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The article describes the possibilities of public-private partnership as a component of provid-
ing the institutional ability of further production, stocking and processing capacities’ moderniza-
tion with the purpose to promote Ukrainian agrarian sector competitiveness, as well as creating
Jfavourable conditions for balanced development of diversified innovative production in the agrari-
an sector itself and in the connected economic activities. Critical evaluation is given to the existing
normative-methodical support for investment-innovative projects, realized through public-private
partnership in national agrarian sector. Also, an author’s approach is suggested to the indicative
activities basis decompression and the efficiency evaluation of such projects as a component of the
investment relations system between state and private partners in the agrarian sector.
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OIIHIOBAHHA E@EKTUBHOCTI IHBECTHHIﬂHO-
IHHOBAHIﬁHHX ITPOEKTIB HA OCHOBI
JEP2XKABHO-ITPUBATHOTI'O ITAPTHEPCTBA
B ATPAPHOMY CEKTOPI EKOHOMIKHU YKPATHU!

Y cmammi po3kpumo moxcaueocmi 0epiucasHoO-npueamno20 NAPMHEPCMea siK eAeMeHImy
3a0e3ne4eHHs IHCMUMYUitiHOT CHPOMONCHOCHE NO0AAbUIO20 OHOGACHHS MA MOOePHI3auii eupoo-
HUMUX, CKAQOCLKUX [ nepepoOHux NOmyxHcHOCell 3 Menoro NidGUUEeHHA KOHKYDEHMOCHPOMONCHO-
cmi azpaprozo cexmopy eKoHoMIiKu Ykpainu ma cmeopeHHs yMoe 045 30a1aHCO8aH020 PO3GUNIKY
dusepcughixoeanux iHHOGAUIIHUX GUPOOHUMUX CIIPYKMYP AK CAMOT a2papHoi eaiysi, max i mex-
HO402IMHO N06’A3aAHUX 3 Helo 6UOI8 eKOHOMIUHOI distabHocmi. Kpumuuno npoanaaizoeano icuyiove
HOPpMAMUGHO-MemooutHe 3a0e3ne4eHHs Npouecy OUIHIOBAHHA eQeKmueHochi Heecmuuitlino-
IHHOGAUIIHUX NPOEKMiB, peaai306aHuX HA 3acaoax 0epIcAGHO-NPUEANIHO20 NAPMHEPCMEa 6
azpapromy ceKmopi HauioOHAAbHOT eKOHOMIKU, A MAKOM}C 3anponoHO6aH0 AéMopCbKuil nioxio o
0eKOMNOHYBAHHS IHOUKAMUBHO-NOKA3HUK08020 OA3UCY GUHAYEHHS eheKmUGHOCMI MAKUX npo-
eKmie AK eiemenmy 3a0e3nedeHHs 30a1aHCO8AHOCMI cucmemu iHeecmuuiiHux 6iOHOCUH MidC
deprcasHum ma nPpUGAMHUM NAPMHEPAMU 6 AZPAPHIll 2a.1y3I.

Karouogi caosa: innogayiiinuil po3eumox; azpapra eany3v; iH8ecmMuyillHo-iHHOBAUIlIHI nNPOeKmu;
NOKA3HUKU egheKmugHoCmi iHeecmuyiil; 0epiIcasHoO-npueamHue NAPMHepCcmeo.
Dopm. 6. Puc. 1. Jlim. 20.

Huna M. ITerpyxa, Cepreii B. ITerpyxa
O EHKA DOOEKTUBHOCTU MHBECTUIIMOHHO-
NMHHOBAIIMOHHBIX ITPOEKTOB HA OCHOBE
TOCYIAPCTBEHHO-YACTHOI'O ITAPTHEPCTBA
B ATPAPHOM CEKTOPE DKOHOMMUWKU YKPANHBbI

