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1. Introduction 
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2. Theoretical background and literature review 
 



125 
 



2  

126 

 



127 
 

3. Methodology  

3.1 Context of the study 
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3.2 Research design 
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3.3 Research population 

Public enterprises Number 
Share of the 

total population  
(%) 

Research population total 72 100 

Provision of water and wastewater treatment 55 76.39 

Provision of water treatment 6 8.33 

Provision of wastewater treatment  11 15.28 

Total no of responses 30 41.67 

No of (almost) completed surveys 21 29.17 

No of incomplete surveys 9 12.5 



2  

130 

 

 

4. Results and discussion  
 

Ownership  

Ownership before PPPA Ownership after PPPA 

No of 

utilities 

Share of 

utilities (%) 
No of utilities 

Share of 

utilities (%) 

100% public 17 77.27 21 91.3 

Mixed 5 22.73 2 8.7 

Private 0 0 0 0 

 N=22  N=23  
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Ownership of public 
infrastructure 

Before 
PPPA 

After PPPA 

Relationship between the 
infrastructure owner and 

infrastructure manager after 
PPPA 

Share of 
utilities  

(%) 

Share of 
utilities  

(%)  
Share of utilities  

(%) 

Yes, full public 
enterprise 
ownership. 

41.33  

No ownership. 58.67  

Transmission into 
full municipal 
ownership. 

 72.66 

Ownership 5.77 

Financial lease 15.47 

Business lease 78.76 

No transmission.  27.34  

 N=22 N=20 N=20 
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Motivating factor  Weighted average 

Management problems in enterprises with mixed ownership  4.3 

Simpler regulation of the provider 4.0 

Greater control over the provider 3.95 

More possibilities to influence business operations 3.8 

Greater rationality and efficiency of business 3.8 

To use in-house orders 2.9 

Easier to obtain EU funds 2.6 

To avoid public tenders for concessions 2.45 

To prevent employee dismissal 2.15 

N = 20  

Note: A Likert scale of 1–5 was used: 1 – I fully disagree, 2 – I disagree, 3 
– I neither agree nor disagree, 4 – I agree, 5 – I fully agree. 
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Note: A Likert scale of 1–5 was used: 1 – I fully disagree, 2 – I disagree, 3 
– I neither agree nor disagree, 4 – I agree, 5 – I fully agree. 

Advantage  Weighted 
average 

The municipality monitors the business of the enterprise under the decree 4.06 

The municipality has full control over the performance of public utility  3.63 

Institutional, corporate, and governmental rights are prescribed by 
municipal decree 

3.5 

Better cooperation between the enterprise and the local community 3.44 

Developing expertise and increasing the quality of the services provided 3.13 

Better use of labour and capital 2.75 

Better job performance 2.63 

Better organisation of work 2.63 

Lower costs of service provision / Lower transaction costs 2.5 

Acquisition of additional municipal financial sources  2.5 

Easier to obtain European funds 2.44 

Lower labour costs 2.31 

Total profit from a public enterprise is transferred to the budget and 
devoted to investment in infrastructure 

2.31 

N = 16  
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Disadvantage   Weighted 
Average 

The arrangement of a concession relationship requires the regulation of many 
legal acts 

3.75 

Regulatory pricing policy 3.5 

Higher costs for the utility provider due to municipal control 3.0 

The municipality does not have control over the concessionaire through 
founding and corporate rights 

3.0 

Lack of municipal experience in providing control over the concession in 
terms of maintaining the high quality of service for citizens, and maintaining 

and increasing the value of the property for the municipality at justifiable 
service prices  

3.0 

Higher transaction costs due to public tenders for concessions 2.75 

Higher transaction costs for the municipality in terms of controlling the 
concessionaire 

2.75 

Higher public utility prices 2.5 

Poorer quality of public utility 2.5 

N = 13  

Note: A Likert scale of 1–5 was used: 1 – I fully disagree, 2 – I disagree, 3 
– I neither agree nor disagree, 4 – I agree, 5 – I fully agree. 
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5. Conclusion 
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