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1.  Europe: experience with international electricity markets

A.  Nordic and EU-wide market

The Nordic countries - Norway, Sweden, and Finland - gradually introduced an open international market in electricity during the 1990s. The EU introduced a new electricity law in 1998 which requires member states to open their electricity markets for international trading. This is subject to a number of  limitations: for example member states can adopt a law which requires all electricity for public consumption to be sold through a 'single buyer'.

In both cases the law does not prevent or overtly discriminate against state-owned (or municipally-owned) electricity companies. It does however make electricity production and distribution into a continental, rather than national, system, with a corresponding change in the structures and economics.

B.  UK model: rejected by other countries

The UK form of electricity restructuring was different to the liberalised market adopted by the EU. Although it introduced vertical divisions between generators and distributors, it effectively created an oligopoly of generators, and regional monopoly distributors. It also created a private transmission grid.  This model has not been followed elsewhere in western Europe. Most recently, it has been rejected by Italy, which has maintained ENEL as a unified electricity company, and altered its constitution so that it can expand outside Italy. (The Italian government has decided to sell shares in Enel, but these shares are being sold to investors, not to multinational companies; and the state will retain a dominant share. This is still of course a form of privatisation, but it means that the effective control remains with the state. Fortum (formerly IVO), the energy company of Finland, is similarly partly sold to investors, but still 50% owned by the Finnish state).

In central Europe, the UK model was followed by Hungary.

The UK and Hungary now have in common two things:

· their generating and distribution companies are fragmented and relatively small

· a large proportion are owned by foreign-based multinationals

2.  Public sector companies in the international electricity markets

A.  State-owned electricity companies

Public sector electricity companies continue to exist in many countries in Europe. These companies include the state-owned companies of France (EdF), Ireland (ESB) Italy (ENEL, ) Norway (Statkraft), Sweden (Vattenfall) and Finland (Fortum/IVO, now 50% state-owned). 

These public sector companies are flourishing in the new international electricity markets of Europe. The Nordic electricity market, linking Norway, Sweden and Finland, is dominated by Vattenfall, IVO and Statkraft. The most rapidly expanding multinational in Europe is EdF. ENEL is now allowed to expand internationally.  The table shows how these companies have already established themselves as significant international operators, both in the EU and in central and eastern Europe (and elsewhere in the world).

· Table: International activity by European public sector electricity companies

	Company
	Owner
	Region
	Countries

	EDF
	France, state, 100%
	Europe, West
	Austria, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK

	
	
	Europe, Central & Eastern
	Bulgaria, CzechRepublic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Ukraine

	
	
	Africa
	CentralAfricanRepublic, Coted'Ivoire, Egypt, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Morocco, Mozambique, Senegal, SouthAfrica

	
	
	America, North
	Canada

	
	
	Latin America
	Argentina, Brazil, Mexico

	
	
	Asia
	China, Thailand, VietNam

	Fortum
	Finland, state, 50%
	Europe, West
	Finland, Germany, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, UK

	
	
	Europe, Central & Eastern
	Estonia, Hungary, Poland

	
	
	Asia
	China, Indonesia, Thailand

	Vattenfall
	Sweden, state, 100%
	Europe, West
	Denmark, Finland, Germany, Norway, Spain, Sweden

	
	
	Europe, Central & Eastern
	CzechRepublic, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland

	
	
	Asia
	Thailand

	
	
	Latin America
	Bolivia


Source: PSIRU database

B.  Privatised companies marginal: UK, Spain, Hungary

By contrast, the privatised companies of the UK have not flourished in Europe. The transmission company - National Grid is active only in the Americas. The two major generating companies, Powergen and National Power, are active in Asia, and - in the case of National Power - in central and eastern Europe; but neither company has a any presence in the liberalised market of Scandinavia, and relatively small presence elsewhere in the EU. Both are now (September 1999) spoken of as possible candidates for takeover by larger European groups. The regional companies have nearly all been bought by larger multinational groups from the USA, the UK itself, or elsewhere in Europe. Only one, Eastern, has any presence in Europe. 

There is a similar pattern with the Spanish electricity companies, which are also fragmented and privatised. Although they are active in Latin America, they have made no impact in Europe so far outside Spain and Portugal.  

