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The CIRIEC International Scientific Commission “MabEconomy, Public
Services” has for two years now embarked on a serfaesearches on local
public services bearing fruit in national secteranographs.

The water sector is one of the sectors analysédgtaynthesis of 9 monographs
(7 from European countries, according to the cbatrons of the national

sections of CIRIEC International - Austria, Belgiufrance, Germany, ltaly,
Spain, Sweden, and one from Japan and Algeria) mapghe diversity of

national situations and the broad outlines of therremt trends and
developments, even if we regret the absence ofestficom Central and Eastern
European countries. A summary table of nationalistiis drawn in the annexe
to this report.

Water sector embodies a series of social, techniegonomical and
environmental features that must be taken intoidenation in any analyse: it is
a vital, basic good, indispensable for life, a “eoom good”, a service which is a
matter of what European Union calls “services ohegal interest”; it is a
“natural monopoly”, because of the prohibitive costduplicating distribution
networks of water and wastewater collection; moeepvwater quality
obligations require a relative proximity betweeroguction and consumption
and the costs of long distance transport are haistribution networks of
drinking water (and waste water) are local netwponiesely interconnected,;
water sector has strong potential for positive melties (if water is available
everywhere, of good quality, accessible to everyebh®) or negative (in reverse
situations). Therefore, we cannot analyse watetos@t the same way as other
products or services.

Foreword: the European Community framework

Since the 1970s the European Community has issuedrtain number of
directives concerning water, mainly with an eye tbe protection of public
health and then the environment. More particuldrhas enacted ambitious pro-
guality and anti-pollution standards.

A distinction can be made between three phases@jpEan directives:

- afirst generation, during the period 1973 to 19&#cerns the protection
of the quality of water used for human activiti@9g0 directive relating
to the quality of water intended for human consuomptamended in
1998);

- a second generation of directives, from 1988 to513®ntring on the
prevention of pollution (in particular a directioé 1991 concerning urban
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waste-water treatment that set an agenda for thestreamtion of
wastewater treatment plants in all urban areas);

- the third wave led in particular to the Frameworkatéf Directive of
2000, which laid down the general principles of duction and
management of water and updated the provisionsecomg the quality
of water and protection against pollution.

These European directives have set higher qualdapdsrds for water that
represented challenges for the authorities in @harf) the distribution and
purification of water in the various countries afrBpe.

Community water policy was thus founded not on ¢heation of an “internal
market”, but rather on the respect of ambitioudiustandards based on public
health and environmental protection standards.

This approach was encouraged by leading servicaatps. Since the
management of water and its quality relies on iasirgg technical refinement,
they actually have the skills to offer solutions ttee organising authorities
solutions and thus to gradually extend their immatation.

The preamble of the Framework Water Directive dd@Gstates that “drinking
water is not a commodity just like any other.” Aketsame time, the directive
introduced economic concepts into environmentalislagon, demanding
Member States to produce, since 2004, economigsesmbf water consumption
and to introduce the principle of complete cosovery (starting with 2010).

It should also be pointed out that, in 2001, their@d of the European Union
accepted that “all persons have the right to asefft quantity of water to meet
their essential needs.”

While the sectors of electricity, telecommunicasiprpostal services and
transport have undergone major consecutive tramsfioon in the liberalisation
process, the water sector, sewage and drainagethaseby far been treated
differently.

This has mainly to do with the fact that the respoitity for the organisation of
water management in all European countries is dedoto municipalities (or
local institutions) and that there is quasi no laiigfance water transport and,
hence, no interest in interconnection or in theattom of a unified “internal
market”. The situation is similar in Japan andvety different in Algeria.

! http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/fr/oj/dat/2000/PBI 32720001222fr00010072.pdf
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Therefore, there is no imperative European libsasilbn policy for the water

sector, that is to say, for any systematic compulexposure to competition.

Each Member State of the European Union, and emeh huthority responsible

for the organisation of the water and sewage servias its own policy - more

often developed in a pragmatic way. However, tieeegeneral and progressive
tendency towards a slow but steady, circumspecetldpment of delegated

management to private undertakings.

In Japan and Algeria, the public management of mwdig municipal
governments is dominant. In Japan, the rate ofoouteng to private or other
management forms it to be noticed in large watg@pbubusiness, while in
Algeria, the delegated management existed in anly 6f the biggest cities and
it is only partial (modernisation of urban infragtture, management, training
and know-how transfer) and highly controlled by State.

1. Organising authorities. Regulatory agencies. Relains between
organising authorities and operators

Throughout Europe and in Japan, local communitras{cipalities/communes)
have borne responsibility for water supply to thefrabitants, for the treatment
of the resource, the management of effluents anstemaater. However, the
general term “commune” masks some very substadifi@rences in Europe, if
we only consider the existence of 290 municipaitie Sweden (8,975,000
people/441369 kM) and of more than 36000 in France (62,130,000
people/544000 kA In Algeria, the State continues to play a venportant
role; there is almost no decentralisation in tleédfiof water management — local
communities have a limited role in the constructidrine secondary networks;
public bodies, through their regional dismembermeamsure the water and
waste-water provision (in about 40% of Algerian commes water services are
ensured by communeaggies.

If we apply to water sector the notion of “organgsiauthority”, whose
responsibility is to define the objectives thativaeg sector should seek to attain,
the rules that it should respect, the form of sEnarganisation and regulation, it
should be noted that in all Europe, excepting Swedkere is a tendency
towards the increasing of their territorial meshithwthe phenomenon of
intercommunality, the role assigned to regiongg@rticular in Italy) and even to
the State. In this respect one may speak of cdatgn and multi-level co-
regulation or governance.

The modes of organisation and management of wateices remain, however,
strongly correlated with the choices of public efedjated management. As we
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will see, in-house local management is largely d@mi, except in France and
Spain. In these cases, the distinction of roles esgponsibilities between
“organising authorities” and “operators” is not alyg made.

The relations between organising authorities aretaiprs are thus different and
they are evolving according to management forms #red procedures of

entrusting the management of the service, symmnsésgmmetries of

information, competence and capacities of negohattontracts’ length, etc. In
all countries the contractual relations co-exighviihhe non-contractual ones with
differences between countries and within countries.

In France and Spain, most relations between organaithorities and operators
are contractual, while in the other countries orgjag authorities at municipal
level are usually the operators of water servicetlmy contract service
management to public entities (companies or assocs) they own.

There are no special regulatory agencies for waitevaste-water in Austria,
Spain, France, and ltaly. In France and lItaly, éhsere several proposals and
projects for setting up a specific regulatory autigdout they were not adopted.
In Algeria, the 2001 Water Act provides for the atiten of a regulatory
authority for water and waste-water services, whies created in 2008 under
the authority of Water Resources Department; howetgecompetences are still
limited.

2. Forms of management and operators’ status. Reversliy of
the management modes of operation

In the whole Europe (apart from England becaustheftotal privatisation of
this sector) and in Japan the municipalities oir theupings have once known
or indeed still have real freedom in the choicen@nagement mode (public
management, direct management, various forms oiggpbvate partnerships,
etc.). Unlike the fact that certain services of Ehngopean Commission consider
In houseas an “exception”, which nothing in the treatidleves to argue,n
housemanagement was and remains the dominant mode ef watnagement
in EU Member States.

In five of the analysed European countries (AustBalgium, Germany, Italy,
Sweden), in Japan and in Algeria, operators aretlier most part public,
essentially under the form of small local entegsigsome particularities in
Algeria).



However, in France, delegation to private enteeptt®k the ascendant several
decades ago and, much more recently, in Spairtmformer cases, delegation
led to the existence of an oligopoly of large gtipat dominate the market.
Thus large private groups and small public entegsrnow coexist in Europe.

