going to Tallinn City Council.
 
By the end of 2002, two years after privatization, International Water and United Utilities had together received around EEK157m in dividends, and had also received EEK479m from the capital reduction. In just two years, they received a total of EEK636m - and this before the 50% above-inflation rise in water prices expected by 2010.
 They have thus recouped 93% of the EEK687m of new equity capital they injected into Tallinna Vesi in January 2001,
 yet still own 50.4% of Tallinna Vesi. 
In November 2002, after distributing EEK313m (€20m) in dividends in the two years since privatization as well as spending EEK950m (€60m) on reducing its equity capital, Tallinna Vesi agreed an €80m EBRD loan. The loan, according to the EBRD’s press release, is intended to “improv[e] the efficiency of [Tallinna Vesi’s] balance sheet following its privatization in 2001.”

Thus all the citizens of Tallinn have to show for this masterful thin-equity takeover is a one-off EEK605m received by the city at privatization.
 Meanwhile, investment in the city’s water and sewage system, insofar as it takes place (see below), continues to be financed primarily by EBRD loans – with a new €80m loan in 2002, following two (pre-privatization) €22.5m loans in 1994 and 2000.


Evidently the EBRD is proud of its recent involvement with Tallinna Vesi, since Thomas Maier, the EBRD's Director for Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure, described the project as a good example of the Bank's willingness to support public-private partnerships in Estonia, and expressed the hope that the new 2002 loan would encourage similar projects in all the Baltic states. 
 


iii. Tallinn renegotiates service contract with Tallinn Water Co
The city of Tallinn began negotiations in January 2002 to change the service accord with Tallinn Water Co, saying that the company had carried out construction works without the city's approval and in a smaller than promised volume.
 Deputy Mayor Vladimir Panov noted that the original contracts had been drawn up by British lawyers and did not take the situation in Estonia into account at all, so that the British always had the upper hand in relation to the interpretation of the contracts.
 
The city has a golden share in the company, and after protracted negotiations that carried on well into autumn, it was agreed that the system of planned price rises would be slightly adjusted, with a price freeze in 2003, and future price rises spread over a longer period (six years instead of two). Nonetheless, the new agreement still sees prices rising by 54% in real terms by 2010.

D. Hungary

i. Gelsenwasser gains concession in eastern Hungary

In January 2001, Gelsenwasser, currently majority-owned by E.On,
 gained a 20-year concession in eastern Hungary. It now supplies water and sewage services to 109 communities (with 150,000 inhabitants) in the Borsod region of Hungary, through a joint venture with the municipal water company, Borsodviz Rt. Gelsenwasser owns 49% of the joint venture, and the municipalities retain ownership of the assets, as well as responsibility for investment. Water prices are linked to inflation.

ii. Berlinwasser concession

In August 1997, Berlinwasser (then known as BWB, and still in the public sector) took a 47% stake in Zsigmondy Béla Rt. Zsigmondy runs the sewerage operations of the three communities of Hódmezovásárhely, Mindszent und Szekkuta, which have a total of 60,000 inhabitants.
 In 2000, Berlinwasser was part-privatized, with RWE and Vivendi taking a 45% stake, effectively bringing the private sector into Zsigmondy by the back door.
iii. Szeged & Vivendi reach agreement

In February 2001 the municipal government of the southern Hungarian town of Szeged and the co-owner of the town's water utility, Vivendi, reached an agreement regarding a dispute which had been going on for years. The agreement ended a procedure previously underway in an international arbitration court, filed in 1999 to protest Szeged's decision to change a formula used to calculate water and sewage fees set in an earlier contract.

According to the agreement, the water utility, which has supplied Szeged without being formally registered in Company Court, will be turned into a stockholders' company, managed and 49% owned by Vivendi. Representatives of the municipal government will hold the majority on the board of directors and on the supervisory board. Water structures wil remain in the hands of the municipal government, and the operator will pay HUF600m-700m rent, of which 15% would be spent on maintenance and repair as decided by the operator, and 45% on investment. An additional joint venture between Szeged and Vivendi, called Magyar Vizugyi Kivitelezo Kft., was formed in May 2001 to carry out water utility investments in the city.
 The agreement also stipulates new formulas for water and sewerage charges, including a flat rate for new users.

iv. Budapest sewage pays dividends to Vivendi and Berlinwasser

In December 2002, the Budapest Municipal Sewage Company Rt (FCSM - Fovarosi Csatornazasi Muvek) posted after-tax profits of HUF 4.47bn, 65% of which (HUF 2.9bn or €12m) was paid to Vivendi Water and Berlinwasser
, which hold a stake of 25% plus one vote in the company.
 The foreign shareholders operate the company under a 25-year franchise and are entitled to such dividend under a special clause in the FCSM's charter. 
The Budapest municipal government, the majority shareholder, received around HUF 1bn of the profit. But because it is also the authority setting sewage system prices, it is not paid in cash but uses the dividend to lower sewage rate rises. Moreover, FCSM is only responsible for running the wastewater system; construction and developments are the responsibility of the Budapest city government. Part of the sewage fees households and businesses pay goes to a network development fund managed by the Budapest city government. 
 The municipal council plans to spend HUF160bn on development and renovation in the city between now and 2010.

F. Romania

i. EBRD supports privatization in Constanta

RAJA Constanta, the local water company in Constanta (a city of 300,000) is moving towards privatization. It turned into a commercial company in 2001 in preparation for privatization, and enjoyed EBRD consulting, which was supported by a €600,000 grant from the bank. According to press reports, “The EBRD wants to make this privatization with a Romanian strategic partner and to become one of the shareholders of the new private utilities company.” 

ii. Vivendi-owned Apa Nova Bucuresti in dispute over asset transfers

In February 2003 it was reported that three experts have been asked to help resolve a dispute between Apa Nova and the city of Bucharest. The dispute arises from claims made by an inspection team from the Romanian prime minister’s office. The team identified irregularities in the execution of the lease contract which transferred management of certain assets to Apa Nova, with assets transferred which had not been on the list approved by the city council, and which did not relate to water and sewage services. The team also said that assets which had been provided in 2000 by the city of Bucharest towards its share of the new company had not been properly accounted for.
 
iii. Vivendi-owned Apa Nova Bucuresti gets EBRD finance

In December 2002 the EBRD agreed a €55.2m loan to Vivendi-owned Apa Nova Bucuresti to finance completion of a water treatment plant. The loan is supported by an €18.5 million loan from DEG, the German government's finance corporation supporting private-sector investments in emerging markets. Hildegard Gacek, EBRD Director for Romania, described the project as a signal of the Bank's willingness to support the privatisation of public utilities in Romania.

iv. Suez receives ISPA grant in Timisoara

In December 2001, ISPA agreed to provide a €34m grant to support a €50m investment in the water and sewage system of Timisoara.
 Timisoara was privatized in controversial circumstances in 2000, when Suez won a 25-year concession without a tender, and received a €24.7m loan under its EBRD MPF facility, after the EBRD had been “fully involved” in the privatization process (see CEE Water Report 2001
). Note: The Multi-Project Facility is a €90m EBRD fund which only Suez can draw on, to provide financing for specific projects it is involved in.

v. Vivendi concession in Ploiesti
In April 2000, Vivendi was awarded a 25-year water concession in Ploiesti. More precisely, Vivendi would set up a joint venture with the municipality which would run the service. Vivendi would own 80% of the operating company Apa Nova SRL and the municipality the remaining 20%. Apa Nova was expected to have annual net sales of €10m and to invest €26m in the first 15 years of operation.

G. Slovenia

i. Suez receives EBRD loan in Maribor for BOT project

In 1999, the EBRD agreed to €28.1m of financing to support a €35.2m investment under the waste water concession in Maribor. The operation is financed under an "A/B" structure, with the EBRD providing an A-loan of €14.8m and commercial banks providing a B-loan – which provides the banks with some of the creditor status of the EBRD – of €13.3m. The beneficiary of the Bank’s loan is the special-purpose vehicle Aquasystems d.o.o, which is majority owned and controlled by a consortium led by Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux.

The project is the first waste-water treatment plant to be financed under a BOT (build-operate-transfer) structure in the region. It is also the first to have gone through a process of full international competitive bidding. The project will help develop the frameworks that promote market functioning and efficiency and is expected to have an important demonstration effect.

ii. Berlinwasser gains concession in Bled

In July 2002, WTE Wassertechnik, a subsidiary of the German Berlinwasser, won a contract to rebuild, expand, and then run the sewage system in the Slovenian town of Bled. After completing investments of €10.3m in the sewage system of the 16,000-inhabitant town, WTE will run the concession for a further 25 years.
 Berlinwasser, known until part-privatization in 2000 as Berliner Wasserbetriebe (BWB), is 45%-owned by a consortium of RWE and Vivendi.
H. Poland

i. RWE-Thames acquires water company in Dabrowa Gornicza

In only the third privatization in the Polish water sector, RWE Aqua GmbH, part of Thames Water Plc, London, entered the Polish water market. In April 2002 it acquired a 34 percent shareholding of the municipal water provider PWiK in Dabrowa Gornicza (Silesia). With the town's cooperation, RWE Aqua will run the business, which is responsible for the water supply and sewage treatment for 135,000 residents. The contract runs for 25 years.

ii. Gelsenwasser acquires water company in Glogow

In July 2002, a fourth privatization followed, with Gelsenwasser (52%-owned by E.On
) taking a 46% stake in PWiK Glogow. PWiK Glogow supplies water and sewage services to the 70,000 inhabitants of the Silesian town of Glogow.

iii. Vivendi acquires water company in Tarnowskie Gory
In November 2001, Vivendi acquired a 33.85% stake in the water company PWiK Tarnowskie Gory and Miasteczko Slaskie, expected to rise to 63.5% by 2003. PWiK Tarnowskie provides municipal water and wastewater services for 70,000 people. Vivendi Water will now manage those water and wastewater services for 25 years. The contract represents total revenues of 125 million euros for the whole period.

I. Slovakia

i. Restructuring and potential privatization

Slovakia is one of the last Central European countries with water utilities remaining to be sold. In mid-2002, the Slovak government was in the process of transferring seven water utilities with combined sales of SKK 7 bn (€170m) from central government ownership to the municipalities. The first utility expected to be offered for privatization is Bratislava vodarenska spolecsnost. Previous private sector involvement in Slovakia was limited to a 20-year concession which Suez gained in 1999, covering 150,000 inhabitants in the Trencin region.