With both the UK and Spain, the geographical position of those countries, on the periphery of the region, does not make it easy for them to expand. Hungary, however, is centrally placed in a larger Europe. The state company MVM could have become a serious operator in that region of Europe. But since Hungary has fragmented and privatised its electricity industry, selling both generators and distribution companies, MVM is effectively limited to licensing the privatised system within Hungary – instead of competing with the multinationals in the regional market.

C.  Size of company and survival in European market 

The effect of liberalising the electricity market across Europe is to make the scope of operation supra-national.  It is commonly predicted that in ten years time there will be only 5 or 6 electricity companies dominating the whole of Europe. The table shows the major European electricity companies ordered by the size of their electricity sales in 1997. Five of these are state-owned (or the state owns a controlling majority). It is also noteable that these companies have a lower rate of return, especially when compared to the privatised UK companies.

If the table is an early indication, then the most likely candidates for European domination are those which started with a dominant position in their own national markets - which includes the public sector companies EdF and ENEL, and also the German private monopolies (or oligopolies) RWE and Veba-Preussenelektra (which is now merging with the third German group, Viag-Bayernwerk, and will become larger than RWE). The next most likely group are also state-owned or controlled - Vattenfall, and IVO – and the Belgian  private, vertically integrated monopoly, Tractebel-Electrabel (now controlled by Suez-Lyonnaise). 

· Table: Largest European electricity companies (1997)

	Company
	Country
	Owner
	Electricity sales (TWh)
	Rate of return on equity (%)

	EdF
	France
	PUB
	443
	5

	Enel
	Italy
	PUB
	230
	8

	RWE
	Germany
	PRIV
	130
	18

	Preussenelektra
	Germany
	PRIV
	105
	16

	Vattenfall
	Sweden
	PUB
	78
	13

	Nat Power
	UK
	PRIV
	70
	25

	Electrabel
	Belgium
	PRIV
	66
	14

	Endesa
	Spain
	PRIV
	66
	14

	Powergen
	UK
	PRIV
	62
	21

	Iberdrola
	Spain
	PRIV
	55
	8

	Veag
	Germany
	PRIV
	50
	0

	IVO
	Finland
	PUB
	43
	13

	Statkraft
	Norway
	PUB
	40
	3


Source: Vattenfall, Annual Report, 1998

D.  Vertical re-integration by multinationals

The disintegration of electricity into generators, transmission, and distribution is still advocated by the neoliberal supporters of privatisation. But the introduction of competition across Europe has led to a powerful trend in the opposite direction. Generating companies have expanded horizontally, buying companies in other countries.  At the same time, they have been buying distribution companies, to ensure long-term guaranteed outlets for their electricity –  thus creating vertically integrated conglomerates.  

This has the effect in the UK, for example, of  recreating vertical integration amongst the companies broken up during privatisation. The same pattern of generators buying distributors has happened in the Scandinavian countries, with the two major companies, Vattenfall and IVO (now Fortum) dominating this process of vertical integration.

3.  Who benefits from privatisation and liberalisation?

A.  The benefits of UK  privatisation

UK electricity privatisation did produce some cost 'savings', which were almost entirely caused by job losses. These included job losses in the electricity industry itself, and job losses in the coal industry, which lost a lot of business as a result of privatisation. But the benefits were not seen by consumers. A detailed analysis found that all the cost savings were more than offset by increases in dividends, and so the only beneficiaries were the new shareholders - prices to consumers actually rose sharply.

The World Bank has published a paper which concludes that UK consumers have lost billions of pounds as a result of electricity privatisation.
 The authors calculated the net savings (mainly due to reductions in labour costs in the electricity companies and in the coal industry, at a big cost in lost jobs and income) to be between £6bn and £11.9bn - equivalent to a reduction of about 3.2 to 7.5 percent of prices.