In France, the problems posed by the delegati@enfices are well known and
analysed (asymmetries of information, incompletatiaxts and problems of
renegotiation, duration of contracts, calls forders and competition, etc.) and a
series of reforms has been undertaken over thetpasity years without the
disappearance of those asymmetries, even if theelo@went of
intercommunality has yielded new means of steeand control for public
authorities and the provision of public serviceedaeturned to the municipal
sphere.

Reversibility cases from delegated managementridhiuse” management are
also to be found in Spain. In Italy, on July 191@0one million four hundred
thousand signatures of Italian citizens were brolgyhthe Italian Forum of the
Water Movements to the highest Italian Court in Rpmdemanding three
referendums. The objective is to bring about ongmira water public
management. In Japan, the re-examination of marageforms by local
authorities increased the outsourcing rate but ase cof reversibility was
noticed. Despite management deficiency and dudnéoState competence in
fixing prices, the delegated management knew a wieaklopment in Algeria,
which is also a country with a much less developeckss to water and waste-
water services compared to Japan or European oesintr

In the recent years, structural changes took piadbe public sector of most
countries to create more independent organisatiookiding private law status
(“formal” privatisations) of public undertakings Algeria, in the context of the
partial delegation process of water and waste-watawvices to external
operators, four new companies were created indiviae biggest cities (Alger,
Oran, Constantine, Annaba and El Tarf). The letatuses of the operators are
diverse and they also vary from one country to la@otin France, Germany,
Italy, Spain (countries of Roman law) they maydulla public or a private law
regime.

As we will see, whether in terms of organisatioredficiency, quality,
accessibility or price, there is no proven supésiaf one mode of management
over the others. There are “in house” managemeéatsare efficient and others
that are much less; there are private operatotsatteareal partners of public
authorities and others who tend to abuse theirmdéion asymmetries.



3. How are the stakeholders represented and how do theparticipate in
the operation of the system?

In some countries, there are different mechanisors répresentation and
participation of stakeholders in the operation atev system. However, formal
specific forms of participation are not ensured & stakeholders. Public
authorities are the main form of representatioalirtountries (they are the only
representatives of users’ interests in Algeria,epkcsome associations and
formal records of grievances). In Spain, the NatioWater Council is a body of
consultation and participation gathering represers of the State,
Autonomous Regions and local administrations, RiBasin Authorities,
economic organisations, trade unions, businesseseptatives and non-for-
profit organisations. The Spanish population may elaim services and specific
call centres. The distinct representation throwgdolr unions is also noticed in
the Spanish water sector.

In France, at communal level, users may participatethe Consultative

Commissions for Local Public Services. In Spaimjrol services are organised
and a Charter of commitment to service quality eosns about half of the

population.

4. Quality, demand and accessibility

In Europe, European Community directives hammerdda the legal bases of
protection of the environment and public health afsb consumer protection.
The accent is put on the quality of water and tkatment of waste and waste
water, all the more necessary if taking into actdlie water cycle. However, it
still remains to map out the methods and critefiappreciation of the quality,
as the indicators allow the use of piloting toalsitain studies stopping short at
reference to opinion polls. Water losses are fretijyeegarded as an indicator
of water quality (especially in Germany, where éssare the lowest in Europe,
averaging out at 6.8%; against 25% - 40% in Algdganexample).

Water demand levels also differ very consideralynf one country to another
and their characteristics as regards resourcegrgauacal and climate. Thus,
56% of water is consumed by industry in Austriagainst 25% in Italy, 20% in
Germany, 13% in Algeria and only 9% in France afelif Spain. However,
Germany consumes less than 4% in agriculture, ruS% and France 14%, as
against 50% in Italy and as much as 65% in Algend 68% in Spain. In Japan,
water service demand by households has been degrdgsthe progress of low
birth-rate and by the shift to the water savingilitaes while in Algeria the
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permanent provision of water (24 hours/day) is esdudor only 10% of the
population served.

In the countries studied, connection to supply,niyaio purified water, came
out at around 90% (large disparities in Algeriatween 42% and 97%), but
remains less than 70% for drainage and sanitatidtaly and 86% in Algeria
(more than for water services, but important digigs; between 60-99%).

5. Investments

The data collected on investment is very unevenda@s not allow the drawing
of general conclusions. It will no doubt be necess#&o begin with
understanding the national and regional diversitias concern the resource: Is
it plentiful or scarce? - What is its quality? - ¥hs the situation as regards
accessibility? We cannot appreciate the real stakegsvestments otherwise
than by reference to these situations and to thigraed objectives.

In the countries analysed we note a trend towandsdevelopment of cross
financing in investment, part put up by the usesitly the participation of public
institutions, now including the European UnionJapan, current operations and
costs for necessary facilities shall be coveredhat charge of users; public
subsidies are decreasing.

6. Charges and prices

There are substantial price differences betweemtdes and, in certain cases,
even within countries, account being taken in paldr of the disparities of the
costs and the quality of the resource. Given thgeladifferences in costs,
relating to the resource, its accessibility, it@lgy, etc., price assessments are
meaningful only in time, and not in space.

Without witnessing the reduction of structural dispes, we note a general
tendency as regards the development of integratbddslles of charges for
water-sanitation-treatment.

Certain countries or regions have introduced sdesduhat increase as
consumed quantities increase, this with a view éotaining consumption
(Brussels Capital Region, Italy).

In a more general way there is a growing tendeoestds the application of the
principle of ‘Full cost recoveryfixed by the Community Framework of 2000,
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with Sweden leading the field (99%). Japan intredudhe “self-support
accounting principle”(costs for building necessary facilities and mamggheir
daily operations shall be covered at the charga tleeir water service users). It
reveals affordability problems with respect to galviproduct, especially for
users that have paying difficulties. In Algeriag tBtate fixes the water public
service price scale according to the principle roigpessive tariffs depending on
the category of users concerned, the quantity aém@onsumed or the quality
and quantity of waste water. The Algerian Statesglibes about 2/3 of the price
of water and waste-water services.

Certain countries and regions also apply socidfsgiAustria, Wallonia, part of
Flanders, Algeria for the essential needs of hanigeh or reduced tariffs (in
Italy, for the so-called essential consummation govate use) so as to allow
access to disadvantaged social strata. The pntdsermany are considered
acceptable. Often, investment programs determinedncrease of prices (about
50% in Austria during the last decade, 10% in Swegeogressive increase in
Italy and in Japan).

7. Elements of conclusion and issues

The organisation and regulation of the water selstme undergone a series of
sensitive developments and even transformationsihe as it may, if we
overlook the crass wholesale privatisation in End)ahe changes seems rather
more gradual. And, unlike other public service gect(telecommunications,
energy, transport, postal services), they are het wpshot of restrictive
Community directives in the framework of the int@rmarket. In Europe, only
the principle of full cost recovery of the Framework Directive of 2000 has a
direct, convergent effect as regards the orgaoisati the “markets”, but the
requirements of quality and protection of the emviment have a structuring
role everywhere.