Vivendi Water Slovenska republika (VWSR) is interested in buying into three or four Slovak water management firms and achieving a market share similar to its 40-45% share in the Czech market, VWSR's director, Juraj Kralik, announced in August 2002. If it succeeds in its acquisition plans, Vivendi would invest some SKK 130 bn (€3.1bn) in the next 20 years.

J. Balkans and NIS countries

i. Croatia: EBRD funds Zagreb Waste Water Treatment Plant BOT

In December 2001 the EBRD agreed to fund the first wastewater treatment facility for Zagreb’s 

900,000 inhabitants. The EBRD will provide €55m to RWE-Thames and Berlinwasser (itself 45%-owned by RWE and Vivendi) to build and run the facility for 28 years, after which the plant will be transferred to the city. The operation will be controlled by a local subsidiary, Zagrebacke Otpadne Vode (ZOV), which is 97 percent owned by a consortium of RWE-Thames and Berlinwasser. This group is supposed to provide additional investment, which together with funds generated internally by the company should bring the total project value to €320 million. The project is co-financed with a €115 million loan from German bank Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (KfW).

ii. Albania: Berlinwasser gains concession in Elbasan

In 2000, Berlin’s water company Berlinwasser
 gained a 30-year concession in Elbasan.
 

The cost of modernising the infrastructure during the first five years was estimated at more than $17.4m. More than two thirds of the money comes as a subsidised loan from the German government's reconstruction bank Kreditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau (KfW). 
At the time the concession was awarded, the water supply for Elbasan's 128,000 inhabitants only worked four hours a day and three quarters of the water escaped from leaking pipes. Within the first seven years as operator, Berlinwasser wants to guarantee a round-the-clock supply, lift the connection rate from 80% to 98.5%, reduce water losses to 15%, and introduce cost-recovering tariffs.

iii. Albania: Italian water companies win technical assistance contract to Tirana

In July 2001, an Italian consortium 32% owned by Genoa’s partly-privatised Amga and 32% owned by Rome’s partly-privatised Acea, also including a number of municipally-owned Italian water companies, won a 4-year technical assistance contract in Tirana. The contract, worth over €10.3m, was awarded following a competitive tendering. The Albanian government regards it as a first step towards privatization.
 At present, 67% of Tirana’s consumers are reportedly supplied water for less than 6 hours a day and unaccounted-for-water exceeds 70%.  
iv. Albania: World Bank projects bring more private sector participation

The World Bank’s Albanian Municipal Water and Wastewater Project, signed in January 2003, follows in the footsteps of the concession awarded to Berlinwasser in Elbasan in 2000
 and the technical assistance contract (envisaged as leading towards privatization) awarded to an Italian public-private consortium in 2001. The new $22m project is supported by a $15m World Bank loan, in a context where the Albanian water utilities are being corporatized, and legal changes now permit local tariff-setting and full-cost recovery.
 A single management contract covering the four cities of Durres, Fier, Lezhe, and Saranda has been awarded to a private operator.

In the Water Supply Urgent Rehabilitation Project, the Albanian towns of Durres, Fier, Lezhe, and Saranda in 2000 received a $10m World Bank loan to support $15m of investment in their water and sewage systems.
 The project was regarded as a forerunner to the privatization planned under the Municipal Water and Wastewater Project.
v. Ukraine: Problems with World Bank project in Lviv

The troubled financing of the renovation of Lviv water and sewage systems may finally be close to completion. In December 2002, World Bank Director for Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus, Luca Barbone, said he expected the $24m 20-year loan to be paid out in early 2003. For this to happen, the municipal authorities must complete tenders to implement the works stipulated in the credit plan.
  

The loan had been approved by the World Bank as long ago as June 2001, but had been delayed by wrangling over the loan’s terms,
 which originally had specified a 15-year loan period.
 Municipal leaders considered the interest rate (16% according to some press reports,
 7% according to others
) too high. They also objected to the nearly $9m of expenses for consultants and accompanying work, as well as to the obligatory loan condition of purchasing only foreign equipment. As a result, in September 2002, Lviv Vodokanal director Vasyl Sklyarsky had said he was inclined to obtain the loan from Ukrainian commercial banks.
 Nonetheless, by late November agreement had been reached and an appropriate law to approve the World Bank loan passed by the Ukrainian parliament.


The Lviv Vodokanal, the city's water and wastewater utility, has struggled to provide a service for many years, with an estimated 63 percent of the 800,000 population receiving water for six or less hours a day. The project is therefore aimed at the rehabilitation of pumping stations, the replacement of around 20km of pipelines, and financing the purchase of repair and construction equipment to make immediate improvements to the water network. The project will also support the institutional strengthening of Lviv Vodokanal through the introduction of modern management principles, new water tariff structures and cost-saving measures.
 
The project involves a MOIA (Management and Operations Improvement Advisor) contract with “an experienced international utility operator”. The World Bank notes that “the project promotes private sector activity as the proposed contract with the MOIA may be the first step of a deeper private sector engagement in the sector in the future.” Initially, it had planned to introduce a management contract with a foreign utility operator. 

In addition to the $24m World Bank loan, financing for the $40m project will come from the local government ($10m) and a grant from the Swedish International Development Agency ($6m). 

vi. Ukraine: EBRD and Zaporizhzhia

In May 1999 the EBRD agreed to extend a €28m loan to the municipal Zaporizhzhia Vodokanal. The project will help to reduce the level of pollution in the Dnieper river as well as improve the efficiency and quality of water and waste-water services in Zaporizhzhia, Ukraine's sixth-largest city with a population of 900,000 inhabitants. The municipality of Zaporizhzhia and Ukraine will guarantee the loan. 

Igor Mityukov, Ukraine’s Minister of Finance, said that the new cost-recovery-based tariff-setting system could be a model for the rest of the country. The project also includes a Corporate Partnership Programme involving western operators to enhance the financial and operational performance of Vodokanal. An explicit aim of the project is to introduce private sector participation in the municipal sector through a turnkey contract, involving the extension and operation of the company's largest waste-water treatment plant. The €20.9m contract has been given to a subsidiary of Berlinwasser
.
 
The project also sends a signal to other reform-minded municipalities that the EBRD is willing to support “sound municipal investment projects”. The city of Zaporizhzhia was selected by the EBRD from a number of municipalities on the basis of its openness to reforms and its constructive approach to the financing and provision of municipal infrastructure and services. 
 

vii. Kazakhstan: Vivendi-owned Almaty receives EBRD loan

In 2000, the EBRD agreed to provide a €7.5m corporate loan to the recently established Almaty Water and Sewerage Company, Almaty Sui, for the rehabilitation and extension of the water supply and sewerage network in the Kazakh city of Almaty. The remainder of the $40m (€47.2m) project is financed primarily by a 26-year $25m loan from the French Ministry of Finance, guaranteed by the Kazakh government. Almaty Sui has a 30-year concession,
 and is majority-owned by Vivendi, which agreed to invest $3.7m.
 The project has mainly environmentally related objectives and will help Almaty Sui to achieve compliance with EU directives within five years of the project’s implementation. The project includes the installation of water meters to reduce excessive water use.
 
viii. Russia: Severn Trent consortium wins consultancy contract in Veliky Novgorod

In May 2002 the Swedish engineering, environment and architecture consulting group SWECO received an SEK 8m (€0.87m) consulting project in Russia. The project, which is financed by Sida (the Swedish international development cooperation agency), involves developing the municipal organisation in the Russian city of Veliky Novgorod.
 SWECO’s two-year contract will be implemented by the newly formed unit SWECO VIAK, with support from Severn Trent. SWECO is to train staff from the Russian authorities in everything from customer contact and business planning, to finance handling, equal opportunities and management systems for environmental issues.
Veliky Novgorod, a town of around 240,000 inhabitants, is in need of substantial investment to be able to develop water and sanitation, waste management and municipal heating networks. 
"The goal is to increase the city's chances of receiving loans and investment from international banks in the future", according to Eilert Sidestam, the project leader at SWECO VIAK.

ix. Russia: Berlinwasser BOT projects in Moscow enter private sector by back door
In 1996 and 1998, Berlinwasser started two 12.5-year BOT contracts in several districts of Moscow. These involved building and operating wastewater treatment plants in Butowo and Zelenograd respectively.
 At the time, Berlinwasser, then known as BWB, was still in the public sector. In 2000, however, a 45% share of Berlinwasser was sold to RWE-Thames and Vivendi, thereby effectively bringing these BOT plants into the private sector by the back door.
x. Kosovo: Gelsenwasser gains management contract in Gjakova
In Kosovo, the World Bank in December 2000 provided a $4.5m grant to support a pilot water supply project in the Gjakova-Rahovec area of Kosovo. The World Bank’s documents note that "the key strategic choices made during project preparation were (a) to pilot the involvement of a private operator in the management of the water supply company; (b) to select Project area; and (c) to focus on urban water supply issues."
 – clearly demonstrating its priorities. The remainder of the project is financed by a $1.32m loan from the German Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau.
 In 2002 the contract was eventually given to Gelsenwasser,
 which is majority-owned by Eon.

xi. Montenegro: AquaMundo takes over operations in coastal Montenegro
In January 2002, the German company AquaMundo took over operations in a grouping of 6 coastal municipalities in Montenegro. Aquamundo is a consortium of ABB, MVV Energie (a German regional utility), and Bilfinger & Berger BOT (a German consultancy), and will own 48% of the new joint venture. The venture, called MonteAqua, will operate the water facilities in the area, serving 250,000 residents (plus 100,000 tourists per year).
 The municipalities retain a 25.1% stake. The privatization and €30m investment programme has been made possible in part by €5.5m of investment from the KfW and an 18% equity stake in MonteAqua taken by DEG (both are German development agencies).
 
xii. Macedonia, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan: World Bank projects introduce private sector participation

In Macedonia, in June 2001 the World Bank agreed a $29m loan to support a $42m privatization and investment project in the capital, Skopje. The project aimed to involve a private operator under a concession running for at least 10 years, with the operator leasing the assets. Skopje Vodovod, the existing public operator, serves 450,000 customers.

In Uzbekistan, in March 2002 the World Bank agreed to provide a $40m loan which will support a $62m investment in the two regions of Bukhara and Samarkhand, under the umbrella of a 4-year performance-based management contract with a private foreign utility operator. In addition to increasing the reliability and quality of the water supply and strengthening the capacity of the two water utilities, the project aims to move towards cost recovery and privatization.
 The contract was eventually given to a consortium of Suez and Safege (a French consulting firm).