They then examined the actual distribution of benefits - and found that the price reductions did not happen. Prices did not fall as fast as costs, and so: "Power purchasers seem to be paying higher prices than they would have under continued public ownership".  The reason for this, say the authors, was that "higher company profit margins offset lower costs". This happened to such an extent, that "the shareholders benefit by more than the total net benefit". So none of the savings ever reached the consumers (let alone the employees).  In fact, consumers lost between £1.3bn and £4.4bn as a result.
· UK Electricity privatisation - who won, who lost 
	
	£ billions at 1994–95 prices

	Consumers 
	(loss)  -1.3 to -4.4

	Government
	gain    1.2 to 0.4

	Shareholders
	gain   9.7 to 8.1


Source: World Bank PPPS Note 124
A more recent study of the components of electricity prices has reached similar conclusions. The reduction in distribution costs has only happened since the regulator imposed tougher formulae, not because of privatisation; that the reduction in prices is much less than the fall in fuel costs, because of the three- and four- fold increase in the profit margins of the distributors; and that the element of supply costs is too small to make meaningful competition possible for small consumers. 

B.  Effects on domestic consumers

Experience in the Nordic countries, and in the UK, shows that the process of liberalisation benefits large industrial consumers but not households, whose consumption is too small to be worth competing for as far as the private companies are concerned.  The withdrawal of cross-subsidies, which is typically part of the privatisation/liberalisation process, makes this effect worse.

This has even been stated by management consultants Price Waterhouse: “Do advocates of liberalisation in industrialised countries, hoping to benefit from falling prices, always realise that for consumers in developing countries and economies in transition, liberalisation more often than not has exactly the opposite effect because of the removal of taxpayer or cross subsidies”.

C.  Markets: rigged, not perfect

Both the UK and Scandinavia continue have problems with 'market-rigging'. The new UK regulator denounced two companies this year for persistently fixing markets too high.
  The power of the multinationals is further shown by their practice of employing key regulators: Enron, for example, has done this in the USA, Norway, and the UK.

4.  Effects on employment

A.  Job losses

There have been large job losses in Europe as a result of privatisation, especially, and also liberalisation. 
In the energy sector in western Europe, up to 212,000 jobs were lost between 1990 and 1995, a fall of 17%. The UK, the only EU country which completely privatised its electricity industry in this period,  accounts for over half of this loss – 110,000 jobs, a cut of 42%.

· Employment change in Energy Industry 1990-1995 
Thousands of employees in electricity, gas, steam and hot water (NACE revised sector Code 40)

	Country
	
	1995
	1990
	Change 

1990-1995
	Percent change 1990-1995

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Belgique
	EU12
	25.9
	23.4
	2.4
	10.5%

	Danmark
	EU12
	15.4
	17.6
	-2.3
	-12.8%

	Deutschland*
	EU12
	298.0
	355.9
	-57.9
	-16.3%

	Ellas
	EU12
	34.6
	30.5
	4.1
	13.6%

	Espana
	EU12
	58.3
	62.2
	-3.9
	-6.2%

	France
	EU12
	167.1
	170.0
	-2.8
	-1.7%

	Ireland
	EU12
	11.7
	11.3
	0.5
	4.1%

	Italia**
	EU12
	172.3
	212.8
	-40.6
	-19.1%

	Luxembourg
	EU12
	1.0
	1.4
	-0.4
	-30.8%

	Nederland
	EU12
	41.5
	38.7
	2.8
	7.3%

	Portugal
	EU12
	33.1
	37.2
	-4.1
	-11.0%

	UK
	EU12
	152.6
	263.3
	-110.6
	-42.0%

	Total EU12
	
	1011.6
	1224.3
	-212.7
	-17.4%


A comprehensive trade union review in 1999, based on company reports and announcements, that a further reduction of jobs can be expected: 25% over a 4-5 year period.  France is a notable exception to these trends, however: the liberalisation of the electricity market will be limited, but in line with the directive; and Electricité de France, a public company seen by many in the industry as efficient and delivering a service at a very competitive price, has been able to improve working conditions through a 35 hour deal including employment prospects as part of that deal. It is also noticeable that French legislation to introduce the electricity market will ensure that the existing collective agreement will apply to all companies, including the new-comers. 

The same pattern of job losses associated with privatisation is visible in central and eastern Europe. 

In the Czech republic, a demand for cost reductions from foreign shareholders (National Power, UK) persuaded Prazska Teplarenska to reduce the number of employees by 360 from 1680 – a cut of over 20% in one year. Company JCE says competition means 20% job cuts by 2004 and company ZCE plans to release more than 250 of its 1509 employees by the end of 1999, a 17 percent cut in its workforce. 

