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This article examines PPP development in Kazakhstan from 1991 to the time of writing. Article re-
views evolution of the PPP legislation and approaches used to develop a PPP-enabling environment in
order to draw lessons for the country’s future policy. This article describes evolution of the PPP concept
in the country and provides analysis of gaps and deficiencies in the current PPP policy and legislation.

The PPP definition and the scope of PPP activity has evolved significantly in the nation’s legislation
and legal literature since 1991. Author distinguish the following five stages of the PPP development in
Kazakhstan: Stage One—PPP legal framework for foreign investors only (1991-1993); Stage Two—Lack
of PPP-specific legal framework and “pilot” projects (1994-2005); Stage Three—The formation of legal
and institutional frameworks (2006-2015); Stage Four—Active PPP deployment: the focus being on
guantity (2016-2018); Stage Five—Adjustments to the PPP framework: stricter requirements (2019-
present).

In this article, the author examines the first two stages from 1991 to 2005, paying attention to the
actions of the government, Policy Goals at the Stage One and Stage Two, assessing the implications
for further policy development of public-private partnerships in the state. The author concludes that
at the end of the first stage, unlike the first law on concessions, all PPP-related laws thereafter have
been applicable to both domestic and foreign investors, as the government realised the importance of
treating all investors equally. Stage Two also showed that Kazakhstan needs more effective PPP policy
instruments for the implementation of projects in the utilities sector.
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KA3AKCTAHOAFbI MEM/IEKETTIK-*KEKEMEHLLUIK CEPIKTECTIK:
MEM/IEKETTIK CAAICATbIHbIH, 3BO/TIOLMACDI }KOHE MK
OPHATY/IbIH, LUbIHAbIFbI.
| BONIM

AHpaTtna

Byn makanaga KasakctaHgarbl MMKO-HiH 1991 xbingaH 6actan makana »KasblJFaH COTKE AeMiHri
Oamybl 3epTTeniHreH. OHga MO Typanbl 3aHHaMacblHbIH, 3BOMOLMACHI KaHe engiH 6onawak
cascaTtblHa cabak any ywiH MO ywWwiH Konalnbl XKafgam Xacay Tacingepi KapacTbipbingbl. byn
MaKanaga engeri MK TyXblpbIMAaMacCbIHbIH, 3BOIOLUMACHI CMNaTTanagbl KaHe MO aAcbiHAafbl
KO/N4aHbICTafbl CasicaTblHAAFbl }KoHE 3aHHaMaCbIHAAFbl O/IKbINIbIKTAP MEH KEMLUINIKTep TangaHagbl.

MO aHblKTamachbl KaHe MO KonaaHy anacbl 1991 KbingaH 6actan yATTbIK 3aHHamaga KaHe
3aH, aaebueTTepiHae alTap/biKTall e3repicke ywbipaabl. ABTop KasakcTaHaafbl MO gamybiHbIH
Keneci bec KeseHiH 6enin Kepceteai: bipiHwWi KeseH - Byn TeK WeTenaik MHBecTop/lapfa apHanfaH
MMXO-HiH KYKbIKTbIK Herizgepi (1991-1993 »:K.); EKiHWI Ke3eH - MO KaHe «nNUNoTTbIK» Kobanap
YWiH HOPMATMBTIK-KYKbIKTbIK 0a3aHblH, *KOKTbifbl (1994-2005); YWiHWIi Ke3eH - KYKbIKTbIK aHe
MHCTUTYLMOHANAbIK 6a3aHbl KanbintacTblpy (2006-2015 xK.); 4 Ke3eH - benceHai MK3 KongaHy: caHfa
HerisiHeH Hasap ayaapbinagbl (2016—-2018); beciHwi Ke3eH, - MM Kypbl/bIMbIH TY3€TY: HEFYP/bIM
KaTaH Tasfantap Koublaagbl (2019 xbingaH 6actan Kasipri yakbiTKa AeniH).