In Tajikistan, in June 2002 the World Bank agreed to provide a $17m loan to support a $19.4m project in Dushanbe. The project will involve a performance-based service contract with an international operator.

xiii. Turkey: RWE-Thames in hot water in Izmit 
In September 2002, RWE-Thames was asked to renegotiate an €835m 15-year BOT contract for a Turkish water plant and dam, after irregularities were alleged in the project’s commissioning. The plant and associated dam, the largest privately-financed water supply project in the world,
 were completed in 1999, and are 48%-owned by RWE. Following a critical report by the Court of Accounts, which audits state finances, the prime minister’s office arranged an investigation of treasury officials involved in the contract’s approval. 
The Court of Accounts said that the plant cost far more than necessary - double the amount envisaged. And because the original, complex financing deal
 was based on a crucial government guarantee
 (which enabled the consortium to attract the substantial foreign investment involved
), this has cost the government in Ankara millions of euros. Moreover, it alleged treasury officials responsible for checking the project's financial structure knew before the guarantee was given "that due to the high price there was a possibility the water could not be sold".
 That possibility became a reality, with some industrial consumers and neighbouring municipalities rejecting water from the plant as too expensive. Izmit municipality, in spite of undertaking to buy 492m cubic metres of water a year, made no provision for paying for the water in its 1999 or 2000 budgets.
 
xiv. Turkey: EIB funds a concession and a BOT 
The EIB has been particularly active in Turkey, providing nearly €500m of loans since the mid-1990s, a large majority of it to the public sector. It has also supported the private sector, including the first concession in Turkey (in Antalya, going to Suez), and a BOT contract involving Serco.

In 1997 a consortium including the UK’s Serco won a €44m 3-year BOT contract in Adana, Turkey. The contract was funded by a €44m EIB loan.
 And in 1995, the World Bank and the EIB agreed to support a $245m investment and privatization project in Antalya, Turkey, with $100m and $46m of loans respectively.
 The investment was needed as Antalya’s population was expected to grow from 535,000 in 1997 to 960,000 in 2005. The project included private sector involvement, and in January 1997, Suez gained a 10-year operation and maintenance contract, this being the first contract awarded to a private operator in Turkey.
 
xv. Armenia: Acea’s performance in Yerevan management contract unsatisfactory, says Mayor 
Rome-based multi-utility Acea has been awarded a 4-year management contract in Yerevan and started operations in March 2000. According to the consultancy ERM (Environmental Resources Management), improvements to the water services would be measured against a benchmark of 131 performance targets, all of which are “relatively ambitious”. Also, “One year into the contract, the company had met almost all of its service commitments, whilst lagging slightly behind on improving collection rates.” 
 
Yerevan’s mayor, Robert Nazaryan, took a different view on the matter, in July 2001 criticising Acea’s poor performance, and accusing it of allowing the water supply situation to chronically deteriorate in summer. He also pointed out that the number of complaints about poor water supplies had increased by almost 40 per cent in the first half of 2001 compared with the previous year. Nazaryan said that more than a year after Acea’s involvement began, there had still not been any serious investment in the network or in the installation of water meters. The audits carried out by the city prosecutor’s office showed that water losses were mainly recorded in the internal network of Yerevan’s water company Yervodokanal, “which is essentially due to the unsatisfactory volume of investment in this sphere.” 
  

III. Trends and developments by country: public sector restructuring

A. Poland

i. EBRD strategy for Poland pushes for public utilities restructuring and privatization

A March 2002 review of the EBRD’s municipal infrastructure and environment strategy for Poland concluded that “supporting restructuring, commercialisation and privatisation or private participation” would be a priority.
 The bank would seek to boost investments in infrastructure and in environmental projects in municipalities, wherever possible making loans without relying on a sovereign guarantee.

In addition, the EBRD, which has already invested €158 million in municipal projects across Poland,
 is working closely with the Polish authorities to find ways to support smaller cities which often find it more difficult to attract commercial loans or grants. Thomas Maier, Director of Municipal and Environmental Infrastructure at the EBRD, said that it was important for Poland and for its accession to the European Union that its smaller municipalities catch up quickly with the major urban centres.
 

ii. Poznan abandons privatization plans

In May 2002, Poznan City Council voted unanimously to abandon the privatization of its water and waste water services, after the municipal water company PWiK said its performance had improved so much in recent years that private involvement was no longer needed, with increasing investment and improvement across a broad range of services.

An ISPA grant providing €60m towards the €145m cost of upgrading the system to meet EU water standards had already been awarded under the umbrella of a private concession model, with an anticipated private sector contribution of €45m.
 PWiK said the city was now preparing a new application on behalf of the 100% municipally owned utility.

With 600,000 inhabitants, Poznan is Poland’s fifth-largest city, and its decision is a particular blow to ISPA, which had seen the privatisation in terms of its demonstration of Poland’s readiness to precede EU membership with economic reform. Plans for privatization had been going on for 7 years, the final proposed deal bringing at least seven local water boards together, requiring at least €150m in investment and a foreign company brought in to operate the concession for 20 years. A host of international companies were interested in the project, with five major groups prequalifying led by Bechtel/United Utilities, RWE, Suez, Gelsenwasser, and Vivendi Environnement. 

iii. Gliwice gets multilateral finance

In October 2002 the EBRD extended a €15m loan to the city of Gliwice to support investment in its sewage system. The proportion of local residents connected to the network will rise from 72 to 97 percent. The €69m project is cofinanced with €35.2m of grants from the EU’s ISPA programme. Part or all of the loan may be transferred to PWiK, the local water company owned by the city of Gliwice, when PWiK is determined to be an appropriate and creditworthy borrower. This transfer could free up the city's resources, enabling it to finance other investments. The Danish Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs is providing €155,000 in grant funds to help improve PWiK’s creditworthiness.

iv. Rybnik gets multilateral finance

In late 2001, the EBRD agreed a €16.7 million loan for Przedsiebiorstwo Wodociagow i Kanalizacji (PWiK), a water supply and sewer company in Rybnik, in southern Poland. The loan, supported by a partial guarantee from the city of Rybnik, will enable the extension of PWiK's sewer network by more than 600 km, connecting about one-third of the city's inhabitants to a new waste-water treatment plant. The €110m project is cofinanced through €71m of grants from the EU’s ISPA programme. PWiK is a limited liability company, wholly owned by the city, serving over 154,000 customers in Rybnik and surrounding municipalities.
 

v. Other Poland news

In 1994 the city of Lodz decided to reject a privatisation proposal from Vivendi, after a local election in which water privatisation was a major issue. In March 2001, Lodz Water obtained a 20–year €31m loan from the EIB to finance improvements in the water and wastewater networks, with further funding from ISPA.
 See PSIRU Brief “Lodz Water” for background.
In January 2001, the city of Szczecin (400,000 inhabitants) got a €20m, 20-year loan from the EIB for water and wastewater, with further funding from ISPA. Szczecin was been identified by HELCOM as one of the ‘hot spots’ source of pollution in the Baltic.

In June 2000, the city of Torun in north western Poland (200,000 inhabitants) got a €20m, 20-year loan from the EIB for water and wastewater, with possible further ISPA funding.

In February 2000, the inter-municipal Association of Communes for Ecology" of Zywiec on the Czech and Slovak border (with a total 200,000 inhabitants) got a €20m loan from the EIB for a wastewater treatment plant.

In December 2000, the Krakow municipally-owned water company MPWiK got a €20m, 12-year loan from the EBRD to modernise and extend wastewater treatment. The loan was provided without any municipal guarantee, as the EBRD decided MPWiK was financially sound  and so “[the EBRD] is willing to take the full commercial credit risk of the company”. Half the loan was in Polish Zloty, to reduce currency risk. Krakow city council also obtained a complementary EU ISPA grant of some €55m.

In January 2000, the EBRD issued a 15-year PLN 108m (€21m)  loan to Bydgoszcz municipally-owned water company MWiK to help finance a PLN 294m (€56m) investment plan to  modernise and extend the water and sewerage systems. The loan was issued without requiring any municipal guarantee, and in zloty to reduce currency risk. Complementary ISPA funding was expected. Bydgoszcz was identified by HELCOM as a Baltic Sea pollution ‘hot-spot’.

B. Romania

i.  EIB lends €55m to five municipalities

In March 2002 the EIB agreed to lend a total of €55m to the Romanian cities of Braila, Cluj, Craiova, Foscani and Pascani, which together number around 1m inhabitants. The money will help local administrations build, expand or upgrade drinking water networks and wastewater networks and treatment plants. 
 The schemes are also supported by ISPA with a total of €157m in grants.
 ISPA’s project descriptions note that for Focsani and Pascani, over the next 5 years, additional above-inflation tariff increases of up to 20% and 60% respectively may be necessary “in order to strengthen the financial sustainability of the measure[s]”.

ii. EBRD lends to municipalities

In February 2001 the EBRD agreed a €20m loan to the Constanta County Council which supports a €100m rehabilitation of the local sewerage system, confunded with €72.4m of ISPA grants. The loan was the first subproject to be begun under the EBRD’s Romanian Municipal Environmental Loan Facility, an €80m fund for supporting investment municipal environmental infrastructure. The fund is designed to provide finance to Romanian municipalities without recourse to a sovereign guarantee – i.e. backed only by the credibility of the municipalities, not of the Romanian government.

Since then, further loans totalling €45.2m have been made to the Romanian municipalities of Iasi, Arad and Brasov, Targu Mures and Oradea, with a total population of over 1.2m. The projects are cofunded by a total of €130m of ISPA grants. In addition, Braila and Arad received €20.4m of ISPA loans.
C. Latvia

i. Stockholm Vatten successfully completes project in Riga
Stockholm Vatten’s cooperation with Riga started in 1992 and was successfully completed in the autumn of 2000. The plant it helped construct has sufficient capacity to treat wastewater from the whole of Riga and the surrounding communities and to achieve the performance standards that were set from the start. The project was run by Riga Water with the support of the Stockholm Water Company. Project investments totalled $115m, the funds being provided by the EBRD, EIB, the Finnish Ministry of the Environment and Sida. By the end of the project, Riga Water was in a position to become the first Latvian utility to receive a direct corporate loan from an international financial institution, when in November 2000 it received a €39m loan from the EBRD (see CEE Water Report 2001
).

ii. Stockholm Vatten provides support to Latvian towns

Since 1999 Stockholm Vatten has been involved, through Swedish Water Development

(SWD), in a project providing administrative and technical support to five small Latvian

towns in cooperation with four Swedish towns. Sida contributed €0.5m to the project. 