In Hungary the number of workers in the electricity industry went down from 33700 in 1995 to 22600 in 1998, nearly 33% in 4 years. And foreign investors such as Bayernwerk Hungaria say plans include 'cost-cutting'  In Estonia Eesti Gas, which is jointly controlled by Gazprom and Ruhrgas (now 34%), has announced that it will cut the number of employees from 720 to 500 jobs by the end of 1999, a cut of 30%. 

5.  Performance problems with electricity privatisation

Some of the world's biggest cities have suffered badly from power cuts following privatisation. 

A.  Rio de Janeiro

There were repeated power cuts in Rio de Janeiro at the end of 1997 and the beginning of 1998. Light - the electricity company privatised to a consortium of USA and French companies - was the focus of a storm of public complaints. The company was described by a government minister as "an embarrassment to the privatisation programme". 
 A second privatised company, CERJ, was also fined. 
  

B.  Auckland (New Zealand)

The new Zealand government forced a semi-privatised structure on to mercury Energy, the main electricity company supplying the city of Auckland. The company started to takeover other power companies, and then  the city was hit by blackouts: “From February to May 1998, the entire central business district of Auckland – the main business centre of New Zealand – was completely blacked out by a failure of the main power feeds…. First one of the three supply cables failed, then the second and then the third, all of which followed the same route, in a cascading sequence of failures. Businesses lost income, and had to use portable power generators or relocate, and many workers were told not to come into work. Mercury paid $128 million to compensate its angry customers and to carry out the work to remedy the power supply problems permanently. It announced in July 1998 that it could not afford to pay a dividend, having gone from a profit of $82.1 million in 1997 to a loss of $25.3 million in the year to March 1998. An official inquiry showed that the company and its engineers had known about the vulnerability of the power feeds for several years, but the company had been too preoccupied by its takeover mania to do anything but make plans for an alternative feed.” 

C.  Buenos Aires

Edesur,  the privatised Buenos Aires electricity power distributor,  faced fines of $60m levied by government regulators, ENRE, following a 10 day power cut which began on 15/2/99, affecting large parts of the city. Businesses have threatened to sue Edesur for more than $700m (although lawsuits had not yet been presented - 1/3/99) for economic disruption.

The 10 day blackout - the longest outage in Argentinean history (and second only in the world to the 2-week outage in New Zealand, 1998) initially affected more than 500,000 people, and caused angry demonstrations as people were without light, air conditioning and water at the height of summer. The blackout was due to a fire at an Edesur  sub-station.  The blackout has called into question the effectiveness of supervision of the electricity industry. While there have been calls for the concession to be revoked, the legal framework of the privatisation does not allow the government to take away the concession granted to Edesur.

Edesur serves 2.1 m customers. The company was privatised in 1992  to a consortium consisting of Enersis – a Chilean energy company owned by Endesa, the largest  Spanish electricity company - and Perez Compac.

6.  Experience with private financing of electricity

A.  Finance: little new capital from multinationals

A key argument for privatisation has been that multinationals will bring new finance into a country. In practice, this happens only to a small extent. Finance is invariably raised by the multinationals from a number of sources, including multilateral agencies (such as the World Bank, the Interamericas development bank, etc); international banks; and local banks inside the country itself.
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However, the use of local bank funds does not bring any new capital into a country. Nor should the finance from multilateral agencies - these bodies are themselves international public sector bodies, and should be making funds available to projects regardless of who owns the company.  The diagram shows how for one IPP, Turow in Poland, a consortium of multinationals brought little additional funding - the finance was mainly provided by the savings of the Polish people, and by the international institutions.

B.  Public sector guarantees

Moreover, private electricity ventures in developing countries invariably require a state guarantee of payments before a company will commit itself to a project. These are normally enshrined in IPPs, which guarantee purchase of power for 20 to 30 years, at a level designed to ensure a generous rate of return.

This kind of guarantee means that even under a privatised system the public sector, or the public, continues to carry the risk. The private operator is effectively guaranteed a rate of return.