bynmakanafaaBToOp YKIMETTIH iC-opeKeTTepiHe, KapacTblPblNbiN OTbIPFaH XKeKenereH KeseHaepaeri
CaACKM MaKcaTTapfa Ha3ap ayAapa OTblpbin, MeMAeKeTTer MeMNEKETTIK-}KEKEMEHLUIK CepPiKTeCTIKTi
OaMbITyaafbl cascaTTblH cafgapbliH 6afanait oTbipbin, 1991-2005 Xbingap apablfblHAAFbl anfallKbl
eKi KeseHai KapacTbipaabl. ABTOp bipiHWI Ke3eHHiH, COHbIHAA, BipiHWI KOHLEeccMa Typanbl 3aHHaH
anblpmaLLbinbifbl, MO KaTbICTbl KeMiHTi 6apabIK 3aHA4ap iLKi XKaHe WeTendiK MHBECTOP/1apFa KaTbICTbI
6onabl AereH KOpbITbIHAbIFA Kenegi, eUTKeHi yKimeT 6apablK MHBecTopsiapfa bipaen KapayabliH
MaHbI34bINbIFbIH TYCiHAI. EKiHLLII Ke3eH KOMMYHaNAbIK CEKTOpAafbl *Kobanapabl icke acbipy ywiH Mo
AACbIHAaFbl CAsfiCaTbIHbIH, aHAFYPAbIM TUIMAI KypanaapblHa Ka3aKkCcTaH MyKTaXK eKeHiH KepceTTi.

TyiiiHAi ce3gep: MmeMNeKeTTIK-*KEKEMEHLLIK CEPIKTECTIK, cascaT, YKIMET, MHBECTOpP, MHBECTULUS,
3KOHOMMKA, MHOPAKYPbIIbIM, KOHLECCHA, KeaicimwapTTap, Kenicimaep.
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rOCYAAPCTBEHHO-YACTHOE NAPTHEPCTBO B KA3AXCTAHE:
3BOIIOLUMA FOCYAAPCTBEHHOM NOIMTUKU U PEANIbHOCTb PA3BEPTLIBAHWUA ryn.
YACTb |

AHHOTaUuA

B paHHOM cTaTbe nccneayetca passutue MM B KasaxctaHe ¢ 1991 roga 40 MOMeEHTa HanucaHmA
cTaTbu. PaccmaTpuBaeTca 3BONOLNA 3aKoHOoAaTenbcTBa o MYM 1 nogxoabl, UCNOAb3yemMble ANA CO3-
AaHuA bnaronpuaTHoM cpeabl ana MYM B uenax U3BneYeHna ypoku ansa byayuieit NoANTUKK CTPaHb.
B f.aHHOM cTaTbe onuMcbiBAeTCA 3BOOLMA KOHUenuun MYM B cTpaHe 1 NpoBOANTCA aHaNn3 npobenos
M HeA0CTATKOB B AEeNCTBYIOLLEN NONUTUKE U 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE B 061acTu MYIT.

Onpepaenenue YN n codepa aeatenoHoctn YN npetepnenm 3HaunTebHbIE UIBMEHEHUA B HALMO-
Ha/IbHOM 3aKOHOaTeNbCTBE U lopuanyeckon antepatype ¢ 1991 roga. ABTOp BblgenAeT caegytowme
nAaTb 3Tanos pa3sutua MY B KasaxcTaHe: MepBbili 3Tan- npasosas 6a3a MY ToNbKo AN MHOCTPaH-
HbIX MHBecTopoB (1991-1993 rr.); Bropoli aTan - oTCyTCTBME HOPMaTMBHO-NPaBoBoi 6a3sbl no MM u
«MUNOTHBIX» NpoekToB (1994-2005 rr.); TpeTnit 3Tan - GopMMPOBaAHUE NPABOBOM U UHCTUTYLLMOHA/Tb-
Hol 6a3bl (2006-2015 rr.); YeTBepTbit 3Tan - pa3BepTbiBaHMe aKTUBHOro YM: ocHoBHOE BHMMaHMWe
yaensetca konndectsy (2016—2018 rr.); MaTbI 3Tan - KOPPEKTUPOBKA CTPYKTYpbI MYM: 6onee cTporue
TpeboBaHus (c 2019 r. No HacTosALLee BPEMS).