D. Hungary

i. Debrecen plans HUF 20bn sewerage expansion

In October 2001, Debrecen city council was planning to invest HUF 20bn from 2002 to 2006 in order to build a wastewater treatment plant and increase sewerage coverage from the current 70% to 90%. 50% of the investment required would be financed by the EU pre-accession fund ISPA, 40% by government funds and 10% would be self-financed by the city council. The 10% self-financed by the city council would be guaranteed by Debreceni Vizmu.

E. Lithuania

i. Kaunas water gets EBRD finance on non-sovereign basis - twinning with Stockholm Vatten

In 2001, Kaunas Water gained a €14.7m EBRD loan as well as a €15.96m ISPA grant to help finance an ambitious investment programme. The loan was the first to a local utility in Lithuania to be provided without any sovereign or municipal financial guarantee and the EBRD expected it would “demonstrate to other cities and banks that it is possible to finance well-run municipal services without such guarantees.” 
 In 1999, Stockholm Vatten, which had formed a public-public partnership with Kaunas, noted that “Kaunas Water Enterprise has developed positively and is now largely self-financing.” 
 
ii. Vilnius water taps investment finance from Polish and Latvian commercial banks

In May 1998, Vilnius city council decided to keep its water and sanitation service under municipal control, instead of privatising it. In December 2000, Vilnius water company Vilniaus Vandenys obtained around €10m of loans from two commercial banks – Poland’s Kredyt Bank SA and the Latvia-based German bank A/S Vereinsbank Riga – both backed by governmental guarantees.
 The loans would respectively finance the upgrading of waterworks in order to bring the quality of water supplied to European standards and modernisation of wastewater treatment facilities.
 

F. Balkans and NIS countries
i. Russia: EBRD finances Siberian municipality of Surgut
In June 2002 the EBRD agreed to lend the Siberian city of Surgut 1.35 billion roubles (€45 million) to improve the provision of key municipal services for the population, as part of a broader effort to help Russian municipalities upgrade their infrastructure. Around a third of this is to spent on raising water quality and improving sewage treatment in the 275,000-inhabitant city.

Gavin Anderson, Director of the EBRD's infrastructure business group, said that the deal was tailored to meet the needs of Russian municipalities that badly need to modernise their infrastructure but are constrained by the lack of long-term financing and their dependence on local currency revenues. This is the first time that the EBRD is extending a loan to a secondary Russian municipality in roubles. The Surgut deal is also unusual in that although the local government body is providing financial backing, the loan is not supported by any sovereign or bank guarantee. The EBRD says it is willing to extend this advantage to other municipal borrowers with which it is in negotiations in Russia, as long as they are willing to achieve creditworthiness by recovering costs and improving their financial management skills.

ii. Russia: St Petersburg & Kaliningrad receive EIB and EBRD finance

The EIB in September 2002 agreed to provide €15m of finance investment to support Kaliningrad’s municipal infrastructure in the areas of water supply and wastewater collection and treatment. The €70m project is planned to improve the supply of safe water to the City of Kaliningrad and help to reduce pollution of the Baltic Sea. 
 The loan follows a similar one in September 2001, when the EIB agreed to provide €15m of finance to support a €150m investment in St Petersburg’s sewage infrastructure.

In July 1999, the EBRD decided to issue a €16.5m loan to the Russian Federation which would be on turn on-lent to Kaliningrad’s municipally-owned water company Kaliningrad Vodokanal, as part of a €63m, 4-year project to overhaul the company’s water and wastewater infrastructure and build capacity. The EBRD noted that “An important component of the project is a comprehensive institutional strengthening and capacity building programme.“ 
 Since June 2000, Stockholm Vatten is contributing to Kaliningrad Vodokanal’s institutional development and capacity building.

In July 1997, the EBRD decided to issue a DM 127m (ECU 65m), 10-year loan to the municipally-owned water company St. Petersburg Vodokanal to help finance a DM 300m investment programme to overhaul the city’s water supply and sanitation system. This was the first loan provided ever by a multilateral financial institution to a municipal utility on a non-sovereign basis, without any backing from a state or commercial bank guarantee. The loan was instead guaranteed by the city council as well as being “backed up by a separate project support undertaking from the Russian Government”. The EBRD decided to issue the loan on this basis in the light of the company’s operational performance and sound management, as well as the city council’s international financial standing. 
iii. Russia: St Petersburg and Kaliningrad get  support from Nordic water companies

Both Kaliningrad and St Petersburg have cooperation projects with Stockholm Vatten, the Swedish municipally-owned water company. The project in Kaliningrad focuses on institutional development and financial reconstruction of the waterworks and wastewater treatment plant. The contract amount is $1m, which is being funded by NEFCO. The project in St Petersburg was started in 1998 together with the municipally-owned Helsinki Water Company and the UK privatised water company Severn Trent. Stockholm was responsible for developing a strategy and a plan for the implementation of two projects relating to IT development and water use, and later for the implementation  of the plans and the drafting of a wastewater strategy and a wastewater plan. 
 
iv. Ukraine: Odessa Participatory Initiative - a Ukrainian model for public participation

The Odessa Participatory Initiative was conceived in 1995 to enhance the effectiveness of two World Bank-supported operations in the housing and water sectors, the approach being to develop institutions at the local level to support market reforms in these sectors. The initiative, unique in a region in which citizens have little opportunity to tell their governments what services they need or how well these services are being delivered, built on strong local institutions – including a reformist council, NGOs and a supportive media – to build mechanisms by which local citizens could make their voice heard. In the water sector, this primarily consisted of a comprehensive survey of the state of water supply and demand, which identified a great need for investment and a willingness to pay, which included a willingness to support poorer households with a stepped tariff structure. In the context of the transferral of water and wastewater management to the local government and institution of cost-recovery, this information was used to support and contribute to the reforms. 

v. Croatia: EBRD lenks to Rijeka
In 1999 the EBRD agreed to provide a €7.5 million loan to the city of Rijeka and the Rijeka Water and Sewerage Company (Vodovod I Kanalizacija – ViK). ViK provides water and sewerage services to 260,000 customers in Rijeka and eight surrounding municipalities. The loan funds the bulk of the estimated €8.8 million project, which will ensure the treatment of all of Rijeka’s municipal waste water to EU standards. The loan is also intended to support a financial and operational performance improvement programme for ViK and a municipal credit enhancement programme for the city of Rijeka.

vi. Azerbaijan: World Bank lends to Baku

The World Bank in December 2002 supplied Azerbaijan with a $13m supplemental credit, to finance further investment in Baku’s water network, as well as repairs after an earthquake in 2000. The original $61m loan in 1995 had been designed to rehabilitate Baku’s water supply.
 The World Bank stated that as a result of its involvement since 1995, “significant progress has been achieved in initiating a restructuring program that is essential for attracting private sector investments into the water and sanitation sector. Furthermore, unless the rehabilitation of the network is realized as planned, the poor quality and the low reliability of the water supply would hamper the necessary reform and involvement of the private sector.”

vii. Kazakhstan: World Bank lends to Atyrau

The World Bank in 1999 provided Kazakhstan with a $16.5m loan to support a $20.9m investment in the water and sewage network in Atyrau. This includes investment in institutional and management capacity at the Atyrau Vodocanal. One of the alternative schemes rejected for the project included the use of a foreign management contract or full privatization with foreign management. These were rejected on the grounds that they would have been too costly for the small city of Atyrau ($2m revenue per year), and because the municipality wanted to study the management options being used around the world before choosing one appropriate to their small city setting.

viii. Serbia: EBRD lends to municipalities

In 2002 the EBRD agreed a €50m sovereign-guaranteed municipal loan facility for municipalities in Serbia. The first to receive loans were Nis (€6m), Novi Sad (€5m) and Kraguejvac (€5m). The projects include an “institutional development programme to prepare operational targets and review options for private sector participation.”

ix. Turkey: EIB lends to public sector
The EIB has been particularly active in Turkey, providing nearly €500m of loans since the mid-1990s, a large majority of it to the public sector.
 In 2002 the EIB agreed a €40m 25-year loan to Turkey, for onlending to medium-sized cities (100,000 to 500,000 inhabitants), to support investment in the water sector. The loan project includes external assistance for municipalities on preparation and implementation of projects, which “will also include institutional support, designed to strengthen the operations of public water services in the selected municipalities."

Annex A: Private operators in CEE, NIS and the Balkans


A. Privatised water and sewerage concessions, February 2003

	Country
	Concession
	Company
	Multinational
	% owned
	Year

	Albania
	Durres, Fier, Lezhe, Saranda
	
	(unknown private operator – management contract)
	
	2003

	
	Elbasan
	Elber S.p.A.
	Berlinwasser (BWB) – 30-year concession
	95
	2000

	
	Kavaja
	U.K. Kavaja sh.a
	AquaMundo (4-year management contract)
	
	2002

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Armenia
	Yerevan 
	Acea &
Company Armenian
Utility S.c.a.r.l.
	Acea 
(management contract)
	55
	2000

	

	Bulgaria
	Sofia
	Sofiiska Voda AD
	International Water/United Utilities
	50
	2000

	

	Croatia
	Zagreb 


	Zagrebacke Otpadne Vode doo
	RWE Aqua /

Berlinwasser (BWB)
BOT
	97
	2000

	

	Czech Republic
	Prague
	Prazske vodovody a kanalizace (PVK)
	Vivendi/Anglian Water
	100
	2001

	
	Brno
	Brno VaK
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	31
	

	
	Ostrava
	Ostravke VaK
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	40
	

	
	
	Jihomoravske VaK
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	34
	

	
	Karlsbad
	Vodarny Karlovy Vary
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	49.8
	

	
	
	Severomoravske VAK
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	45
	

	
	
	Severomoravske VAK
	Anglian Water
	53.4
	1999

	
	South Bohemia
	VAKJC
	Anglian Water
	92.7
	(1999)

	
	
	Ceske Budejovice
	Vivendi (via 1. JVS) – concession until 2018
	
	

	
	
	1.JVS
	Vivendi
	50
	1999

	
	North Bohemia
	SCVK
	Vivendi
	43
	1999

	
	
	Aqua Servis
	Vivendi (via SCVK)
	27.2 
	1998

	
	
	VaK Kladno-Melnik
	Vivendi (via SCVK)
	17.7
	1998

	
	