These agreements can be heavily influenced in the companies' favour by corruption, and can impose a heavy burden on the purchasing authority, its employees and consumers. Such deals have caused severe political and economic problems in a number of countries, including Pakistan, India and Indonesia (see section below).  

C.  Credit ratings - no advantage

Surprisingly, multinationals do not in practice attract better terms of borrowing than public sector companies. One reason for this is that the multinationals borrow money against the local operation, not against their global activities, and so the credit rating they obtain is based on the same assessment of local factors affecting performance as is made for public sector companies. The table shows some striking examples of this.

· Some comparative credit ratings for public and private utility owners 

	Country
	Organisation
	Owner
	Credit rating
	S&P date

	Croatia
	HEP
	State
	BBB
	S&P Nov98

	Croatia
	Enron 
	Enron
	BBB
	S&P Nov98

	Brazil
	Sabesp (water)
	Sao Paulo state
	B+/BB-
	S&P Feb99

	Brazil
	Light, CERJ
	AES/ EdF/ Reliant/
	B+/BB-
	S&P Feb99

	Philippines
	State
	State
	BB+
	S&P Jan99

	Philippines
	Quezon Power
	Shell, Bechtel
	BB+
	S&P Jan99

	USA
	Energy traders
	
	Low BB
	S&P July98


Source: various reports of Standard and Poor credit ratings.

D.  Local finance is safer

A World bank report on the problems experienced with privatised power projects in Asia-pacific as a result of currency depreciation concludes that one of the best protections against currency crisis is in to use a high proportion of local finance.
 This raise more sharply the question of what then is the point of privatisation. 

7.  Problems with Independent power producers (IPPs) 

IPPs run by multinationals have caused problems for public electricity authorities and consumers in a number of countries. These include 

· India, where the regional boards are being required to reserve part of their income to guarantee the profitability of IPPs. 

· Pakistan, where the impossibly high prices charged by IPPs have directly led to the crisis in the public authority WAPDA which led to the banning of trade unions. 

· In Indonesia, corruption under the Suharto regime delivered privatised power schemes with profits guaranteed by state purchase agreements for 30 years. Popular resistance to the power price increases helped bring down Suharto, and then the collapse in the local currency made it impossible to meet the payments, in US dollars, required by the PPAs. The state authority is now attempting to persuade the multinationals to abandon their agreements - the multinationals are attempting to force the Indonesians to honour the contracts.  

Hungary has faced the economic and political contradictions of such agreements over the privatisation of a generating company to the German multinational RWE. At the time of the sale, RWE was allowed to build two extra generating units, whose output the state guaranteed to purchase for 20 years – in exchange for the payment by RWE of $26m. extra. In July 1999 the Hungarian parliament declared that this agreement was unconstitutional and void; RWE stated that it would bring a lawsuit to demand the return of its $26m. 

8.  Rejections of privatisation

There are a number of recent cases of successful resistance to wholesale electricity privatisation elsewhere in the world.  These include: 

A.  Mexico

A draft law to restructure and privatise the electricity industry was abandoned in 1999 following strong opposition from trade unions and others.

B.  Brazil

In some states in 1998 governors were elected who oppose privatisation, even where it has been partially initiated, eg in Minas Gerais. Attempts have been made to reverse the privatisation process in these states. 

C.  USA (Long Island)

The municipality of Long Island, New York, took over the running of the local electricity utility from the private sector in 1999, after constant complaints and problems. 

D.  Australia

Elections in New South Wales, Australia, in March 1999 rejected the Conservative party, which was proposing privatisation of electricity. New South Wales instead now has public sector corporatised Energy Companies, which now  have a long future. 
  This follows similar election results in Tasmania, where the Labour party defeated Conservatives proposing electricity privatisation; and electricity privatisation has also been rejected in South Australia and Queensland, leaving Victoria as the only state which has privatised power.

E.  Thailand

Electricity privatisation has been strongly resisted in Thailand, with both communities and trade unions involved in the protests. New legislation requires that any IPP developments must be subject to a public planning enquiry.
 Trade union protests against proposed privatisation of state power generator continues to delay the sale.

F.  The EU directive and France

In the negotiations leading up to the EU directive on electricity markets, France insisted that the directive should not simply follow a neo-liberal model, but should provide for systems which retained a central role for a state company with a public service obligation. As a result, the directive allows for such systems, and the structure of EdF remains largely intact. 