B fAaHHOM cTaTbe aBTOP paccMmaTpmBaeT nepsble ABa 3Tana ¢ 1991 no 2005 roabl, yaenaa BHUMAHME
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OeNCTBMAM NPaBUTENbCTBA, MONUTUYECKMM LeIAM Ha OTAE/bHbIX PaCCMaTPMBAEMbIX 3Tanax, AaBas
OLEHKY MoCcNeacTBUA A5 NPOBEAEHUA AasbHELLEN NOINTUKM B chepe pasBUTMA roCyaapCTBEHHO-
YaCcTHOro MapTHEPCTBa B rocygapcTee. ABTOPOM Ae/1aeTcs BbiBOZ, YTO B KOHLLE NepBOro sTana B oT-
/IMYMe OT NepBOro 3aKOHA O KOHLLeCCUAX, BCe nocaeaytowme 3akoHbl 0 MYM 661 NPUMEHUMbI KaK K
OTEeYeCTBEHHbIM, TaK U K MHOCTPAaHHbIM MHBECTOPAM, NOCKO/IbKY NPaBUTENbCTBO OCO3HA/N0 BAYKHOCTb
PaBHOMO OTHOLLEHMA KO BCEM MHBECTOpPaM. BTOpO e 3Tan TaKKe NoKasas, 4to KasaxctaHy Heobxo-
Anmbl 6onee 3pPeKTUBHbIE MHCTPYMEHTbI MOANTMKM TUT gna peannsaumm NPoOeKToB B KOMMYHa/b-

HOM CeKTOope.

Kntouesble cnosa: rocygapctBeHHO-4aCTHOE NapTHEPCTBO, NOJIMTUKA, NPaBUTENIbCTBO, MHBECTOP,
MHBECTUL NN, SKOHOMMUKa, MHd)paCprKTypa, KOHL,eCCUA, KOHTPAKTbI, COrnaweHnA.

Introduction

A number of policy documents indicate that
over many years Kazakhstan has been showing
political will to develop public-private partner-
ships! (PPPs). Not only did the government set a
well-established legal (i.e. hard law) and institu-
tional framework for PPPs, but also officially con-
firmed its commitment to develop the PPPs in its
soft law, including in the Kazakhstan-2050 Strat-
egy [1] and the 2025 Strategic Development Plan.
By 2019, however, it became increasingly evident
to all major stakeholders that PPP development in
Kazakhstan was going in the wrong direction, as
the PPP policy and governance proved to be

inefficient and have often been used to conceal
public borrowing. The problems of the PPP mecha-
nism not working properly became so acute that
in 2019 the President of Kazakhstan, Mr Kassym-
Jomart Tokayev, acknowledged that the whole con-
cept of PPP in Kazakhstan had been discredited [2]

However, in 2020, Kazakhstan is facing major
economic and social challenges due to the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic and drop in the price
of oil to a 20-year low, which has resulted in de-
creased economic activity, devaluation of local
currency (tenge), reduced foreign direct invest-
ment, and shrinking state budget. This makes the
need to attract investment in deteriorating public
infrastructure even more acute, and the govern-
ment is now under even greater pressure to find
answers to hard questions about maintaining the
volume and quality of public services. Therefore,
Kazakhstan’s government needs to take action in
the near future to recalibrate the PPP policy and
the way it is implemented.

1'This chapter does not discuss the definitions, features, and
models of public-private partnerships. For the general under-
standing of PPPs, please see Mouraviev, N., & Kakabadse, N.
(2016). Conceptualising public-private partnerships: A criti-
cal appraisal of approaches to meanings and forms. Society
and Business Review, 11(2), 155-173.

© The Author(s) 2021. A. Koulouri and N. Mouraviev
(eds.), Kazakhstan’s Developmental Journey, https://doi.

org/10.1007/978-981-15-6899-2_6

This article examines PPP development in Ka-
zakhstan from 1991 to the time of writing and
reviews evolution of the PPP legislation and ap-
proaches used to develop a PPP-enabling envi-
ronment in order to draw lessons for the coun-
try’s future policy. This article describes evolution
of the PPP concept in the country and provides
analysis of gaps and deficiencies in the current
PPP policy and legislation.

Since 1991 when Kazakhstan declared its inde-
pendence, it has had to rely on the deteriorating
infrastructure it inherited from the Soviet era. As
a result, nearly every element of public infrastruc-
ture, such as roads, airports, water networks, and
hospitals, required upgrading or expansion. Faced
with gloomy growth projections and shrinking
budgets after the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Kazakhstan’s government quickly recognised that
it could use an effective method for attracting
private investors and financing its growing infra-
structure needs: PPPs. As the concept was novel
for the country, the PPP definition and the scope
of PPP activity has evolved significantly in the na-
tion’s legislation and legal literature since 1991.