	VaK Kladno-Melnik
	Vivendi
	51.2
	2002

	
	
	VaK Mlada Boleslav
	Vivendi (via SCVK)
	22.9
	1998

	
	
	SVS
	Vivendi
	100
	1998

	
	
	Vodospol Klatovy
	Vivendi (via 1.JVS)
	100
	2002

	
	
	Příbram
	OMI (with Anglian Water support)
	n/a
	2002

	
	
	VOSS Sokolov
	Vivendi
	100
	1998

	
	
	Termo (Decin)
	Vivendi (contract to extract water from Termo)
	n/a
	2002

	
	West Bohemia
	Vodohospodarsky servis Dobrany
	Vivendi (via 1. JVS)
	100
	2002

	
	
	Chevak Cheb
	Gelsenwasser
	49
	1998

	
	Pilsen
	Vodarna Pilsen
	Vivendi
	98
	

	
	Olomouc
	
	Vivendi
	
	2000

	
	Sumperk
	Sumperska Provozni Vodohospodarska Spolecnost (SPVS)
	Suez Ondeo
	82
	2001

	
	South Moravia
	VaK Zlin
	Vivendi
	47
	2002

	
	
	VaK Breclav
	International Water (25-year lease)
	
	2002

	

	Estonia
	Tallinn
	Tallinna Vesi
	International Water/United utilities
	50.4
	2001

	

	Hungary
	Kaposvar
	Eaux de Kaposvar
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	35
	

	
	Pecs
	Pecsi Vizmu
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	48
	

	
	Budapest
	Budapest Water
	Suez-Lyonnaise/RWE
	25
	1998

	
	Budapest
	Budapest Sewerage
	Vivendi/Berlin Wasser
	25
	1998

	
	Szeged
	Szegedi Vizmu
	Vivendi
	49
	1994

	
	Borsod
	GW-Borsodviz
	Gelsenwasser – 20-year concession
	49
	2001

	
	Hódmezovásárhely, Mindszent, and Szekkutas
	Zsigmondy Béla Rt.
	Berlinwasser (BWB)
	47
	1997

	

	Kazakhstan
	Almaty
	Almaty Sui
	Vivendi - 30-year concession
	majority-owned
	2000

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	Gjakova
	Hidrostemi Radoniqi Gjakova
	Gelsenwasser (management contract)
	
	2002

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Macedonia
	Skopje
	
	(unknown private operator – lease contract)
	
	2001

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montenegro
	6 coastal municipalities:

Herzeg Novi, Kotor, Tivat, Budva, Bar, Cetinje
	MonteAqua
	AquaMundo
	48
	2002

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Poland
	Gdansk
	SAUR Neptun Gdansk
	SAUR
	51
	1992

	
	Bielsko Biala
	Aqua SA
	International Water/United Utilities
	25
	1999

	
	Dabrowa Gornicza
	PWiK Dabrowa Gornicza
	RWE-Thames
	34
	2002

	
	Glogow
	PWiK Glogow
	Gelsenwasser
	46
	2002

	
	Tarnowskie Gory and Miasteczko Slaskie
	
	Vivendi
	33.85
	2001

	

	Romania
	Bucharest
	Apa Nova Bucuresti SA
	Vivendi
	100
	2000

	
	Ploiesti
	Apa Nova SRL
	Vivendi
	80
	2000

	
	Timisoara
	Aquatim
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	51
	2000

	

	Russia
	Butowo
	
	Berlinwasser (BWB) – 12.5-year BOT
	100
	1996

	
	Zelenograd
	
	Berlinwasser (BWB) – 12.5-year BOT
	100
	1998

	

	Slovakia
	Trencin
	TVS (Trencin)
	Suez-Lyonnaise – 20-year concession
	51
	1999

	

	Slovenia
	Maribor

(BOT)
	Aquasystems d.o.o
	Suez-Lyonnaise/

Steweag
	100
	1998

	
	Bled
	
	Berlinwasser (BWB) – 25-year concession
	
	2002

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tajikistan
	Dushanbe
	
	(unknown private operator – management contract)
	
	2002

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Turkey
	Adana
	
	Serco consortium 3-year BOT
	
	1999

	
	Antalya
	Antalya Water Operations (ANTSU)
	Suez (10-year operation & maintenance contract)
	
	1997

	
	Cesme-Alacati
	
	(unknown private operator)
	
	1998

	
	Izmit
	
	RWE-Thames (15-year BOT)
	
	1999

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Uzbekistan
	Bukhara and Samarkhand
	
	Suez and Safege consortium (4-year management contract)
	
	2002


Source: PSIRU database

B. Municipal water companies restructured, not privatised, February 2003

The list below includes only those restructurings described in this or previous PSIRU reports. Since restructuring typically involves external financing, see Annex B: External Financing for a broader overview.
	Country
	City
	Water company
	Date of restructuring
	Investment finance from

	Azerbaijan
	Baku
	
	1995
	World Bank

	
	
	
	2002
	World Bank

	
	
	
	
	

	Croatia
	Rijeka
	Rijeka ViK
	1999
	EBRD

	
	
	
	
	

	Hungary
	Debrecen
	Debreceni Vizmu
	1994
	Commercial bank, EIB, EBRD;

EU ISPA, government, self-financing (2001) 

	

	Kazakh-stan
	Atyrau
	
	1999
	World Bank

	

	Latvia
	Riga
	Riga Water Company
	1996
	EBRD, EIB, Finnish Ministry of Environment, SIDA;

EBRD (2000) 

	

	Lithuania
	Kaunas
	Kauno Vandenys

(Kaunas Water)
	1995
	EBRD, NEFCO, EU-PHARE, Finnish Ministry of Environment, SIDA, Lithuanian government, City of Kaunas, Kauno Vandenys;

EBRD (2001)

	
	Vilnius
	Vilniaus Vandenys (Vilnius Water)
	1998
	Polish and German commercial banks (2000)

	

	Moldova
	Chisinau
	Chisinau Water Services Company (CWSC)
	1997
	EBRD

	

	Poland
	Bydgoszcz
	MWiK
	2000
	EBRD, EU ISPA

	
	Gliwice
	PWiK
	2002
	EBRD, EU ISPA, Danish Ministry of Economics and Business Affairs

	
	Lodz
	(Lodz water company)
	1994
	Polish National Environmental Fund;

EIB (2001)

	
	Rybnik
	PWiK
	2001
	EBRD, EU ISPA

	

	Romania
	Braila, Cluj, Craiova, Foscani, Pascani
	
	2002
	EIB, EU ISPA

	
	Constanta, Iasi, Arad, Brasov, Targu Mures, Oradea
	
	2001
	EBRD, EU ISPA

	

	Russia
	St. Petersburg
	St. Petersburg Vodokanal
	1998
	  (EBRD, SP Vodokanal, NIB, NEFCO, Danish, Finnish, German and Swedish governments, 1997)

Finnish and UK governments, SIDA

	
	
	
	2001
	EIB

	
	Kaliningrad
	Kaliningrad Vodokanal
	1999
	EBRD, SIDA, DEPA, NIB, NEFCO

	
	
	
	2002
	EIB

	
	Surgut
	
	2002
	EBRD

	

	Serbia
	Nis, Novi Sad, Kragujevac
	
	2002
	EBRD

	

	Turkey
	(medium-sized cities)
	
	2002
	EIB


Annex B: CEENIS external investment/funding overview

International funding for water-sector investment in Central and Eastern Europe and Newly Independent States
See notes at end of table below for explanation of abbreviations used

	City
	Funder
	Multi-national
	Project cost
	Funding
	Date
	Pop-ulation

	Albania
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Water Supply Urgent Rehabiliation Project (Durres, Fier, Lezhe, and Saranda)
	WB
	
	15,000,000
	10,000,000
	24/02/2000
	

	Municipal Water and Wastewater Project (Durres, Fier, Lezhe, and Saranda)
	WB
	MC*
	21,930,000
	15,000,000
	29/01/2003
	

	Durres
	WB
	MC*
	17,100,000
	11,600,000
	10/05/1994
	

	Peshkopi and Fushe Kruje
	IsDB
	
	8,148,000
	6,586,000
	09/09/2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Armenia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yerevan
	WB
	Acea (MOIA)
	32,800,000
	30,000,000
	11/06/1998
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Azerbaijan
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Baku
	WB
	
	
	12,920,000
	10/12/2002
	

	Baku
	WB
	
	94,900,000
	61,000,000
	28/06/1995
	

	Baku
	EBRD
	
	94,900,000
	23,000,000
	28/06/1995
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mostar
	WB
	
	13,380,000
	12,000,000
	30/06/2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bulgaria
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stara Zagora, Dimitrovgrad, Haskovo
	ISPA
	
	43,399,688
	32,549,766
	18/12/2000
	280000

	
	EIB
	
	
	28,000,000
	09/07/1999
	96000

	Gorna Oriahovitza
	ISPA
	
	16,768,945
	12,475,459
	17/12/2001
	61000

	Pazardjik
	ISPA
	
	19,467,968
	12,422,129
	06/12/2001
	

	Blagoevgrad
	ISPA
	
	12,860,465
	8,806,326
	20/11/2001
	

	Sofia
	EBRD
	International Water
	94,000,000
	31,000,000
	07/09/2000
	1000000

	(nation-wide restructuring)
	WB
	
	131,000,000
	98,000,000
	26/05/1994
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Croatia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rijeka
	EBRD
	
	8,800,000
	7,500,000
	29/07/1999
	260000

	Zagreb
	EBRD
	RWE (BOT)
	320,000,000
	55,000,000
	14/12/2001
	900000

	Zagreb
	KfW
	RWE (BOT)
	320,000,000
	115,000,000
	14/12/2001
	

	Municipal Environmental Infrastructure Fund
	WB
	
	261,500,000
	65,000,000
	18/06/1998
	

	
	EBRD
	
	261,500,000
	77,600,000
	18/06/1998
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cyprus
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Larnaca
	EIB
	
	
	17,000,000
	08/12/1994
	

	Limassol
	EIB
	
	
	10,000,000
	12/12/1995
	

	Pafos
	EIB
	
	
	30,000,000
	17/12/1997
	

	Paralimni/Ayia Napa
	EIB
	
	
	5,730,000
	27/09/1996
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Czech Republic
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brno City
	ISPA
	Suez
	28,319,640
	17,841,373
	29/12/2000
	