The marked diversity of situations allows the ralatv local and regional
authorities broad responsibilities and room for ceanre with a tendency
toward an increasing role for the intercommunald @gions. In Japan, despite
the re-examination of management forms by locakgowments, as a whole, the
speed of introduction for principle-of-competitiam this sector is rather slow
compared with other public sectors. In the receetades, Algeria made
important efforts to increase the rate of accessaier and waste-water services
but important disparities subsist between differegions.
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Seven key issues can be brought out

1. The diversity of resources, the access to resewtgquality, to distribution
and treatment facilities (according to physical &ehan geography) bring
out the essential dimension t&rritorialisation and, hence, the necessary
territorialisation of the competences/prerogatives organisation and
regulation. That is to say, there cannot be antegrated European Internal
Market” within the meaning accepted by the econgmisut rather
“territorialised markets” . True enough, there are transnational operators,
but it is not by shifting the organisation meshGommunity level that we
will be able to ensure control of their particijoati

2. Territorialisation is not the same when we take account catchment areas,
“production” and treatment plant, distribution, ihi@ge and sanitation
networks, etc. Thgovernance of water can therefore only be multi-lesl
governance

3. Therefore it results that th&ructuring paradigm of the governance of
water should be cooperatiorand not competition.

4. The interest of accessibility and affordability tfis essential and vital
product and service prompts the questionCoimmunity definition of a
“universal service”. But what then might be its contents in the contex
territorialisation? The situation is different imet sectors of telecom-
munications, postal services and electricity. Guoiged quality standards for
all? They are in place for the most part. Can wevearat a common
definition of affordability?

5. At this stage of the research there is not yetdemgonstrated and systematic
superiority of any one form of organisation, regioia and management.
Whether the management is in-house or delegatedndst important issue
lies in the control and regulation modes to redant@rmation and expertise
asymmetries between public authorities and opeyafokey challenge is to
guarantee thecompetent public authorities (“organising authorities”)
freedom of choice of management modesnd to provide them with the
tools to ensure theeversibility of their choices.

6. All cases are confronted with the problemasfymmetriesof information,
competences, and expertise between organising rétighoand operators
that result in flagrant inequalities. If we canmostdicate them altogether,
then we could no doubt limit them and reduce tledfects through the
intervention of all the stakeholders in the systemsf water governance
in particular in terms of regulation and evaluatimhatever the management
mode, public or private.

7. These challenges fall within thglobal context of increasing in more
sustained quantitative and qualitative water issuesin relation to
concerns about climate change and sustainableageveht.
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It is stated by the vote of the UN General AssemndatyJuly 28, 2010 of the
resolution stating that “safe and clean drinkingavand sanitation is a human
right essential to the full enjoyment of life andl ather human rights”
(Resolution n° A/RES/64/28p but also by the declaration of Catherine M.
Ashton, High Representative of the EU for Foreidfaiks and Security Policy,
on the occasion of World Water Day of 22 March 200 which “even more
than being related to individual rights, accesss&de drinking water is a
component element of the right to an adequate atdnof living and is closely
related to human dignity”; and “the European Unreaffirms that all States
bear human rights obligations regarding accessate drinking water, which
must be available, physically accessible, affordand acceptabl&”or, even
more, by the one million four hundred thousand aigres of citizens in Italy
asking for referendums on water and its management.

2EU countries abstained: Austria, Bulgaria, CyprGzech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Greece, lIreland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, tdalNetherlands, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, Sweden, United Kingdom
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2010/gal1096 7tdoc.

3 http://mww.eu2010.es/en/documentosynoticias/declar@spesc/mar22ashtonagua.html
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Annex

Water services: what are the challenges?

Germany | Austria | Belgium | Spain | France | ltaly | Sweden Japan Algeria
Legal European law: Directive 2006/118/E@irective 2006/7/EE Directive 2000/60/EE; Directive 98/83/EEC, Directive
framework | 96/61/EEC, Directive 91/676/EEX;, Directive 91/414/EEE, Directive 91/271/EEE, etc.
Federal Water Act Federal Constitution) Water policy | Water Act, Act n° 2006- | Act n° 36 of | Public water | Water Works | 2001 Act on the
(Wasserhaushalts-B-VG devolved to | amended 172 of 1994 on and waste- Act of 1957 management,
gesetz WHof (Bundesverfassungsthe three (Texto 30 December | water water Plant | amended control and
1957, amended | gesety regions - Refundido de| 2006 on water| resources Act (2006) Act on disposal of waste
Sewage Charges Federal water Act | different legal| la Ley de and aquatic | April 2006 — | Environ- Municipal 2005 Water Act
Act of 1976 (Osterreichisches | frameworks | Agua$ of medium new system | mental Act Enterprises of| Code of territorial
(AbwAG), Wasserrechtsgesetz Brussels- 2001 Act of of environ- | (1999) 1952 communities
amended WRG) of 1959, capital: Act on the 2 February mental Health Act Act on pro- 2001 Act on the
Lander’ laws amended Ordinance local regime | 1995 relative | regulations Food Act motion of management and
Municipal Environmental 20/10/2006 | (Act 7/1985) | to the water source | systainable
regulations Assistance Act Flanders: protection of development development of
Federal provinces| Decree environment of 19612 the territory
and municipal 18/7/2003 Code of the 2003 Act on the
law/regulations Wallonia: territorial - protection of the
Code on communities environment in the
water “Sapin” Act context of
3/3/2005 of 29/1/1993 sustainable
relative to the deve|opment
prevention of 2006 Act
corruption, concerning the
etc. prevention and
fight against
corruption

Dlrectlve 2006/118/EC of the European Parliamentafithe Council of 12 December 2006 on the prateadf groundwater against pollution and deteriorat
o ® Directive 2006/7/EC of the European Parliament afithe Council of 15 February 2006 concerning tlemagement of bathing water quality and repealingddive 76/160/EEC
Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament@iritie Council establishing a framework for then@ounity action in the field of water policy
Council Directive 98/83/EC of 3 November 1998 oe tluality of water intended for human consumption
Council Directive 96/61/EC of 24 September 1996cemning integrated pollution prevention and control
Council Directive 91/676/EEC concerning the pratatof waters against pollution caused by nitrdtes agricultural sources
Council Directive 91/414/EEC of 15 July 1991 comieg the placing of plant protection products oa timarket

5 Council Directive 91/271/EEC of 21 May 1991 congéegrurban waste-water treatment
“Water utility business” is defined as supplyingterato more than 5000 population; “Small water sygystem” is defined as supplying water up to 500@ss population - special legal

settings
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden Japan Algeria
Organising | Ministry of The main water- | The water Each of the Responsibility| Public property| Compulsory Ministry of | At central level,
authorities | Environment, in | juridical compe- | policy is stages making | of munici- of water responsibility | Health, Department of
Regulatory principle the tence lies with the| federalised up the “integral| palities or of | resources. of the local Labour and | Water Resources.
agencies supr:eric_)rwater Ledﬁr_al Ipro_vilnc_es, andhentrusted wate; c"yclec’; inter- Devolution of authp(itiels._ The Welfare. At deconcen-
authority. oth in legislation | to the may fall under | communities many functions| municipalities Cities, towns| trated level:
District com- and execution regions, so | the tutelage of | (36 000 com- | o, service are responsiblel o4 villages. | 48 county
mittees or (provincial the organi- a different munes, of organisation to for parts of the hydraulic
regional government sation is level of which 30 000 regions services, i.e. directorates
authorities are | ©ffice, district particularly | Government | have less than e planning for ) ;
responsible for | administrative complicated. | (municipalities,| 2000 Local b,Odﬁ_S and _ i“\t 'nl’fetrmed'fgl‘?
the regional authority). The regions | @utonomous | inhabitants; (municipalities | constructing evel: two public
g 9i9 communities, | 15 000 water | &nd provinces); yater and bodies
water manage- | Federal State have assigned ' . i Ari
- - - the State) services) key actorsin | sewage plants (Algérienne des
ment planning. | competence is a series of : . the Eaux-ADE and
T limited 3 missions to | The Several i . | as well as the ; :
Monitoring, ' bl | d implementation operation of the National Office
technical advice | The operatiorof | PUblC autonomous | proposals and process. services of Waste Water-
and executive | water and waste- | €Nterprises. | communities | projects for Reaqulation . " ONA).
functions are | water services is play an setting up a 9 River Basin Law confers
within the devolved to muni- increasing role| national water| Control District —aw
competence of | cipalities; they in the regula- | regulatory Committee of | Authorities |mport?nt
the lower water | ensure the majo- tion of the body but water resourceswork and co- competences on
authority (cities, | rity of services. water supply | nothing - Coviri operate with cortnmungs ph t
towns. urban and service: established. | established municipalities. water and waste
e There are no regur i within the water
rural districts, latory agencies fo In water: 51% b Important geo- mana t
€S i Ministry of i gement.
water manage- | water or sanitatior of rules issued Enviror){ment graphical and (decentralisation
ment offices). | in Austria. Apart FY munéglp%- ' g%mographlcal process) but, in
A Federal from that federal ities, 49% by The Ifrerences. fact, their compe-
working-group | and province laws autonomous Observatory of| The responsi- tences are limited
(LAWA) is are the only Commun't'f& water Services | pjjity of water to the
constituted to regulatorg gegigectla/%%(y — provides protection falls accomplishment
ensure the measures? : 0 and s/ relevant infor- | ynder the and
harmonisation of 9%; sanc;t%ti%/n, mation and Ministry of modernisation of
Federal State 0 an 0 feedback. Environment. the local water

water laws.