It is, therefore, useful to distinguish the following
five stages of the PPP development in Kazakhstan:

e Stage One—PPP legal framework for foreign
investors only (1991-1993).

¢ Stage Two—Lack of PPP-specific legal frame-
work and “pilot” projects (1994-2005).

¢ Stage Three—The formation of legal and in-
stitutional frameworks (2006-2015).

¢ Stage Four—Active PPP deployment: the fo-
cus being on quantity (2016-2018).

¢ Stage Five—Adjustments to the PPP frame-
work: stricter requirements (2019-present).

Each stage will be discussed in detail, followed
by the conclusion.

Stage One—
PPP Legal Frame work for
Foreign Investors Only
(1991- 1993)
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What Was Done

Just seven days after it declared its indepen-
dence, Kazakhstan adopted the law on conces-
sions, which was the first PPP-related law in
the country. The new legal framework has been
proofed and applied in at least four infrastructure
projects financed by the Development Bank of
Kazakhstan and three concession projects sup-
ported by the national government.

Policy Goals at This Stage

The principal peculiarity of the first law on con-
cessions was that at this initial stage of the PPP de-
velopment a concession was viewed as an exclu-
sive right or authorisation (i.e. de facto a licence)
issued by the government to a concessionaire
to engage in certain business activities. In other
words, a concession agreement was some kind of
an “administrative contract” [3] that should not
even be treated as a civil law agreement between
equal parties because de facto it was a unilateral
government authorisation (i.e. a licence) based
on the provisions of public law [4] .

Although the law on concessions was not in-
dustry-specific, it has been designed mainly for
implementation of projects related to utilisation
of natural resources. As at that time oil and gas
were viewed as the only possible drivers of the
national economy, it was well justified that the
law was tailor-made for the oil and gas projects.

Importantly, the law on concessions could be
used only by foreign investors as the law stipu-
lated that a concession could be granted only to
foreign legal entities and/or citizens. When the
Soviet Union disintegrated, there was no market
economy in Kazakhstan and no local businesspeo-
ple who could act as concessionaires. It is, there-
fore, natural that at the dawn of Kazakhstan’s in-
dependence, attracting foreign direct investment
was the main PPP policy goal aiming at bringing
in money and technology for exploration and ex-
traction of the country’s oil and gas reserves.

Assessment

The scope of the PPP concept during Stage One
was limited to the concession form. It was under-
stood narrowly as an exclusive right to be awarded
to an investor (in some countries, a concession is
understood in the same way as exclusive right, al-
though in others it is viewed as one of many types
of a PPP agreement; see, for example, Tuktarov
and Dubinchina [5]). Stage One represents a time
when the government was not yet ready for any
partnership with business on equal terms and,
therefore, the whole PPP model (i.e. a licensed-

type concession agreement based on public law
provisions) was designed to enable the state to
dictate its terms of partnership to the business.
It is no surprise, therefore, that just a handful of
projects had been implemented under this novel
legal framework. The first law on concessions was
already deemed invalid by April 1993.

Implications for Further Policy Development

Rapid transition to a market economy in the
1990s exposed deficiencies of the licensed-type
concession agreement under the law on conces-
sions, which proved to be a hindrance for attract-
ing private investment. The government learned
its lesson and all new types of PPP-related agree-
ments it introduced thereafter have been based
on private law and not public law provisions. In-
stead of the power-subordinate relationship that
existed under the first law, all PPP-related types of
agreements introduced in Kazakhstan after 1993
have been based on the “equality of parties” prin-
ciple.

Another lesson Kazakhstan learned from this
stage is that PPP-related laws should be tailor-
made for developing public infrastructure (eco-
nomic infrastructure and social infrastructure—
see Yescombe and Farquharson [6]) and not for
the subsoil utilisation projects. This materialised
in 2006 when a new Concession Law specifically
excluded subsoil use operations from its applica-
tion (Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan [7]). From
2006, the legal term “a concession agreement”
could not be applied to any type of the subsoil
use contracts (Bassin et al. [8]), whereas the Law
on Public-private partnership (the PPP Law) (Law
of the Republic of Kazakhstan [9]) adopted in 2015
includes the provision that the term may be ap-
plicable to projects involving subsoil use but only
in conjunction with the provisions of the Subsoil
Use Code.

Finally, unlike the first law on concessions, all
PPP-related laws thereafter have been applicable
to both domestic and foreign investors, as the
government realised the importance of treating
all investors equally.