	Brno City
	EBRD
	Suez
	84,800,000
	42500000
	21/12/1999
	

	Brno City
	Phare
	Suez
	84,800,000
	14200000
	21/12/1999
	

	Brno City
	EBRD
	Suez
	
	10,000,000
	01/04/2001
	

	Jihlava
	ISPA
	
	15,390,000
	9,620,000
	17/12/2001
	

	Olomouc
	ISPA
	Vivendi
	14,462,000
	10.123.400
	18/12/2001
	

	Ostrava City
	ISPA
	Suez
	24,842,810
	16,644,682
	21/12/2000
	

	Podkrusnohori
	ISPA
	
	21,569,700
	12,870,325
	23/10/2001
	

	Prague
	EIB
	
	
	50,000,000
	28/06/1999
	

	Prague
	EIB
	Vivendi
	
	70,000,000
	20/12/2001
	

	(framework loan for small projects)
	EIB
	
	
	100,000,000
	07/06/2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Estonia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pärnu
	ISPA
	
	n/a
	150,000
	17/12/2001
	

	East-Harju and Keila water
	ISPA
	
	n/a
	720,000
	14/12/2001
	40000

	Tartu (1)
	ISPA
	
	17,020,000
	12,084,200
	13/12/2001
	100000

	Tartu (2)
	ISPA
	
	7,760,000
	5,467,000
	01/12/2000
	100000

	Viljandi
	ISPA
	
	6,361,150
	4,707,251
	29/12/2000
	46000

	Narva City
	ISPA
	
	10,395,000
	5,003,600
	01/12/2000
	73000

	Tallinn
	EBRD
	International Water
	
	80,000,000
	11/11/2002
	

	Haapsalu and Matsalu Bays Environment Project
	WB
	
	8,400,000
	2,000,000
	20/04/1995
	

	
	Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Phare
	3,850,000
	20/04/1995
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hungary
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Budapest
	EBRD
	Vivendi (MPF)
	38,338,000
	13,125,000
	1998
	1000000

	Budapest
	Phare
	Suez/RWE
	74,500,000
	18,600,000
	
	1000000

	Budapest
	WB
	Suez/RWE
	
	27,600,000
	16/09/1999
	1000000

	Budapest
	ISPA
	
	2,096,200
	1,572,150
	13/12/2001
	1000000

	Cegléd, Pécs, Sajó-Bodva
	ISPA
	
	405,000
	303,750
	11/12/2001
	

	Debrecen
	KeH
	
	8,000,000
	3,400,000
	1996
	

	Dunaújváros 
	Phare
	
	8,800,000
	1,500,000
	16/09/1999
	

	Dunaújváros 
	WB
	
	
	2,000,000
	16/09/1999
	

	Györ
	ISPA
	
	18,400,000
	7,250,000
	21/12/2000
	171000

	Pécs
	ISPA
	Suez
	21,755,000
	10,853,500
	13/12/2001
	

	Sopron
	ISPA
	
	18,682,000
	9,341,000
	14/12/2001
	

	Szeged
	ISPA
	Vivendi
	84,051,250
	33,325,000
	22/12/2000
	

	(major cities)
	ISPA
	
	190,000
	142,500
	14/12/2001
	

	(municipalities)
	ISPA
	
	1,440,000
	1,080,000
	13/12/2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kazakhstan
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Almaty
	EBRD
	Vivendi
	40,000,000
	6,300,000
	08/12/2000
	

	Almaty
	France
	Vivendi
	
	25,000,000
	08/12/2000
	1600000

	Almaty
	Vivendi
	Vivendi
	
	3,700,000
	08/12/2000
	

	Atyrau
	EBRD
	
	17,735,000
	13,555,000
	14/12/2001
	

	Atyrau
	WB
	
	20,900,000
	16,500,000
	8/06/1999
	

	Atyrau
	USAID
	
	20,900,000
	1,500,000
	8/06/1999
	

	Pilot Water Supply Project
	WB
	
	7,400,000
	7,000,000
	23/12/1996
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kyrgyz Republic
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	WB
	
	24,560,000
	15,000,000
	04/12/2001
	

	
	UK
	
	24,560,000
	6,250,000
	04/12/2001
	

	Community-based Infrastructure Services Sector Project
	ADB
	
	45,000,000
	36,000,000
	08/06/2000
	1500000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Latvia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jelgava
	ISPA
	
	15,556,000
	11,244,750
	22/12/2000
	70000

	Jelgava
	NIB 
	15,556,000
	1,818,000
	22/12/2000
	70000

	Jelgava
	NEFCO
	15,556,000
	544,000
	22/12/2000
	70000

	Riga
	EIB
	
	115,000,000
	18,900,000
	06/08/1996
	791000

	Riga
	EBRD
	
	115,000,000
	22,500,000
	06/08/1996
	791000

	Riga
	Finland, Switzerland, SIDA
	115,000,000
	11,800,000
	06/08/1996
	791000

	Riga
	ISPA
	
	28,000,000
	17,010,000
	22/12/2000
	791000

	Riga
	EIB
	
	28,000,000
	5,000,000
	22/12/2000
	791000

	Riga
	EBRD
	
	147,766,000
	37,831,000
	14/11/2000
	791000

	Ventspils
	ISPA
	
	20,517,000
	9,437,600
	22/12/2000
	46600

	Ventspils
	EIB
	
	20,517,000
	4,738,000
	22/12/2000
	46600

	Ventspils
	NEFCO
	20,517,000
	1,750,000
	22/12/2000
	46600

	(various eastern municipalities)
	ISPA
	
	71,737,000
	44,616,000
	13/12/2001
	

	(various)
	EIB
	
	
	15,000,000
	23/09/1999
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lithuania
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Druskinninkai
	ISPA
	
	5,500,000
	2,750,000
	22/12/2000
	25500

	Jonava
	ISPA
	
	6,259,900
	3,755,940
	13/12/2001
	36700

	Kaunas
	EBRD
	
	100,000,000
	15,000,000
	07/09/1995
	415000

	Kaunas
	ISPA
	
	31,914,000
	15,874,890
	13/12/2001
	415000

	Kaunas
	EBRD
	
	31,914,000
	14,700,000
	13/12/2001
	415000

	Neringa
	ISPA
	
	10,531,000
	4,771,910
	18/12/2001
	5192

	Panevezys
	EIB
	
	
	6,000,000
	23/09/1999
	

	Vilnius
	ISPA
	
	43,284,500
	20,000,000
	10/11/2000
	580000

	Vilnius
	EIB
	
	43,284,500
	12,000,000
	10/11/2000
	580000

	Vilnius
	Kredyt Bank SA
	43,284,500
	7,700,000
	01/12/2000
	580000

	Vilnius
	A/S VR
	43,284,500
	3,500,000
	01/12/2000
	

	(various)
	ISPA
	
	9,330,000
	6,997,500
	26/10/2001
	

	Siauliai Environment Project
	WB
	
	22,900,000
	6,200,000
	05/12/1995
	

	Siauliai Environment Project
	Sweden, Finland, Norway, others
	22,900,000
	8,650,000
	05/12/1995
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Macedonia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5 cities: Kumanovo, Ohrid/Struga, Stip, Strumica, Veles
	EBRD
	
	69,500,000
	20,800,000
	22/09/2000
	

	5 cities
	Denmark, Germany, Greece, Japan, Portugal and Switzerland
	31,800,000
	
	

	Skopje
	WB
	C*
	42,370,000
	29,270,000
	26/06/2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Moldova
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chisinau
	EBRD
	
	60,000,000
	30,000,000
	20/11/1997
	

	
	Denmark, EU Tacis
	
	2,900,000
	20/11/1997
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Poland
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bialystok
	ISPA
	
	26,413,000
	10,256,960
	13/12/2001
	300000

	Bielsko Biala
	WB
	
	35,400,000
	21,500,000
	04/06/1996
	

	Bielsko Biala
	EIB
	International Water 
	
	11,660,000
	03/11/2000
	

	Bydgoszcz
	ISPA
	
	75,700,000
	32,500,000
	19/09/2000
	390000

	Bydgoszcz
	EBRD
	
	56,000,000
	21,000,000
	01/01/2000
	390000

	Gliwice
	ISPA
	
	69,117,000
	35,189,350
	07/09/2001
	211000

	Gliwice
	EBRD
	
	69,117,000
	15,000,000
	07/09/2001
	211000

	Katowice
	ISPA
	
	51,230,000
	30,312,000
	07/09/2001
	350000

	Krakow
	ISPA
	
	79,809,000
	55,633,200
	28/12/2000
	800000

	Krakow
	EBRD
	
	79,809,000
	20,000,000
	28/12/2000
	800000

	Lodz
	ISPA
	
	47,001,000
	22,899,500
	07/09/2001
	810000

	Lodz
	EIB
	
	47,001,000
	31,000,000
	16/02/2001
	810000

	Olsztyn
	ISPA
	
	12,716,400
	6,866,856
	15/03/2001
	

	Pila
	ISPA
	
	8,501,659
	4,335,846
	28/12/2000
	

	Poznan
	ISPA
	
	104,400,000
	59,508,000
	07/09/2001
	600000

	Przemysl
	ISPA
	
	17,444,000
	8,722,000
	07/09/2001
	72000

	Rybnik
	ISPA
	
	127,047,000
	71,321,600
	13/12/2001
	148000

	Rybnik
	EBRD
	
	127,047,000
	16,700,000
	23/10/2001
	148000

	Suwalki
	ISPA
	
	13,837,000
	6,234,000
	07/09/2001
	70000

	Szczecin
	ISPA
	
	47,250,000
	30,622,020
	28/12/2000
	420000

	Szczecin
	EIB
	
	47,250,000
	20,000,000
	09/01/2001
	420000

	Torun
	ISPA
	
	78,041,000
	46,824,600
	18/12/2000
	242000

	Torun
	EIB
	
	78,041,000
	20,000,000
	29/06/2000
	242000

	Warsaw
	ISPA
	
	42,242,000
	27,457,300
	05/09/2001
	1600000

	Warsaw
	EIB
	
	42,242,000
	45,000,000
	01/12/1994
	1600000

	Wroclaw
	ISPA
	
	69,950,000
	36,540,000
	15/03/2001
	640000

	Wroclaw
	EBRD
	
	69,950,000
	27,300,000
	19/12/2000
	640000

	Zywiec
	EIB
	
	
	20,000,000
	25/02/2000
	200000

	(various)
	ISPA
	
	4,550,000
	3,412,500
	27/12/2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Romania
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arad
	ISPA
	