for wastewater.

Regulatory
bodies at

The
supervision of

the quality of

and waste-water
networks.

Water Act

13 Water rights, control and conservation of watemnstruction and maintenance of waterways, etc, Bederal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Enuimment and Water Management
@MLFUW), Ministry of Health, Family matters and Youth WeBgBMGFJ),Federal Office of Environment, Federal Office foaté Management
N The operators themselves need to self-evaluate wasdity at some authorized institute

A project of 2006 provided for the creation of a sfi@authority for the regulation of water and wasater services
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central and drinking water provides for the
regional level. is divided creation of a
No water between all the Regulatory
regulatory three Authority for
agencies at administrative Water and Waste-
municipal levels (the water services; it
level. Environmental was created in
Protection 2008 under the
Agency, county authority of
and local Water Resources
administration). Department. But
its interventions
are still limited.
Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Management | Water sector is to | Small average scalg Natural Reserved servicesFreedom of | Water services | Various In principle, | Water and
modes. a high degree of operational water| monopoly in | (monopoly) choosing the | organised on | geographical | operated by | waste-water
Statute of the | organised at units. production, | involving many | management| the basis of and the municipal| management
operators. decentralised Management mode | distribution | actors. modes: direct| « Optimal demographic | governments | are strongly
Example(s) of| level, very according to the and disposal.| The supply and | Mmanagement| territorial conditions of | (cities, towns | centralised
reversibility | fragmented, small| decision of the Each region | treatment of (régig in areas » (92 provision of | and villages) | and, in fact, no
of the scaled, as regional mynjcipality: has its own | water are directly| house) or OTA- water and Management | freedom of
management | public monopolies In house(dominant -| Players in the| assigned to the delegated population and | wastewater | types of choice of the
modes of Water supply and | municipal providers | cycle of municipalities. | (concession, | territory that | services. water supply | mode of
operation | wastewater 76% water and 7494 Water market;| ysually, distri- lease may differ - 2 | municipa- utilities: management.
(between “in | management are | sewage; associationjscertain bution activity is | Contracts, | standard types:| jities are - Public Since 2005, a
house” and | core tasks of 8% water and 19% | companies | unlike that of management | 48 OTA responsible | nanagement| Sort of partial
delegation) | public services of | sewage - important | integrate treatment, and the CoNtracts, | consortium | (with dominant | delegation
general interest | role in several several acti- | providers of commissioner between local | exclusive- (prefectures’ | (know-how
within the federal provinces, | Vities (€.9. | services are management | authorities and | ness) for the management, tranfer, infra-
competence of | copperatives 12% | Production - | therefore dif- contracts, | 43 OTA provision of | inicipal | Structure
municipalities. water - important for| distribution). | ferent. However, public Convention). | water and management| Modernisation,
Almost no sparsely populated | Some public | js not uncommon procurement)| pyplic tender is sewage town and/or | €tc.) under the
liberalisation and | areas - 5% sewage)| ENerprises | tg grant Delegated the standard | services and village mana-| Strong control
competition in Delegation are charged | integrated management | procedure for | for owning gement, co- of the State in
water sector. delivery or service by their management (in mtroduct:hed in | entrusting the physical operative and the benefit of
region with articular in small the XIX water services + assets (Works, tne proader- | four enter-
There are about | contract and the p _ ! X di e ks and| e broader : in th
6400 water utilities| concessions — but in o and medium size| century; fast | dispensations in networks and| p5ged prises (in the
2SS application of| mynicipalities). | development | specific cases. | treatment i four biggest
and about 7000 | Austria private water poli p - cooperation |
policy. in 1960s and | A |arge plants). For management cities).
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wastewater

participation is still

different

: 0 Reorganisa- | 15% in direct 1970s. Toda | majority (64) of r - Private Water and
companies. very scarce. tion of the management delegated public ] :opgratlpns management/ waste-water
Most companies, in In the sewage water sector | through Flgnaégoem?nt opeLatc_)rs on th" 3;]” activities | gther management
particular the business, while the | in the recent | municipal on 79%of | mar et,éa o t o ar Re- are entrusted
smallest ones, are | municipalities and | years. councils, the lati mor%re gce ¢ allowedto | A= . tion | to several
owned by cooperatives are | Mainly autonomous Poorpvl\jaa':g(r)gn q nmu|>r<Tr]e der (81)o g?(tn;:ﬁg} of European
municipalities virtually the only public actors: administrative 53% for companies and| suppliers to | Management groups
(organised as a | operators and public organisations, wastewater | only 5 cases of | act on their | forms by (SUEZ
single service or | owners of canal undertakings | public companies] W& : y o C Environment,

t of t there i 9 (oligopole: delegation to | behalf. local SEM
aspartota SYSTEms, Thereisa | or local- In large Générale des| public trade i governments '
municipal multi- | wide variety of authorit municipalities S| P ; Responsible . AGBAR,

; S ority p eaux — Veolia] companies iti i Outsourcin
service). Isolated | organisational forms services; (more than Environ- . entities (in ¢ 9 | GELSEN-
privatisations of | involved in sewage | intercom- 100 000 Vi q On July 19 2000): roma. WASSER)
some municipal | plants munals in inhabitants, Eeg:%rgi:g 2010, one municipal ]\,?'ne%%?gﬂt of | under the
water companies | (municipalities and | various including metro- d)e/s caUx million four unities for efficienc supervision
(no national associations are the| forms; politan areas), Suez environd hundred 252 en:‘olrcerr)(e_nt of Water
action);, most common regional mainly public Herment - thousand municipa- rate of Resources
municipality rests | owners). public entities, either by | nioqrateq signatures of | lities, I e arce Department.
responsible of the| pistinction between companies. | the public mult-service Itallanbunzer?s ?xr?é%pa (60-80% in
;ﬁavll(ceeeogea[ﬁtlon public law status | Very few guthoglt_y, either groups that \l/)veiﬁe :?allji%. nt St nies | the
importarl?t [different forms of | private Y P bout Nave F>cl)rum of the | for 39 muni- | enterprises of
influence on the un?ertaklngg, operators Z?)E)Zp;n{re]g \5\%52 territorial Water cipalities all

i ision | Water In Flanders \ hegemony). i . refectures
stra}teglc 5d0e(ilos/|onf cooperative¥ and o 200" population). g | y) Mhovﬁmhent to lrgﬁer:glom governmenf
(at least 50.1% of | \yater association : ' | Delegated Recently, the highest ) di
the capital of the | sewer and water some returns | Italian Court in | companies | ordinance
new companies of] wavgtewater distributors gw(t)ng%%[)nent to public Rome, for 8 munici- | large-sized
private law - PPP) - have been o%: 60% management.| demanding palities cities, etc.,