Stage Two - Lack of PPP - Specific Legal
Frame work and “Pilot” Projects (1994-2005)

What Was Done
From 1993, when the first law on concessions
stopped working, to 2006,
when a new law on concessions came into ef-
fect (i.e. for about 13 years), there was no PPP-
specific legislation in Kazakhstan. Despite the ab-
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sence of any specific laws on PPPs or concessions,
a number of agreements have been executed
during this time between public law entities (i.e.
the Republic of Kazakhstan, its regions or cities)
and investors, based on PPP principles and rely-
ing solely on the general principle of freedom of
contract in Kazakhstan's civil law.

Privatisation of the country’s electrical power
and heating infrastructure using the PPP mecha-
nism, in the second half of the 1990s in particu-
lar, triggered interest amongst foreign investors.
In 1997, the Belgian company Tractebel obtained
the “concession” for the electricity, heating, and
gas supply in the city of Almaty (the nation’s then
capital), as well as the licence for the construc-
tion and operation of gas pipelines. The American
company AES also received concessions for the
provision of electricity and heating in the same
year and invested in some of the country’s largest
power plants, including the 4000 MW Ekibastuz-1
coal-fired power station. However, the foreign in-
vestors quickly faced high-profile disputes with
the government. Disagreements regarding tar-
iffs and a corruption scandal resulted in the early
termination by Tractebel of its investment in the
beginning of the 2000s. Similarly, amid regulatory
disputes with the government, AES sued Kazakh-
stan before investment arbitration and divested
its largest energy assets in the country in order to
gradually close down its Kazakhstan-based busi-
ness (Boute [10]).

Nonetheless, the other two infrastructure
projects were launched as concession agreements
in 2005, despite the absence of a specific legal
framework. These projects are usually viewed by
the government as pilot PPP projects (although
they were not the first ones as there were others,
as discussed above):

1. Construction and operation of the inter-re-
gional power transmission line “North Kazakhstan -
Aktobe Region” in the Aktobe region (a concession
for 25 years with a concessionaire Batys Transit).

2. Construction and operation of the railway
line “Shar Station - Ust- Kamenogorsk” in East Ka-
zakhstan region (a concession for 23 years with a
concessionaire Doszhan Temir Zholy) (for details
of this project, see Eurasian Economic Commis-
sion [11]).

Both concessions performed below expecta-
tions and could hardly be viewed as successful
PPP projects. In part, this was caused by poor
structuring of these projects. In addition, there
was apparent lack of proper balance of risk shar-
ing between an investor and the state. For exam-

ple, the railway has seen less freight than expect-
ed, which had a serious negative impact on the
project’s revenue. In the power transmission proj-
ect, although several enterprises were expected
to use the power line, they were not working or
operating below full capacity. Both concession
projects managed to raise debt financing on the
domestic stock exchange by issuing infrastructure
bonds secured by the state sureties. These state
sureties issued their guarantees under Kazakh-
stan’s law. However, their guarantees proved to be
unreliable means of security in practice. Doszhan
Temir Zholy (the operator of the “Shar Station -
Ust-Kamenogorsk” railway line project) declared
default on its infrastructure bonds in 2008, and
many of Kazakhstan’s pension funds that acquired
these bonds failed to enforce their claims against
the Republic of Kazakhstan as a surety. After some
time, however, in the light of looming loan de-
faults and risk of bankruptcies of the companies
involved, the government stepped in and rescued
both pilot PPP projects by purchasing part of the
shares from private investors.

Policy Goals at This Stage

Foreign participation in the privatisation of
electrical power and heating generation and sup-
ply was an important component of the govern-
ment’s successful policy to address a severe debt
crisis that hit Kazakhstan’s energy sector at the
end of the 1990s (Boute [10]). The government
expected that attracting foreign investors by
way of PPPs and privatisation would (i) facilitate
the restructuring of the debts accumulated by
the state-owned operators of utilities, (ii) bring
in much-needed capital and technology for the
modernisation of the energy sector and (iii) re-
duce the budget expense on the power and heat-
ing generation.

In addition to upgrading public infrastructure,
the government also hoped to use PPPs for de-
veloping the domestic capital market by introduc-
ing a new financial instrument—infrastructure
bonds—that were expected to become a lucrative
and, importantly, secure asset for investment by
the nation’s pension funds, insurance companies,
and other large firms.