G.  Other opposition 

In many other countries there remains strong opposition which has so far prevented wholesale restructuring and privatisation of electricity. Two current examples from Europe include:

· In Italy the electricity system remains dominated by the majority-state-owned company ENEL - the second largest producer of electricity in Europe. Despite proposals to break up the company, and to privatise large sections of it, it was finally decided that ENEL should remain unified. A minority of shares have since been sold to the public (see above).  

· Romania at present has a unified state owned electricity company, RENEL. The world bank and the IMF, amongst others, have proposed breaking it up and privatising it. This is being strongly resisted by the trade unions concerned, and so far the national company, RENEL, remains intact.

Finally, this opposition reflects increasingly successful opposition to other public service privatisations, notably water. In the past year this has been rejected in a number of places, including Panama, Rio de Janeiro, and Poznan (Poland),

9.  Multinationals

Where electricity is privatised, it invariably ends up in the hands of multinational companies. The annexed table shows a list of  energy operations in central and eastern Europe of the major multinationals.

	Country
	Company
	Sector
	Parent
	% owned
	Indirect%
	IndirectVia

	Bulgaria
	CGC (Sofia)
	Heating
	EBRD
	34.00
	
	

	Bulgaria
	CGC (Sofia)
	Heating
	Vivendi
	
	51.00
	Dalkia

	Bulgaria
	CGC (Sofia)
	Heating
	Communes/Municipal
	15.00
	
	

	Bulgaria
	EdF (Bulgaria)
	Energy
	EDF
	
	
	

	Bulgaria
	Maritza East III
	Electricity generation
	Entergy
	
	
	

	Bulgaria
	Topenergo
	Energy
	Gazprom
	100.00
	
	

	Croatia
	Enron (Croatia)
	Energy
	Enron
	
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	British Gas (Cz)
	Energy
	BG
	
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	CGC Ekotherm
	Heating
	GdF
	33.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	CGC Ekotherm
	Heating
	Vivendi
	
	33.00
	Dalkia

	CzechRepublic
	ECK
	Energy
	Northern States Power Company.
	
	
	NRG

	CzechRepublic
	ECK
	Energy
	El Paso Energy
	
	
	EPG

	CzechRepublic
	Energetika
	Energy
	Powergen
	17.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	EOP
	Electricity
	National Power
	73.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	FGN
	Gas
	Ruhrgas
	100.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Linde Technoplyn
	Gas
	LInde
	100.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Moravske Teplarny
	Energy
	Cinergy
	100.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	MST
	Energy
	Vivendi
	
	53.00
	Dalkia

	CzechRepublic
	Plzenska Energetika
	Energy
	Cinergy
	100.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Praha-Pariz-Rekonstrukce
	Energy
	GdF
	50.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Prometheus (Cz)
	Gas
	Prager Gaswerke
	50.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Prometheus (Cz)
	Gas
	RWE
	50.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	SETUZA
	Energy
	Cinergy
	100.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	SkoEnergo
	Energy
	Viag
	
	19.99
	Bayernwerk

	CzechRepublic
	SkoEnergo
	Energy
	RWE
	21.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	SkoEnergo
	Energy
	STE
	
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	SkoEnergo
	Energy
	Volkswagen
	34.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Sofregas (Cz)
	Gas
	GdF
	
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	TEK
	Energy
	Vivendi
	
	53.00
	Dalkia

	CzechRepublic
	Teplarny Brno
	Energy
	Eastern Group
	52.80
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Teplarny Brno
	Energy
	Texas Utilities
	
	52.80
	Eastern Group

	CzechRepublic
	Vychodoceske Energetika
	Electricity distribution
	Vattenfall
	8.00
	
	

	CzechRepublic
	Westinghouse (Cz)
	Energy
	Westinghouse
	100.00
	
	

	Estonia
	Eesti Gaas
	Energy
	Fortum
	
	
	Neste

	Estonia
	Eesti Gaas
	Energy
	Gazprom
	19.20
	
	

	Estonia
	Eesti Gaas
	Energy
	Ruhrgas
	34.00
	
	