. « neighbourhoods »] obliged to throuzgh conces- | | oo Ver 1 three managément but about
Only few private | and %rolvatedlaw guarantee the Sior", commis- public referendums. | contracts for | 40% in water
companies are]c A status’ [trade A purification | Sioner mana- operators The objective is 7 municipa- | SUpply
sekr)vmg some of the compames_wn of waste gement, mixed | L5 S0 <l bring about | lities enterprises of
urban . public or mix water. undertakings. the once again cities, towns
agglomerations. | capital, PPP]. In Many

13 ExceptEVN or Salzburg AG. 4% for water and 2% for wastewa
An usual forme is the public utility company
Important tasks of drinking water provision
Tasks concerning more than one municipality. Fotioda and cooperatives or water associations piayn@ortant role in some Federal provinge®srarlberg, Tirol, Burgenland, Salzburg
dUpper Austriy.
Most private law undertakings are exclusively owbgdocal corporative orgar{&ebietskérperschaftgn
Few cases; the private partners in these PPPsasttyraubsidiaries of public/publicly-owned compesi
The concession represents almost 60% of all fafnaelegated management.
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During 1997-2005,
remarkably
structural changes

took place to create

more independent
public
organisations.

Different
organisation
modes: municipal
departments
(Regiebetriep
semi-autonomous
municipal agencieg
(Eigenbetriely,
public law
incorporations,
inter-municipal
agencies or solil
management
association,
communal
enterprise of
private law (SLR),
PPP.

Municipal
undertakings and
PPP dominate
water provision;

PPP developments.

Semi-autonomous
municipal
agencies, inter-
municipal
agencies and
associations
dominate

wastewater sector}

recent years,
corporatisation of
municipal tasks. A
large majority of
enterprises with a
private law
organisation are
held exclusively by
territorial corporate
bodies; also, most
municipal
providers operate
under private law
(water and waste
water).

Local monopoly —
compulsory
connexion and use
households cannot
choose a provider;
they are connected
to local network
and have to use the
local service.

There are quite a
few cases of
reversibility from
in-house to
delegation, but the
author is not aware
of any case, where
delegated/out-
contracted service
is taken back in-
house.

Indirect
management:
dominant in wate
provision and
treatment (more
than 85% of the
market) and
important
tendency to
indirect
management.
Repartition of the
market between
two major private
operators (70% o
the market): FCC
Group et Agbar
Group.

PPP (joint
venture) is more
common in the
context of
growing
population sizes.
At least one case
of return to public
management fron
private one in a
municipality in
the region of
Andalusia.

population
with water
and 47% with
wastewater.

Reversibility
of the
management
modes of
operation
from “in
house” to
“delegation”:
Grenoble,
Paris.

f

water public
management.

« Small »
entities

Most
activities are
run or
operated by
municipa-
lities but the
practical
capacity is
often bought
externally.

The last
decade
cooperations
between
municipa-
lities are
more widely
used.

Competitive
calls for
tender in the
small
communes;
pragmatic
approach.
No evident
empirical
differences
according to
the
management
modes.

and villages
etc.; less than
50% in the
small water
supply
business).
There has
been no
example of
reversibility
of the
management
modes of
operation
(between “in
house” and
“delegation”)
in Japan.

However, the
local
Waterworks
Bureau
themselves
can take
charge of the
operation
again by
stopping the
designation
of each
private
entrepreneur
or its joint
group when
the
designation
time limit
comes, for

instance.

2 |n the wastewater networks, the delegated managetm®ugh concession concerns maintenance aesyviti
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden Japan Algeria
Relations The organising The main type | Information The responsible The main authority
between authorities with of relationship | asymmetries authorities are the is the State and the
organising respect to is a contractual Incomplete municipalities. essential part of
authorities responsibility are one, for a contracts When the water and waste-
and the municipalities, period which is L services are water management is
operators who usually are around 25 Renegotiations conducted with ensured by public

also the operators
of water provision.
In the two other
relevant cases —
publicly owned
private enterprise

and water
associations — the
municipality
contracts out wate
provision to

another (public)
entity, which then
operates the
service.

:

years in most
of the conces-
sions (In
Spain, the
concession
represents
almost sixty
per cent (59%)
of all forms of
indirect
management —
the dominant
way of
management in
the Spanish
market-) (in %
of population
served).

Contracts’ length

Call for proposals
competition

Several reforms
since the 1990s
(fight against
corruption,
reinforcement of
the competition,
transparency,
inciting
mechanisms)
Within
intercommunality,
powers of
negotiation and
control.

an in-house
solution (most
common) this
relationship is nof
problematic.
When the
operations are
contracted out or
organised in a
municipally
owned liability
company, the
relationship has
the character of g
purchaser-
provider
relationship.

enterprises/bodies.

For the four biggest
cities, contract of
delegation for 5.5
years following calls
for tenders or by
mutual agreement.

20



Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden Japan Algeria
How are the The main There are different channels of For users, Not any formal | Most of the According
stakeholders transmission participation: Consultative stakeholder Water Supply | to Water
represented channel for - the National Water Council - body Commissions representation. | Utility Act, it is the
and stakeholder of consultation and participation for Local Business regulatory
participate in interests is the made by the General AdministrationPublic organization | authority in
the operation local govern- of the State, Autonomous Regions Services, but themselves arg charge to
of the ment, which Local Administration different corresponding | take into ac-
system? bears the (municipalities), the River Basin competences to the Utility count users
responsibility Authorities, proi‘essional and according to operator in interests.
for the economic organizations (state-wide COMmMunes. Japan. There | | act,
service. and representative related to the are only 3 ex- | gome
Except for sector), trade unions and business ceptions of | 5550ciations
labour unions, (state-wide and representative) and different utility | 5re active in
there is hardly non-profit organizations (state leve operators the field of
any formal and whose object is constituted by where the consumers’
stakeholder the environmental advocacy). Designated | protection
representation, s Managing and environ-
- Customers - almost the entire Svystem have
: : y ment but the
population served have a claims been .
service. Charter of commitment to introduced in | Process s
quality service: half the population the Water not
has a letter of commitment to the Supply Utility developed.
customer including damages for Business (e.g. | 1 he records
breach thereof. Specific call centre Waterworks | Of
services/call centres: the majority gf Bureau, City | 9rievances
the population served, 90%, have of Taka’yama). are often
this service, which can therefore be symbolic (in
considered fully implemented as fact,
standard practice. ignored).
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Demand | In Germany, the The share of Irrigations Water is With about Total production | Water ser- | 65% for irrigation
water is abundant. | water usage 68% generally | 740cm/year/inhabitantabout 310 vice demand 5204 households
Only 19% of total in Austria: Urban abundant | (more than litters/person/day, | has been o
annual water reserve ggoy for demand 13% | (Ssome 2000l/day), Italy is on| of which: 180 decreasing | 13% industry
are actually used, of industry . o local and | the top of the consumed by by the 80-250
which 12% to . Cooling 14% | temporal | European drinking | households, 130 | progress of litters/day/inhabitant
thermal power plants ﬁg@ f%r Id Industry 5% | disparities)| water consumers by production, low birth- 60% population
for ([)Jubllc supply, aggssemeolll S Overall water | Production| (@verage EU 15: industry, etc. rate and by served, of which:
4.1% to mining, s, demand in of 612/cm/yeary’ In the last years | the shiftto | 760,57 hours/day:
manufacturing and | Undertakings ; - . the water
. o Spain electricity | Households the consummation , 40% 1 day of
agriculture 5% amounted 35 | 56% consummation diminished with | S&ving two/more, between
(|r_r|gat|0||q plays a agriculture 323 hm3/year| prinking 14.21%; Agriculture | about 10%. facilities, 8 and 15 hours.
minor role, (2005). o, | 48.97%; Industry etc. (see
precipitations are - water 17% o The use of water | Figure 5 of
ioi 0 Increase in ot 24.86%; Energy (an average/year)
sufficient), 2.9% for total demand | Irrigations | 11.96% o han 1% of the study)
water utilities. 81% " t | 14% Is less than 1% of| , - o
Of a” resources 0 an amoun 23% Of tOta| water What W0u|d be
remained unused (in around 44 00Q Industry | resources came from| available if pUrposes
( hm3/year 10% 9 than
2006). . . the ground (13% EU | necessary (but h hold
% of total _ expected in average). On average,there are not ou dse olas
EZ e/gi (i)n tglgaér\é]\;ater IS 2015. 31% of the collected | sufficient no data.
i : Growing trend water is purified resources of
utilities, 20% in e ;
industry 8°/c())for of individual In wastewater, the | groundwater in
vate N hold consumption supply of primary order to serve the
private householads. (lower where treatment is whole population).