Assessment
Stage Two captures government-business
relations in Kazakhstan at a time when the gov-
ernment tried to use PPPs and privatisation in
the most flexible and unregulated manner to do
much-needed reforms in the energy and utilities
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sectors and swiftly attract foreign and domestic
investment. Yet, the government learned the hard
way that there are not really any shortcuts to forge
a lasting partnership with the private sector.

The second stage, therefore, presents particu-
lar interest for legal research because any form of
cooperation between the government and busi-
ness was, de facto, recognised as PPP and all proj-
ects implemented as such during this time have
been structured and launched in the absence of
a PPP-specific legal framework. The absence of
specific legislation means that the legality and
enforceability of the so-called concession agree-
ments remain questionable. De jure these agree-
ments could not be qualified as concession agree-
ments as provided by the 2006 Concession Law
but should be qualified as so-called innominate
contracts (contractus innominati). In particular,
one of the grey areas is the legal capacity of pub-
lic law entities (i.e. the Republic of Kazakhstan,
its regions, and certain cities) to enter commer-
cial contracts, if such commercial contracts are
not specifically provided by Kazakhstan’s law (i.e.
if they are not socalled nominate contracts from
Kazakhstan'’s civil law perspective) and if Kazakh-
stan’s law does not specifically authorise relevant
state bodies to sign such contracts on behalf of
the respective public law entity. In the absence of
such specific regulation, transparency of the pro-
cess related to selecting investors, as well as le-
gal the authority of relevant state bodies (i.e. the
national government or regional and local execu-
tive bodies) who signed concession agreements
on behalf of relevant public law entities, also re-
mains an open issue.

The lack of a transparent private partner selec-
tion procedure and the absence of a solid legal
framework for structuring PPPs during Stage Two
of PPP development in Kazakhstan, unsurprising-
ly, left too much room for the discretion of gov-
ernment officials and opportunities for corrupt
practice. During this stage, many PPP tenders
were rigged and lacked competition, being largely
controlled by favoured insiders with political con-
nections to the government bodies. It is of no sur-
prise, therefore, that most litigations and corrup-
tion scandals surrounding PPP projects occurred
during this time (e.g. a dispute between CCL Oil
Ltd and Kazakhstan’s government in relation to
concession agreement executed in 1997 with re-
gards to the Pavlodar oil refinery is just one more
example, in addition to AES and Tractebel cases
discussed in this section).

Implications for Further Policy Development

The principal lesson from Stage Two is that
in order to attract investors on a long-term ba-
sis, specific PPP legislation should be adopted
to make sure that the private partner selection
process is transparent and efficient, whereas au-
thorities of the relevant state bodies should be
clearly stipulated in legislation.

The government also realised that the excep-
tionally low tariffs that were used in the utilities
and energy sectors did not enable the utilities
companies to recover their costs and attract
foreign investors and did not allow viable PPP
projects to be launched without additional pay-
ments from the state budget. Raising the tariffs
for utilities is typically considered a politically un-
popular action; it is a sensitive issue that could
trigger social unrest. Therefore, the government
has been, and still is, reluctant to attract foreign
investors and initiate any PPP projects in the
utilities sector. This calls for a fundamental re-
form of the tariff-setting methodology used by
the natural monopolies in general and in utili-
ties in particular. Private investors always seek
clarity about the government’s commitment to
adopt a tariff-setting policy that would ensure
the financial viability of the contract, although
a project often has to be accompanied by the
transparent subsidies if the government decides
that not all consumers can afford to pay cost-
recovery tariffs.

Stage Two also showed that Kazakhstan needs
more effective PPP policy instruments for the
implementation of projects in the utilities sector.
For example, it might be a PPP model, specifically
provided by law, that allows payments to a private
company by both the government and final users
or allows shadow tolls (i.e. when the government
pays the tolls in place of the final user) to guaran-
tee certain revenue to a private party for a pre-
specified volume of public services (Mouraviev
and Kakabadse [12]) .

Finally, because many pension funds burned
their fingers on infrastructure bonds during this
stage of PPP development, this type of bonds—
used as a mechanism for raising debt financing
for PPPs—has not been used in Kazakhstan ever
since. It shows that the government largely lost
interest in the domestic capital market as a source
of financing for PPPs and instead opted to attract
the necessary funding mainly from international
institutions.
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