	18,000,000
	4,500,000
	15/02/2001
	190000

	Arad
	ISPA
	
	18,000,000
	13,500,000
	15/02/2001
	190000

	Arad
	EBRD
	
	18,000,000
	4,500,000
	12/12/2001
	190000

	Braila
	ISPA
	
	60,802,400
	44,908,050
	15/02/2001
	270000

	Braila
	ISPA
	
	60,802,400
	16,000,000
	15/02/2001
	270000

	Braila, Cluj, Craiova, Foscani, Pascani
	EIB
	
	
	55,000,000
	11/03/2002
	

	Brasov
	EBRD
	
	
	14,500,000
	18/05/2002
	400000

	Bucharest
	WB
	
	50,000,000
	25,000,000
	01/08/1996
	2100000

	Bucharest
	EBRD
	Vivendi
	
	55,400,000
	19/12/2002
	2100000

	Bucharest
	DEG
	Vivendi
	
	18,500,000
	19/12/2002
	2100000

	Bucharest
	ISPA
	
	1,810,000
	1,357,500
	22/02/2001
	2100000

	Cluj
	ISPA
	
	61,178,813
	35,066,850
	31/05/2001
	

	Constanta
	ISPA
	
	96,557,000
	72,417,000
	16/11/2000
	425000

	Constanta
	EBRD
	
	96,557,000
	20,000,000
	18/11/2000
	425000

	Craiova
	ISPA
	
	70,578,000
	52,783,500
	22/12/2000
	320000

	Focsani
	ISPA
	
	15,876,500
	11,748,610
	14/08/2001
	103000

	Iasi
	ISPA
	
	51,700,000
	38,533,500
	22/12/2000
	345000

	Iasi
	EBRD
	
	51,700,000
	13,200,000
	12/12/2001
	345000

	Oradea
	ISPA
	
	23,981,000
	16,734,200
	14/08/2001
	225000

	Oradea
	EBRD
	
	23,981,000
	6,000,000
	12/12/2001
	225000

	Pascani
	ISPA
	
	16,262,000
	12,196,500
	18/12/2001
	46000

	Targu Mures
	ISPA
	
	27,949,400
	20,932,050
	20/11/2001
	165000

	Targu Mures
	EBRD
	
	27,949,400
	7,000,000
	12/12/2001
	165000

	Timisoara
	ISPA
	Suez
	49,580,000
	34,136,800
	04/12/2001
	325000

	Timisoara
	EBRD
	Suez (MPF)
	
	24,700,000
	01/12/1999
	325000

	Valea Jiului
	ISPA
	
	9,680,000
	7,260,000
	11/12/2001
	162000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Russia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Surgut
	EBRD
	
	87,500,000
	45,000,000
	24/06/2002
	275000

	Yaroslavl
	EBRD
	
	23,700,000
	18,000,000
	16/01/2003
	600000

	Kaliningrad
	EBRD
	
	63,000,000
	16,500,000
	01/07/1999
	

	St Petersburg
	EBRD
	
	43,000,000
	17,500,000
	01/07/1997
	

	St Petersburg
	NIB
	
	43,000,000
	7,500,000
	01/07/1997
	

	St Petersburg
	Danish, Finnish, German, Swedish govts
	43,000,000
	10,500,000
	01/07/1997
	

	Municipal Water and Wastewater Project (14 cities)
	WB
	
	168,900,000
	122,500,000
	21/12/2000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Slovakia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(various)
	ISPA
	
	1,271,760
	953,820
	26/04/2001
	

	(various)
	EIB
	
	
	30,000,000
	18/11/2002
	

	Trencin
	ISPA
	
	8,880,405
	3,968,366
	05/12/2000
	

	Nitra
	ISPA
	
	13,252,275
	5,177,100
	18/12/2000
	87000

	Banska Bystrica
	ISPA
	
	54,781,039
	22,734,334
	07/12/2001
	

	Komarno I
	ISPA
	
	8,837,700
	4,021,850
	14/05/2001
	42300

	Zvolen
	ISPA
	
	11,813,420
	5,483,525
	06/12/2001
	

	Dolny Turiec region and Martin
	ISPA
	
	13,509,202
	6,024,881
	17/12/2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Slovenia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gora Area
	ISPA
	
	6,543,464
	2,561,084
	26/11/2001
	17600

	Sava
	ISPA
	
	400,000
	225,000
	07/12/2001
	

	Celje
	ISPA
	
	18,276,532
	8,844,407
	18/12/2000
	

	Lendava
	ISPA
	
	14,392,000
	5,124,686
	18/12/2000
	11467

	Slovenj Gradec
	ISPA
	
	11,777,660
	4,509,008
	07/12/2001
	

	Maribor
	EBRD
	Suez (BOT)
	35,200,000
	28,100,000
	28/11/1998
	

	(various)
	EIB
	
	
	5,250,000
	21/12/2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tajikistan
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dushanbe
	WB
	MC*
	19,430,000
	17,000,000
	18/06/2002
	

	Yavan
	ADB
	
	4,500,000
	3,600,000
	31/10/2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Turkey
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(various)
	EIB
	
	
	40,000,000
	04/07/2002
	

	Adana
	EIB
	Serco consortium (BOT)
	45,000,000
	45,000,000
	12/11/1997
	

	Antalya
	WB
	Suez
	244,600,000
	100,000,000
	25/05/1995
	

	Antalya
	EIB
	Suez
	
	35,000,000
	20/04/1995
	

	Aski-Ankara
	EIB
	
	
	45,000,000
	16/11/1995
	

	Bursa
	WB
	
	258,400,000
	129,500,000
	03/11/1993
	1300000

	Bursa
	EIB
	
	
	80,000,000
	05/12/2000
	1300000

	Cesme-Alacati
	WB
	C*
	24,000,000
	13,100,000
	14/04/1998
	

	Diyarbakir
	EIB
	
	
	32,000,000
	17/12/1998
	

	Eskisehir
	EIB
	
	
	38,500,000
	14/12/2001
	

	Izmit
	EIB
	
	
	50,000,000
	14/10/1996
	

	Mersin
	EIB
	
	
	60,000,000
	11/10/2001
	700000

	Tarsus
	KfW
	
	82,000,000
	19,400,000
	19/04/1999
	200000

	Tarsus
	EIB
	
	82,000,000
	38,000,000
	22/04/1999
	200000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Turkmenistan
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dashkovuz
	WB
	
	33,700,000
	30,300,000
	27/05/1997
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ukraine
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lviv
	WB
	MOIA
	40,800,000
	24,250,000
	05/06/2001
	

	Lviv
	Sweden
	40,800,000
	6,000,000
	05/06/2001
	

	Zaporizhzhia
	EBRD
	
	43,168,000
	28,062,000
	21/05/1999
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Uzbekistan
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bukhara and Samarkhand
	WB
	MC*
	62,330,000
	40,000,000
	19/03/2002
	

	
	Switzerland
	
	9,000,000
	19/03/2002
	

	Karakalpakstan and Khorezm
	WB
	
	117,000,000
	75,000,000
	21/08/1997
	

	
	WB
	
	5,400,000
	5,000,000
	12/09/1996
	

	Karakalpalstan and Khorezm
	ADB
	
	65,000,000
	38,000,000
	02/05/2002
	700000

	Djizzak, Gulistan and Karshi
	ADB
	
	65,500,000
	36,000,000
	27/09/2001
	500000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FR Yugoslavia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Belgrade
	EBRD
	
	
	20,000,000
	13/07/2001
	1900000

	Nis
	EBRD
	
	11,600,000
	6,000,000
	28/08/2001
	

	Kragujevac
	EBRD
	
	7,700,000
	5,000,000
	27/06/2002
	

	Novi Sad
	EBRD
	
	9,000,000
	5,000,000
	27/06/2002
	

	Montenegro
	WB
	
	2,800,000
	2,000,000
	28/11/2001
	

	Kosovo
	WB
	Gelsenwasser (MC)
	5,920,000
	4,600,000
	26/12/2000
	

	Kosovo
	KfW
	Gelsenwasser (MC)
	5,920,000
	1,320,000
	26/12/2000
	



Currency quoted in € - except WB, ADB and IsDB ($)
	Contract descriptions used in the table above

	BOT
	Build-Operate-Transfer

	C
	Concession

	MC
	Management Contract

	MOIA
	Management and Operations Improvement Advice contract

	MPF
	Multi-Project Facility - funding allocated to a multinational, committable to specific projects where tenders won by it

	*
	World Bank project documents foresee private involvement, but it is not known who won the contract


	Abbreviations for funding institutions

	ADB
	Asian Development Bank

	A/S VR
	A/S Vereinsbank Riga (a Latvia-based German commercial bank)

	DEG
	Deutsche investitions- und Entwicklungsgesellschaft (German investment and development bank)

	EBRD
	European Bank for Reconstruction and Development

	EIB
	European Investment Bank

	IsDB
	Islamic Development Bank

	ISPA
	EU’s Instrument for Structural Policies for pre-Accession facility

	KeH
	Kerekedelmi es Hitelbank Rt (a Hungarian commercial bank)

	KfW
	Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (German bank for reconstruction and development)

	Kredyt Bank SA
	a Polish commercial bank

	NIB
	Nordic Investment Bank

	NEFCO
	Nordic Environment Finance Corporation

	Phare
	EU programme

	Sida
	Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency

	WB
	World Bank


Annex C: Multilateral financing, summary
Proportion of financing going to the public and private sectors 

in Central and Eastern Europe and Newly Independent States (CEENIS), 1990-2002
in €, except World Bank ($)

	
	ISPA*
	EIB
	WB
	EBRD

	Private sector pre-2000
	0
	80000000
	184200000
	108425000

	Private sector post-2000
	178557955
	81660000
	130120000
	237700000

	Public sector pre-2000
	0
	390630000
	544100000
	247232000

	Public sector post-2000
	1123592399
	521488000
	174420000
	352255000

	Total public and private sector, 1990-2002
	1302150354
	1073778000
	1032840000
	945612000



* 2000 and 2001 figures only



�








EEK (millions)








�





€m





Multilateral financing for the CEENIS water sector, 1990-2002*





* ISPA figures  are 2000, 2001 only
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Proportion of multilateral funds going to the private sector, CEENIS water sector 1990-2002*





Source: PSIRU database 





* ISPA figures  are 2000, 2001 only
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� See PSIRU Brief “Sofiiska Voda” for more details and background.


