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. FESU, earthguake, closing of borders
@) At height OfF crisis (1993)

@ Witie) half, inflation of 10000% per year,
fiscal deficit — 2/3rds of GDP

@ Turnaround: economy: stabilizes
@ GDP' growing at 5% & inflation at 1-2%

@ Achieved through; strict monetary policy &
deficit reduction




@ 1992-95) electricity supply for 2-4 hrs/day

@ Central heating & natural gas supply virtually
terminated

@ Water supply falls in areas requiring pumping
@ By 1994, HH payments fall to 10% of billing




| ‘g‘ the electricity sector
if) Program'_
IRVESEMERLS

Pricenneréasess & elimination of subsidies
@) Ne@lergy law! & creation of regulatory agency

@Results

From 4 hrs of service to 24 hr supply

Bill' collection rates 1

Improved cost recovery

But continued political resistance to tariff hikes

)
)
)
)

How are the households, especially the poor, faring?




RESEaNEHI design

*‘r

Qualitative field work

@IFOCUSIFIOUPS, INtErVIEWS
@ US m Ign; guestionnaire

@ QUanutabiVe survey.
@ Cross-section data
@ Panel data (1 yr before & after price increase)
@ Sample of 2000 households
@ Timing: Dec. 1999 - Jan 2000
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/ . @Oping,strategies

sed Use; ol substitutes--wood, gas
N2 CONSERatioN’ and austerity measures

@TMff lights, watch the meter, wear

Warm clothes
@ Partial payments of bills
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o ElimInaten o increasing block tariff
20, 25 per kwh

a uniform tariff of ADR 25/kwh
@ Seen@rice increase of 30%

® Fromaverage price off ADR 19.2 to 25/kwh

@ Actuall price; increase is about 47%
@ HHs were actually paying on avg. ADR 17/kwh

@ 28% + 9% get ADR 1450 as compensation
@ only 55% of the poor received it--targeting is hard
@ more analysis required to assess effectiveness




Seneldielectricity consumption
1998 and 1999

3

=
=
=
S
%
c
8 150
=
2
A
5
2
=

3

Mar Apr May Jun Ju Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Billing month




/ - ~ A ry A I
o~ ,; VeldeENToRthalyAbills and payments
| -

o

-

1999-poor 1998-non-poor 1999-non-poor

L3

?

g

g

@
a
o)
;
-
o
e
@
Q
Qo
@
<

%




&)
x
<
c
=
p=

4 -
3
il
1 -
0

Mar-Nov 1998




:/ ’ I g@regate impact of

ge Ielectricity tariff*

1998 1999 Change between 1998
and 1999

L (0)
—m” ion ARD

. 39.57 . 16%
(D)

—mien ARID;
(€) 38.22 ' 6%

il K
97% gPr-

percearit (/o)

* For sample households only, ** Percentage points




- St AYAGENCIUSIGNS and impact

&
NDISPropouionate impact on the poor

@iMenging Imprevement in utility finances
@ Price"“ aases reguire careful design
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@ StructtrallAdjustment Credit (SAC) IV

@ No new’ increase in electricity price

@ Privatization conditionality kept

Protests in the streets and privatization derailed in
2001. Revision of conditionality to Floating Tranche







impactof study
-,
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@) Privatizatien' conditionality kept in SAC IV

@ Protests in the streets and privatization
derailed in 2001

@ Changed conditionality to Floating Tranche




PILiGUS ecoREmMIC reform program
@ stee @e [INCreases

\Goyermment concerned with Impact on

the peerfand political economy

@ Need to design equitable and politically
feasible sector strategy

@ electricity sector used as case study




Sasingavereiconsumption and price in 1999
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mmmm |ncreasing consumption of wood == == Price of wood