the volume of water
provided diminished
by 22% and the
consummation by
15% (actually
122l/inhabitant).

increases have
been higher).

1%

demand, tertiary
treatment for 44% of
the demand. For 42%
of the population the
available wastewater
treatment is not

sufficient.

24 The total amount of the collected drinking wateofisnore than 8.5 billions fnabout 300 I/person/day.
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Quality Very high quality | It was only after Population well | The level of | Critical Good A customer Relatively good
and of water the implementatior appreciates the | leakage in conditions of the| quality satisfaction quality, except the
consumer | provision and of water directive quality of residential water system survey of 2008:| relatively high
satisfaction | rather high on water that the drinking water in| habitats is (insufficient - Quality of the salinity in the West.
satisfaction of thg competent about 60% of about 20%. treatment and tap water: In rural areas. the
public (92% very | Ministry of Health, cases (the level | |, 2004 only degradation of 50.4% satisfied population préfers
satisfied or Family and Youth of satisfaction in| 104 of water | the infra- in all uses the consumption of
satisfied, in (BMGFJZ‘_}) begin the autonomous | esources were Structure). (mainly in water directly from
2007). The water| systematic communities used for The Italian towns and the source; the
bill can be analyses (every varies drinking - this | citizens have villages, people| quality is
regarded as three years) on the significantly). situation is little confidence over 70 years | supervised by
affordable (213 | quality of water, Loss of water in | changing. in the quality of old), 39.9% village committees.
euros/year for the which is proved to distribution drinking water. satisfied in UseS gome cases of
average be excellent, networks is other that outbreak due to
customer). excepting some decreasing (in drinking water | ~ontaminated water
Leakage is often | Situations due to 2006) 16.7%. (mainly (diphtheria, cholera
regarded as an | contaminations by Important females), 8% | etc) ’ ’
indicator for the Sggﬁgilé%?l improvements in - Consumers'’ No. '
quality of ' wastewater preference for ; S
drinking water. | 90% of the sector and drinking water: gﬂr\éﬁg&vﬁmgaﬂon
Water loss are | Austrian sanitation. 37.5% satisfied| satisfaction in terms
diminishing with | Population found Degree of (town and of quality of water
38% since 1991; | water quality compliance with villages), 32% | gnplied
in 2004 the loss | €ither good or very exigencies set mentioned -
represented on | 900d. out in Directive “installing According to some

average 6.8%.
That is the
weakest rate of
loss in Europe.

The good
quantitative
staté” is realised
for 95% of all
groundwater
bodies.

Leakage is
considered an
important indicator|
of service quality.
It diminished
progressively from
11.1% (1990) to
9.5% (1997).

91/271/EEC
(76% of the
population, and
13% in progress,
in 2005).

water purifier
in their houses
to tap water”
(big cities),
29.6%
“purchasing
mineral water
etc. on behalf
of tap water”
(big and

midsized city).

studies, 44% good
quality water; 44%
satisfactory quality;
12% poor quality.

Estimated water
looses (physical and
commercial): 40%
for old networks.

% Equilibrium between groundwater withdrawal and grwater state.

See the two water ordinnancBsnkwasserverordnungrWV andOberflacherTrinkwasserverordnung.
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Germany Austria Belgium | Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Territorial 90% of the Since 1990 the In 2004, 99% of | The drinking 90% of the | By the end of 2008, | Drinking water: 1184
accessibility | German percentage of the population water networks| population | water services millions m3 distributed:;
population is | access is was served with | cover more linked to coverage was 97.5%| 668 millions m3
linked the between 83% drinking water than 90% of the water and | (compared to 26.2% | invoiced
wastewater and 90% in the and 78.8% was | population with| wastewater| in 1950). Average connexion
treatment provision of linked to the no great services. 100% coverage area| rate: 90% (95% of the
plants with the| water and collective system| differences of water services in | urban population, 70%
highest EU- between 71% of waste water. | among the Tokyo, Osaka and | of dense rural aréas)
standard. and 89% in 19% of the geographical Okinawa prefectures| r; .
wastewater. population was | areas. Disparities between

equipped with
individual
installations of
waste water.

Collection and
treatment is
unsatisfactory:
69%.

while, in north, Akita
Prefecture (89.9%)

and in south
Kumamoto

Prefecture (85.9%)

water services
coverage.

regions (connexion rate
between 42% and 97%)
but important progress
(from an average of
78% in 1999 to 92% in
2007)

Waste-water: average
connexion rate: 86%;
important progress
(from 72% in 1999)

Disparities between
regions (60%-99%).
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Planning Federal Act | The structure of the water Financing A National Plan | In 2006, 5.6 | Important Municipal The annual | National
and on water sector finance is based onmust be for Waste and billion euros | investments in | competences| total capital | water plan
investments| stipulates two pillars: direct tariffs | ensured by | Water Treatment| were invested South and for | for planning | expenditures| (Water Act)
planning and investmenfunds by | passing on | (1995-2005) sti- | in water the collection | and construc{ by Water that defines
instruments | the Federal State and the real cost | pulated signifi- | production and treatment | tion of water | utility national ob-
for water provinces (variations of water on | cant investments| (886 euros | of waste. and waste- | business jectives and
management | between provinces; no the to realise new /inhabitant). | prevalence of | Water plants. | were 2.260 | priorities on
and water and| provincial finance in consumer’s | systems of treat- Municipali- | investments in | The trillion yen mobilization,
wastewater | Vienna). EU funds for bill (the cost | ment according | ties and maintenance | resources of | (= 24 Mil integrated
networks. water sector are available | of local to EU exigencies, 5ssociations | (56.7% municipali- USS$) in management,
Continuously eXCI‘.JS'V%I}' for some seéwage New National | of munici- | comparedto | ties for FY2007, transfer and
high invest-~ | Provinces. disposalis | pian for water | palities are | 47.4% for new | investment | COMPOSing | resources
ment in public| Extreme variation of notyet | quality (2007- | responsible | infrastructures)| activities of: 42.3% for| allocation,
water supply | investments costs. integrated in | 2015y and for more than| but in the last | were reduced| e ___|and also the
(around 2.5 | The estimations for the the price of 4e| actually a Master| half of these | decade less | in the last 15 construction | necessary
billion euros/ iod 2007-2015 iatayater outside| pjan (Masterplan) investments. | important years. Improvement) economic,

i period 207~ appreciale-ignders and| ; cost, and financial
year in the a diminution in wastewater is prepared for financing for | Lo of water A !
1990s and 2 | services some 75% of the and waste- 54.1% repay regulatory
billions/year : _ communes of municipalities maintenance off & O mentcost for | and organisa-
in the first Compared to recent high | Brussels). and stipulates networks W Yy Issue of tional

. investments for construc- : was construct Bonds. measures.
half of this . o important because of the
last centur tions and facilities, the - : olicies of ted in the last d
Y| future investments are investments in poIcIes 35 years; the| I regard to
(about 65% urban services. diminution of the Small

into
distribution
networks,
about 10%
into the
extraction and
treatment).