	Estonia
	IVO Energia
	Energy
	Fortum
	100.00
	
	

	Estonia
	Läänemaa Elektrivörk
	Electricity
	Fortum
	95.00
	
	

	Estonia
	Narva Elektrivork
	Electricity transmission
	Startekor
	49.00
	
	

	Estonia
	Narva Elektrivork
	Electricity transmission
	Cinergy
	
	
	Startekor

	Latvia
	Latvijas gaze
	Energy
	Veba
	
	6.50
	Preussen Elektra

	Latvia
	Latvijas gaze
	Energy
	Ruhrgas
	
	
	

	Latvia
	Latvijas gaze
	Energy
	Gazprom
	16.25
	
	

	Latvia
	Vattenfall Latvia
	Energy
	Vattenfall
	100.00
	
	

	Lithuania
	Lietuvos Energija
	Energy
	Vattenfall
	5.00
	
	

	Lithuania
	Lithuania Gas
	Energy
	State
	100.00
	
	

	Poland
	Dalkia Termika
	Heating
	Vivendi
	
	100.00
	Dalkia

	Poland
	Energy Group (Poland)
	Energy
	Texas Utilities
	
	
	Eastern Group

	Poland
	ENS
	Electricity
	Enron
	73.00
	
	

	Poland
	Europol
	Gas
	Suez-Lyonnaise
	
	
	Tractebel

	Poland
	Europol
	Gas
	Gazprom
	50.00
	
	

	Poland
	Europol
	Gas
	Wintershall
	5.00
	
	

	Poland
	Gazprom (Poland)
	Gas
	Gazprom
	
	
	

	Poland
	IVO Polska
	Energy
	Fortum
	100.00
	
	

	Poland
	Krakow Leg
	Energy
	EDF
	55.00
	
	

	Poland
	Krakow Leg
	Energy
	Employees
	15.00
	
	

	Poland
	Krakow Leg
	Energy
	State
	25.00
	
	

	Poland
	MEC (Pila)
	Energy
	MEC
	100.00
	
	

	Poland
	PowerBridge
	Gas transmission
	MEC
	
	
	

	Poland
	Poznan power (Poland)
	Energy
	BG
	50.00
	
	

	Poland
	Poznan power (Poland)
	Energy
	GdF
	
	
	

	Poland
	Poznan power (Poland)
	Energy
	Southern Company
	
	
	

	Poland
	PSE
	Electricity
	State
	100.00
	
	

	Poland
	Vattenfall (Poland)
	Energy
	Vattenfall
	100.00
	
	

	Poland
	Wingas
	Energy
	Gazprom
	35.00
	
	

	Poland
	Wingas
	Energy
	Wintershall
	65.00
	
	

	Poland
	ZE PAK
	Energy
	State
	100.00
	
	

	Romania
	Dae Woo (Romania)
	Energy
	Dae Woo
	100.00
	
	

	Romania
	Montenay Cluj Energie
	heating
	Vivendi
	
	100.00
	Dalkia

	Romania
	Politub
	Energy
	GdF
	25.00
	
	

	Romania
	Renel
	Electricity
	State
	100.00
	
	

	Romania
	Romgaz (Romania)
	Energy
	Romgaz
	100.00
	
	

	Romania
	Wiromgaz
	Gas
	Wintershall
	50.00
	
	

	Romania
	Wiromgaz
	Gas
	Romgaz
	50.00
	
	

	Romania
	Wiromgaz
	Gas
	Tractebel
	
	
	Wintershall

	Romania
	Wiromgaz
	Gas
	Gazprom
	
	
	Wintershall

	Romania
	Wiromgaz
	Gas
	BASF
	
	
	Wintershall

	Slovakia
	CGC Termotech
	Heating
	Vivendi
	
	
	Dalkia

	Slovakia
	CGC Termotech
	Heating
	EBRD
	
	
	

	Slovakia
	EdF-Slovelec
	Energy
	EDF
	50.00
	
	

	Slovakia
	EdF-Slovelec
	Energy
	Viag
	
	47.60
	Bayernwerk

	Slovakia
	Energoinfo
	Energy
	Union Fenosa
	100.00
	
	