� An EBRD press release regarding the approval of the loan described the contract as containing “a number of innovative provisions dealing with tariff adjustments and dispute resolution that should have a demonstration effect not only in the region but for similar concessions elsewhere in the world.” EBRD, 15 December 2000, “EBRD promotes improved water, waste-water services in Sofia”, http://www.ebrd.com/new/pressrel/2000/112dec15.htm (PSIRU Source ID: 7801)


� See PSIRU Brief “Prague Water” for more details and background.


� See PSIRU Brief “Water in Moravia” for more details and background.


� OMI (Operations Management International) is a unit of the CH2M HILL group, which is one of the largest water assets operators in North America, though only a minor player internationally.


� See PSIRU Brief “Tallinn Water” for more details and background.


� Gelsenwasser is soon to be taken over by RWE-Thames (as part of a complex deal between E.On and RWE to allow E.On’s takeover of Ruhrgas).


� See PSIRU Brief “Szeged Water” for more details and background.


� See PSIRU Brief “Budapest water and sewage” for more details and background.


� Berlinwasser, known until part-privatization in 2000 as Berliner Wasserbetriebe (BWB), is 45%-owned by a consortium of RWE and Vivendi.


� See PSIRU Brief “Bucharest water” for background.


� See PSIRU Brief “Bucharest water” for background.


� http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� Gelsenwasser is soon to be taken over by RWE-Thames (as part of a complex deal between E.On and RWE to allow E.On’s takeover of Ruhrgas).


� Berlinwasser, known until part-privatization in 2000 as Berliner Wasserbetriebe (BWB), is 45%-owned by a consortium of RWE and Vivendi.


� Berlinwasser, known until part-privatization in 2000 as Berliner Wasserbetriebe (BWB), is 45%-owned by a consortium of RWE and Vivendi.


� Gelsenwasser is soon to be taken over by RWE-Thames (as part of a complex deal between E.On and RWE to allow E.On’s takeover of Ruhrgas).


� The highly complex $900 million financing for the project consisted of 15% equity and 85% loans, including a $160m commercial loan arranged by Chase Investment Bank, Societe Generale, Sumitomo Bank, Greenwich NatWest and Fuji Bank; and $580m of export credits supplied through the Export-Import Bank of Japan, the UK's Export Credits Guarantee Department, and France's Coface. A Mitsui-Sumitomo joint venture furnished the equity and supplied invaluable construction materials. (Taimur Ahmad, 1 July 2000, “Waterworld”, Project Finance (Euromoney Institutional Investor), p35; PSIRU Source ID: 7723; Middle East Economic Digest, 5 January 1996, “Turkey: Financing package signed for Izmit BOT water”, PSIRU Source ID: 7725)


� See PSIRU CEE Water Report 2001 for more details: http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� See PSIRU Brief “Debrecen Water” for details and background.


� See PSIRU CEE Water Report 2001 for more details: http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� See PSIRU CEE Water Report 2001 for more details: http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� See PSIRU CEE Water Report 2001 for more details: http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� See PSIRU CEE Water Report 2001 for more details: http://www.psiru.org/reports/2001-11-W-CEE.doc


� It has also supported the private sector, including the first water concession in Turkey (in Antalya, going to Suez) and a BOT contract involving Serco. See above under Turkey, in Part II.





� Evdokia Dimitrova, 17 July 2002, in PARI Daily, “Prosecution to scrutinise Sofiiska Voda after PARI's publication” (PSIRU database: source ID 7627); Valentin Georgiev, 3 April 2002, in PARI Daily, “Sofiiska Voda rejects siphoning accusations” (PSIRU database: source ID 7628); Valentin Georgiev, 2 April 2002, in PARI Daily, “Responsibility required for embezzlements in Sofiiska Voda” (PSIRU database: source ID 7629); ‘a team of the PARI Daily’, 18 February 2002, in PARI Daily, “Sofiiska Voda exported another  €10m abroad” (PSIRU database: source ID 7630)


� Valentin Georgiev, 11 January 2002, in PARI Daily, “Sofia Water to bind water prices with electricity ones” (PSIRU database: source ID 7205)


� Tanya Raicheva and Evdokia Dimitrova, 3 October 2002, in PARI Daily, “Varna rejects water system concession” (PSIRU database: source ID 7632)


� Tanya Raicheva and Evdokia Dimitrova, 3 October 2002, in PARI Daily, “Varna rejects water system concession” (PSIRU database: source ID 7632)


� ‘a team of the PARI Daily’, 16 July 2002, in PARI Daily, “Phantom consortium wins Sofiiska Voda tender” (PSIRU database: source ID 7633)


� http://www.worldbank.bg/operations/WCRM_en.pdf


� Tradeport website (accessed: 25/02/3003), “Bulgaria WATER SYSTEM PROJ”, http://www.tradeport.org/ts/countries/bulgaria/mrr/mark0023.html (PSIRU Source ID: 7672)


� PARI Daily, September 5, 2002, “International usurer tireless in trying to circumvent law” (PSIRU Source ID: 7673)


� PARI Daily, September 5, 2002, “International usurer tireless in trying to circumvent law” (PSIRU Source ID: 7673)


� Tanya Raicheva and Evdokia Dimitrova, 3 October 2002, in PARI Daily, “Varna rejects water system concession” (PSIRU database: source ID 7632)


� Tanya Raicheva and Evdokia Dimitrova, 3 October 2002, in PARI Daily, “Varna rejects water system concession” (PSIRU database: source ID 7632)


� Marek Miler, September 4, 2002, Wednesday 10:33 AM Eastern, Bloomberg News, “Prague may sell $1.2 bln Koruna of assets to aid flood relief” (PSIRU Source ID: 7674)


� Interfax News Agency, Czech Republic and Slovakia Business Report, October 25, 2002, “Prague water and sewage company PVK raises profit 50 % in 3Q” (PSIRU Source ID: 7666)


� Access Czech Republic Business Bulletin, June 17, 2002, “PVAK wants to expand to the building sector” (PSIRU Source ID: 7675)


� Access Czech Republic Business Bulletin, July 22, 2002, “PVK heads for municipalities after the border of Prague” (PSIRU Source ID: 7676)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, January 4, 2002, 09:56 CET, “Court rejects complaint against sale of Prague water utility” (PSIRU Source ID: 7677)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, May 29, 2002, 17:12 CET,  “Vivendi Water CR expects profits up 5 pct at kc242m in 2002” (PSIRU Source ID: 7678)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, May 7, 2002, 10:02 CET,  “Water utilities to hike prices/halt supplies to beat rivals” (PSIRU Source ID: 7679)


� Hana Lesenarova, December 10, 2001, in Prague Business Journal, “Town halls warned they are getting into deep water through 'middlemen'” (PSIRU Source ID: 7680)


� Hana Lesenarova, December 10, 2001, in Prague Business Journal, “Town halls warned they are getting into deep water through 'middlemen'” (PSIRU Source ID: 7680)


� Hana Lesenarova, December 10, 2001, in Prague Business Journal, “Town halls warned they are getting into deep water through 'middlemen'” (PSIRU Source ID: 7680)


� Slovak brokerage firm Stredoevropsky Maklersky Dum Bratislava paid over Kc 23 million for 39,777 publicly traded shares at Kc 580 each and Ceska Sporitelna acquired 448,596 publicly traded and untraded shares for Kc 71.7 million, or Kc 160 per share. The Slovak brokerage is believed to have been acting on behalf of Ceska Sporitelna. Sporitelna admits it purchased the shares for a new strategic partner for VaK Zlin, which should be French utility company Vivendi Water. (Vladimir Kuchar, June 17, 2002, Prague Business Journal, “Zlin towns battle to reverse city council's sale of water company shares” - PSIRU Source ID: 7681). 


� Czech News Agency (CTK): CTK Business News Wire, May 27, 2002, 07:58 CET, “Municipalities angry with cs over water utilities purchase” (PSIRU Source ID: 7682)


� CTK Business News Wire, October 17, 2002, 15:49 (CET), “Sale of VaK Prerov shares to be decided by new town hall” (PSIRU Source ID: 7683)


� CTK Business News Wire, October 25, 2002, 12:29 (CET) , “New municipal assembly to decide on sale of VaK Kromeriz shares” (PSIRU Source ID: 7684)


� Czech News Agency (CTK): CTK Business News Wire, December 7, 2002, 12:35 CET, “Prostejov refuses to lease water plant to foreign investor” (PSIRU Source ID: 7685)


� Breclav, Hodonin, Uherske Hradiste, Kromeriz, Vsetin, Vyskov, Prerov and Prostejov.


� Hana Lesenarova, November 19, 2001, in Prague Business Journal, “Water smells like money to muncipalities - Prague water sale brings tsunami of negotiations” (PSIRU Source ID: 7686)


� Chris Johnstone, April 15, 2002, Prague Business Journal, “International Water makes a splash with Czech contract” (PSIRU Source ID: 7640)


� Hana Lesenarova, November 19, 2001, in Prague Business Journal, “Water smells like money to muncipalities - Prague water sale brings tsunami of negotiations” (PSIRU Source ID: 7686)


� CTK Czech News Agency, August 2, 2002, “OMI CR to operate Pribram water mains as of Sept” (PSIRU Source ID: 7687)


� Chris Johnstone, April 15, 2002, in Prague Business Journal, “International Water makes a splash with Czech contract” (PSIRU Source ID: 7640)


� CTK Business News Wire, October 8, 2002, 19:53 CET, “Vivendi Water acquires majority in VKM” (PSIRU Source ID: 7638)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, November 22, 2002, 14:12 CET,  “1. JVS gains control of Vodospol, seeks further expansion ” (PSIRU Source ID: 7643)


� CTK, July 26, 2002, “Vivendi to treat underground water for heating in Decin” (PSIRU Source ID: 7688)


� Access Czech Republic Business Bulletin, March 4, 2002, “1.JVS pays CEK 270 mil to Ceske Budejovice” (PSIRU Source ID: 7642)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, May 29, 2002, 17:12 CET,  “Vivendi Water CR expects profits up 5 pct at kc242m in 2002” (PSIRU Source ID: 7678)


� Czech News Agency (CTK), Business News Wire, October 8, 2002, 08:14 CET,  “French eye AWGs holdings in Czech water utilities” (PSIRU Source ID: 7689)


� AFX News Limited, The Regulatory News Service, May 29, 2002, “AWG PLC - Final Results” (PSIRU Source ID: 7690)
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