Important

investments in

wastewater
(on average,
about 5
billion/year).

centred on reconstruction
and restoring.

Governmental aids
stipulated by the Law of
environmental assistance
(Umweltférdsewageerungs
gesetyfor protection
against pollution, hygienic
drinking water, economies
of consummation,
diminution of the
environmental charge, the
preservation of the natural

water balance, etc.

Investments

sources: public o
private operators
EU (39% public

investments),
central
administration
(ministry of

environment 25%

public
investments),
autonomous

administrations

public debts®
An inquiry of
2006 shows

that only 46%
of the invest-

ments that were

planed for the
three previous
years were

accomplished.

The structure

of the financing

for

1%

actual costs
for mainte-
nance and
modernisa-
tion are
developing;
that repre-
sents one of
the main
challenges
for
municipali-
ties.

water supply
businessthe
annual total
capital
expenditures
were 157.3
billion yen

(= 1.7 bil
US$) on
FY2007
composed
of: 89.3
billion yen

2 According to evaluations, European finance covertealit15% of the total costs of the projects.

Also, environmental problems have recently appka@®nsumers’ financial charges are not enougtatisfg the needs of financement and developmenhefwater system; important
investments programs are expected to improve tlualaeritical situation of the water system andsthigher tariffs.
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In wastewater sector (22% public investments: for .
between 8% and 50% of investments), sel(}c financing construction
investments are reimburseq; local 46%, EU Improvement
15% in water sector administration financing and 67.3
) o (15% public (21%), debt billion yen
%“I\r'%sn gi’:;n;g?egﬂéggnbas's f investments). 14%, capital repayment
A 1 increase 11%, cost for Issue
(Finanzausgleichbetween local autho- of Bonds.
Federation, provinces and rities 1%, etc. Public
munICIpa|ItIeS. (bd|fferences SubSIdIeS are
etween decreasing
regions). since 1998.
Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Tariffs | Service prices| For tariff- The rules for the | The There is no The tariff of the | The provision | Self-support ac- | Water and
and and charges | setting in setting of the Autonomous | national integrated water | of water and counting waste-water
prices | are strictly the water price of water Administration | equalisation of service is sewage is principle; costs for| tariffs are
Eull regulated by | sectorthe | depend onthe | exercises the | tariffs. composed of normally building necessary established by
Lander’ laws. | full cost region. financial ; three parts: finance by fees,| facilities and the State.
cost | Differences of drinki b bsid S thei e
recovery In some I’eCOVGI’y In Brussels COﬂ’[I’O on prices rn |ng Watel’, I ut tax subsi y manag|ng t _ell‘ The f|X|ng Of
Lander the principle capital: the total tariffs (the according to | wastewater and | is allowed (2/3 | daily operations water public
«Water Cent» had to be price (water Committee on | ¢4sts access treatm.en.t. of the munici- | shall be covered at service price
is imposed:; it | implemented gistributor) Prices to resources, | For drinking palities - and all the charge from | scale is based
concerns the | before 2010.| consists of: establishes a | yreatment water the law the bigger ones| their water service on the principle
extraction of | Prices have | consumption, system of level. provides fora | - cover full users. However, | of progressive
water increased | purification, and | authorised : fixed part and a | Costs by fees). | the “self-support | tarifs
' , ‘ub- | prices Comparing i i accountin i
Based on their much more | an annual sub prices) flexible tax Today tariffs counting according to
i than overall | scription charge. | With/without | PTIC®S . | 50 0rding to cover 99% of | Principle”is not | the category of
sovereignty, P ge. the participa- | Petween direct g1o applied for the gory
the munici- consumer | For households i pftfl1 IpF || and delegated consummation. | the total costs. Spp '” " uses concerned
palities may | Prices: since| the price of water é(i)t?/ OCouﬁcilu management | Reduced tariffs | The calculation SlT:)?JIyV\E)?JSirness and the section
impose taxes | 1995, 45% | and purification the body that | @re not are applied for | of costs is based ok are not of water
for water and | for water | is based on a significant. | the first part of | upon the so consumed, to
wastewater | and 55% for | system of inter- | pproves the the private use | called “self cost| Lnder the Law of | ensure
provision sewage. dependent charge Predominant (essential price principle” Municipal households the
Accordina to | In principle, | (solidarity - the supply rates in consummation? | (real cost). The | ENteTPrises. provision, at
the M n'cg:]' =1 | there isno | basic parts are small munici- The ratio consumption | Charges differ for | social tariff, of
Charglgsl pl\pct social as- lﬁgtse?igrzlgr for &ﬂ#gﬁ mgh/ between the fee normally g\égir%/evggéesr utility 353:22%?
water and sistance for participation of reduced tariff and consists of two i h i
wastewater | this service | wastewater). the maximum components: a | (according to the | water to satisfy

29 |n general, tariffs’ growth was significant, pripally because of the impact of investment progréms determined higher costs.
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are legally
bound to
comply with
the principles
of cost-
covering and
equivalence.

Services
charges
contain only
the tariffs of
thecost
recoveryand
public taxes.
Private
undertakings
are supervised
by antitrust
agencies.

The Law of
1976 on
wastewater
taxes
(AbwAG), as
amended,
created eco-
nomic charges
and conditionsg
meant to
reduce the
wastewater
volume.

The waste-
water tax is
paid to
Lander; the
revenues are
used exclu-
sively to
finance works
of
maintenance

but in
practice
there are
some cases
of price
diminution
for some
categories of
persons
(diminution
of charges o
absorption
by the of-
fices of
social
assistance).
In the case
of house-
holds, denial
of service is
not possible
for reasons
of hygiene
(sewage)
and service
obligations.

Flanders: unified
bill (small users)
for water +
wastewater (a
fixed component
and a variable
component baseg
on actual con-
sumption). Prices
vary according to
communes. 3
distributors have
developed social
corrections.

Wallonia: since
2004 a new
system based on
the «true
cost/price»
(distribution and
purification), but
different prices
according to
communes; socia
fund of water for
persons in
difficult situation.

Thefull cost
recovery
principle is
progressively
implemented.

Committee on
Prices).

The tariffs
structure is
very complex.
The prices paic
for water by
the households
include the
complete
cycle,
including
wastewater
and sanitation.

Two types of
tariffs: for
households
and for other
necessities.

Strong part of
service tax that
does not
depend on the
consummation
few
incitements to
reduce con-
summation.

Different
prices
according to
territories
according to
the quality,
investments,
water
resources.

On average,
water prices
more and more
high since the

beginning of

consumption
tariff is on an
average 1/6.

Progressive
increase of
tariffs, mainly
due to the impact
of investment
programs.

The policies of
planning provide
for the adoption
of tariffs taking
into account the
expenditures, the
total cost
recovery
principle, but
also a system of
growth of tariffs
(Price Cap
systemps

Some regions
enacted regional
tariff regulations.

fixed part and
current price
that depends
upon the
consumption
(some
exceptions: a
fixed fee or
according to
consumption).

The revenues
from water
should not be
used for other
activities than
water (not for
other municipal
activities).

The profit is not
accepted,
«reasonable»
benefices are
reinvested.

Important
variations of the
water price
between
municipalities
(from 1 to
3/household;
from 1 to

4.8/appartment)|.