	Slovakia
	Gazprom (Slovakia)
	Gas
	SPP
	50.00
	
	

	Slovakia
	Gazprom (Slovakia)
	Gas
	Gazprom
	50.00
	
	

	Slovakia
	Gazprom (Slovakia)
	Gas
	Shell
	
	
	Gazprom

	Slovakia
	Pozagas
	Gas
	GdF
	30.00
	
	

	Slovakia
	Pozagas
	Gas
	State
	70.00
	
	

	Slovenia
	Adriaplin
	Gas
	ENI-Italgas-SNAM
	64.00
	
	

	Slovenia
	Adriaplin
	Gas
	Steirische Ferngas
	15.00
	
	

	Slovenia
	Gazprom (Slovenia)
	Gas
	Gazprom
	
	
	

	Slovenia
	Slovenska Bistrica
	Gas
	CPL
	
	
	


Notes

(News item numbers refer to reports in the PSIRU database)

� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� The Restructuring and Privatisation of the U.K. Electricity Supply—Was It Worth It? David M. Newbery and Michael G. Pollitt. (World Bank Public Policy for the Private Sector Note 124 September 1997. �HYPERLINK "http://www.worldbank.org/html/fpd/notes/124/124newbe.pdf"��http://www.worldbank.org/html/fpd/notes/124/124newbe.pdf�).


� Steve Thomas, SPRU, Sussex University: “Have privatisation and Liberalisation reduced the cost of power in Britain?”. Paper prepared for APER seminar on Romanian energy tariffs, April 1999.


� Report for the World Energy Council, Price Waterhouse


� News item 3522. Sources  :  Independent, 08/02/99


� See PSIRU profile on Enron (November 1998; updated March 1999)


� Chapter 3:Europe, in “Labour and Social Dimensions of privatisation and restructuring (public utilities: water, gas, electricity)” de Luca (ed.) ILO 1998


� Internal Market For Electricity in Europe -A New Era or a Dark Age? EPSU/PSI/PSIRU February 1999.


� Internal Market For Electricity in Europe -A New Era or a Dark Age? EPSU/PSI/PSIRU February 1999.


� News item 3364. Sources  :  FT, 26/05/98 :  Reuters, 27/03/98 :  Jornal do Brasil, 04/02/98 :  Les Echos, 04/03/98 :  FT, 13/02/98 :  Jornal do Brasil, 06/02/98


� News item 3368. Sources  :  reuters, 17/04/98


� The Privatisation of New Zealand’s Electricity Services by Bill Rosenberg and Jane Kelsey. Paper for SME conference September 1999.


� News item 3545. Sources  :  World Reporter, 02/03/99 :  World Reporter, 01/03/99 :  Reuter Textline, 26/02/99 :  World Reporter, 25/02/99 :  American Business Information World Reporter, 25/02/99 :  Financial Times, 25/02/99 :  Reuter Textline, 25/02/99 :  Reuter Textline, 24/02/99.


� "The East Asian Financial Crisis—Fallout for Private Power Projects" by R. David Grayand John Schuster Note No. 146 August 1998 (www.worldbank.org/html/fpd/notes/notelist.html).


� News item 3219. Sources  :  FT Bus Rep, 01/06/98


� 27 Jul 1999 HUNGARY SAYS RWE(RWEG) ELECTRICITY DEAL IS INVALID: REUTER NEWS SERVICE


� News item 3563. Sources  :  Privatisation International, 01/01/9.


News item 3546. Sources  :  O Globo, 23/04/99 :  World Reporter, 20/04/99 :  Reuter Textline, 16/04/99 :World Reporter, 25/02/99


� News item 3441. Sources  :  ASU, 29/03/99


� F, 12/05/99
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	© Unless otherwise stated, this report is the copyright of the PSIRU and the organisations which commissioned and/or financed it

The PSIRU was set up in 1998 to carry out empirical research into privatisation, public services, and globalisation. It is part of Greenwich University’s School of Computing and Mathematics. PSIRU’s research is centered around  the maintenance of an extensive and regularly updated database of information on the economic, political, financial, social and technical experience with privatisations of public services worldwide. 

This core database is finananced by Public Services International (PSI), the worldwide confederation of public service trade unions. 
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