Over the last
decade the
average fee for
water and
sewage service
has increased b
10% (in fixed
prices).
Swedish Court
for water and

place and quality
of water resources
the passing year @
water service
facilities cons-
truction, scales of
economy,
personnel
expenses, the
administrative and
maintenance
expense of
institutions, etc.).

While such as
personnel salary
expense also
decreased in the
last years and
interest due are
decreasing, the
supply cost per m]
of tap water has
been increasing
(due to the intro-
duction of the
advanced water-
purifying
processing,
accompanying
reconstruction of
the superannuateq
facilities, dam
construction for
securing the safety
of water quality
and the stability of
the source of tap

5 water, declining
Yraw water quality,
etc.)

(For water-rates
see Table 7 of the

vital needs,
,and, to regulate
fthe demand
corresponding
to high
consummation
of different
users
categories.

User
categories:
households,
public
administrations,
artisans and
services of the
tertiary sector,
industrial and
tourism
entities.

31t is the same
for waste-water
fixing of price
scale. In this
field, the
principle of
progressive
tariffs also
takes into
account the

I importance, the
nature and
polluting
charge of
waste-water.

working paper).
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and moderni- the 1990s wastewater (for
sation of (more than conflicts /price
water quality. 4%/year), most and costs).
Water bill is in the waste
considered treatment to
accessible. comply with

Community

exigencies.

According to a
source, about
82% of the
population is
concerned by
thefull cost
recovery
principle.
According to
other sources,
the percentage
is less
important

(60%).
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Germany Austria Belgium Spain France Italy Sweden dpan Algeria
Conclu- | Water sector is frag- In almost all Initially, Different geo-| Delegated manage{ Abandon of | The autonomy| Although re- | The country
sions mented and managed atAustrian cities, | communal graphic and | ment allowed the | the manage- of municipali- | examination | experienced in

local level (therefore, a| either the competence, | administrative| improvement of the| ment by ties to provide| of manage- | the 80s and 90s
limited international municipality but for ambits. quality and local water services| ment forms | water stress
competition) as public, | itself, either an | different The complex | efficiency. authorities | and to set up | by local disparities of
private or semi-private | association of | reasons organisational But profound to improve | the level of governments,| water provision.
monopoly (prevalence | municipalities | appeared the| grrangements| structural unbalance efficiency | taxes and fees. such as During the next
of the public ownership| provides water | necessity of | gre important | (asymmetries). and econo- | pisparities business period water
: . B P (asy ) : p : :

of undertakings). Water services to the | association | features of the The reforms of the | M€ results. | petween integrations | plans and
public services, in the | public. The of communes gpanish case 1990 conferred Regions municipalities:| and important
past organised as provinces and coopera-| water supply con errte play a more | gepgraphical | Proadenings | investments in
municipal departments, posses the main tion with and waste- mobrlc_a pov;/ﬁr .i’. and more | 3nd of water major infra-
were reorganised as | legislative and | regional water PULIC aUTNOMUES, | important | demoaraphic | Supply utility | structure, diversi-
more independent executive authorities. | management mthom ellmltnatmg role in water| condtae. | businesses | fication of water
structures. competences | Essential role fall within the Re asy_rn_mel_rle: d policy. Isolated have been resources, to
High degree of political| (Implementation of regions as| competence | ~S " N'CPATSAONT There are | 1 nicipalities | 252 increase the
involvement, high and concerning | of the Critical size of still often 100 performed, as| levels of
quality, moderate price| Organisation | the water municipality. | public authorities to| problems | gmg)| awhole, the | connection, etc.
High level of technical delega_ltecli_ to | policy. The acquire expertise | concerning Mana. ement _speeéi of Slgnllflcant g
management efficiency m#nlfmga |t||es). Different Autonomous allowing themto | the methods| ! ! g :cntro _uc‘qoln regulatory (l':\n
cooperation between StateI exercise | 4o s, but | are closely regulate water determine | | X o of cqmphe_tl- changes. N
companies of water | ToStY SUPET- | presence involved in | service. tariffs and |r}terest. or jtioninthis | important deficits
provision, industry. visory tasks. | o © 0oy the legislation| No proved and the way of ﬁ]oec:gﬁtilgg of se(;]tor '? till subsist
governmental agencies, FOY r€asons | exclusive of of water systematic granting managerent rather s %W concerning, in
technical scientific such as public | the public supply and | superiority of one | services. g lg " quﬁparr]e particular, the
associations. debt Maastricht| sector. wastewater | management mode| |t s vital gf?r\]/teeﬁpmen W'th.Ot er management plan
To reinforce German criteriathere | - oot management.| over another. that public | municipal ggcté)crs and some cases
operators’ capacities Pe%ddgﬁﬁn% recovery Indirect authorities | cooperation). However the gfelrgagtz_agﬁ rtr(1)ent
compared to global tin principle rmanagement improve | o\ elements| actors who | extornal
competitors and to Cﬂg\ﬁgr © progressively| dominates, it their capact-| ¢ mpetition ﬁg Orgsv\(,evm%ng gxeerraqgrs
improve the efficiency gompanies of | mplemented, accoutrrllts for 2iensgo;npéan- on the P forpnew Hrz)wever the

iti ! . : more than : :
g??hghge%?crﬂr)?gglvenesspubnc lawin . \Ijarllr(i::gle 85% of the arrangement %vav:elgéfh Eystems have pr?_ces_s of gele—d
Government promotes Ao e e - according to | {otal market of tools in ' e et | e o
strategy of pfrllVa etr?W place of (oligopoly order to Two 'ng_V‘{' dSUC anbl' e at
modernisation based o b1l c emet distribution. | two private facilitate the| important e, | PUDUE 128
the close cooperation pu |c§ec 0|r " | operators: implication | challenges: to tion of the |bmpor an f tariff
between water com- rests the only FCC Group of private maintain the Co_nsunéer- " ecause 0 than S
panies the developmentowne_r. - and Agbar cap|tal in quahty of orlent(_e , Selr- senS|t|y|ty.t e
of synergies between | Solutions with Group). the water and selection State finance
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water provision and the| PPP but they Important management ensure a charge almost 2/3 of
treatment of waste are imple- investments and qualified system, and | water and waste-
water, benchmarking, | mented in few have been investment | personnel for | also introduc-| water price.
PPP. cases and in made (EU policy. along term. | tion of the Weak users’
Privatisation is notin | these PPP the exigencies), Necessary designated | participation.
relation with the direct | «private» increased resources management | o oo
competition between | Partners are in costs are much systeminto a| ..ooion of a
municipal institutions, | general reflected in higher than water utility regulatory agency
for the market, or of a | branches of prices. those business and | o T2
compulsory competition Public Increase of envisaged. small water authority of the
framework. Water companies. ; supply sys- f
; . : o consumption tems as case] Department o
companies are in a High territorial but reduction , water resources
quasi-competition (75% accessibility in of looses studies. These . "< > ° ffice
establish the charges of the centralised N cases are not| - fight against
the service according tg provision of Necessity to exceptional in corruption.
the law on municipal | water and consider Japan in light
taxes). waste water. appropriated of innovative
Anti-trust control of In financing, gtrrlflﬁtures in steps for
; 4 gradual
prices allows price cost recovery respect both change of the
differences between principle and of tﬁefull existi%
providers only on the | public funds for cost recove structu?e in
basis of criteria clearly | the capital inciol &y hi
defined. intensive principle an this sector.
facilities are the {0 promote
most important Js{]as;ﬁfasrency
aspects. '
Rise in acces-
sibility to public
services.
No major
changes
expected in the
provision of
water-related
services.
Case Vienna Grenoble, Rouen, Roslagsvatten| City of Tizi Ouzou
studies PPP Ernsthofen Nantes AB Okayama For delegated
City of management:
Takayama Alger, Oran,
Constantine,
Annaba
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