B cmambve packpoimol 603M0M4CHOCU 20CYOAPCHEEHHO-HACHHO020 HAPNIHEPCMEA KAK Jae-
MeHnma obecnevenust UHCHUMYGUOHAAbHOU CROCOGHOCMU 0aabHeliute20 00HO8ACHUS U MOOEPHU-
3auuu npou3e00CMEEHHbIX U NEPepatambvleaouiUx MOWHOCME ¢ UeAbl0 NOBbIULEHUS KOHKYPeH-
MOCnOCOOHOCU AzPapHO20 CEKNOPA IKOHOMUKU YKPAUHbL U CO30AHUA YCA08UIL 0151 COAAaHCUpPO-
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6aHHO20 pazeumus OueepCcUPUUUPOBAHHBIX UHHOBAUUOHHBIX NPOU3BOOCBEHHBIX CMPYKMYD KAK
camoii azpapHoli ompacau, max u MexHoA02UMeCKU CA3AHHbIX C Hell U008 IKOHOMUUECKOIl dest-
meavnocmu. Jlan Kpumuyeckuil aHAAu3 Cyuwecmeyiouie20o HOpMamueHo-memoou1ecKozo obec-
ne4eHus npouecca oueHKu IhhexmueHocmu UHEeCMUUUOHHO-UHHOBAUUOHHBIX NPOEKIN08, peai-
308AHHBIX HA OCHOBE 20CY0APCMBEHHO-4ACHIHO20 NAPMHEPCIEA 8 AZPAPHOM CeKMmope HAuuo-
Haavhol 3xK0HomuKu. Ilpedaoscen aemopckuii no0xo0 K 0eKOMNOHUPOGAHUIO UHOUKAMUGHO-
HoKazameavH020 6asuca onpedeaenust IpheKmusHoCHuU MaKux nPoeKmos Kax aemenma obec-
ne4enus cOa1anHCupoOBanHOCMU CUCIEMbl UHGECHUNUOHHBIX OMHOUEHUI MeXCOy 20CY0apCcmeeH-
HbIM U HACMHBIM NAPMHEPAMU 6 A2PAPHOI OMPacU.

Karouesvie croea: unHosayuontoe pazsumue; aepapas Ompacib; UH8eCMUYUOHHO-UHHOBAUUOH -
Hble NpoeKmbl; NoKaszamenu 3PpeKkmusHocmu UH8eCMUYULL, 20CY0apCmMEeHHO-4aACmHoe napm-
Hepcmeo.

Problem statement. Today’s military intensive situation in Ukraine serves for
many as the excuse of reformatory processes slowdown. However, external threats in
essence can’t be the reason for internal reforms absence. It is doubtful whether state
concentration on searching and attracting foreign assistance is reasonable when at the
same time the state fails to provide extremely necessary system reforms.

Retracing the etymology of the word "reform"”, we have to emphasize the cha-
racteristic and evolution of "public-private partnership" (PPP) as one of the keyword
for Ukrainian reformation vocabulary. The definition "partnership” appeared at the
normative-legal articles, including bipartite declarations, and treaties while Ukraine
was getting its independence. The important role in PPP development has been
played by the Declaration and activities programme of the UN Millennium Forum
(2000), Okinawa charter of Global Information Society (2000), European Council
Resolution # 1698 (2005) on support of rural territories, Association Agreement
between Ukraine and European Union (2014) etc. International practice in general
considerably influenced the programme documents of domestic agrarian sector
development, including the State target programme of Ukrainian rural areas devel-
opment till 2015, the Strategy of agrarian sector development till 2020, the State
strategy of regional development till 2020 etc. Designated by the Strategy of
Ukrainian stable development till 2020 comprehensive reformation of state regulation
and economic management system means simultaneous reforms in agriculture with
the synchronous PPP provision. Under such conditions we have to remember the ret-
rospective review of this issue and world practice which proves that agrarian innova-
tive improvement, as usual, causes considerable resistance from the great part of par-
ticipants, who risk, losing the privileged position or potential income.

Insufficient attempts of PPP activation in agrarian sector are explained by sub-
ject matter fundamentality, because it concerns all object and subject aspects of
human being and its existence. That’s why urgent becomes the necessity to study
world experience of state and business structures interrelations in agrarian sector,
analysis of socioeconomic, normative-legal and organizational components of part-
nership relations between state and business, and also elaboration of special mecha-
nisms of their interaction. On the one hand, these mechanisms will provide the state
responsibility for the environment and forms of entreprencurship development, and,
on the other raise the business social responsibility for activity results and their active
part in socioeconomic development of the country. In turn, this requires the forma-
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tion of corresponding institutional basis for such interrelation and application-ori-
ented mechanisms of efficiency evaluation for investment-innovative projects (IIP) in
agrarian sector, and this specifies the actuality of the given research topic.

Recent research and publications analysis. The important contribution to the
study in state and business interrelation development was made by well-known
foreign scientists-economists: D. Audretsch et al. (2002), R. Ball et al. (2002),
E Basanes and R. Willig (2002), C. Greve (2003), C. Harris (2003), S. Osborne
(2000), E. Yescombe (2007) and others. Particular issues of PPP development, espe-
cially in the light of efficiency evaluation of IIP were recently explored by Ukrainian
scientists such as: V. Heyets (2009), S. Hryshchenko (2011), K. Pavluk and S. Pavluk
(2010), P. Shylepnytskyi (2011), B. Vinnytskyi et al. (2008), T. Yefymenko et al.
(2012) and others. In agro sphere, especially: Y. Lupenko et al. (2014), P. Sabluk et
al. (2011), P. Sabluk (2012) and some others have been considering the related issues.

But in spite of a great number of publications and scientific research, the subject
matter of IIP efficiency evaluation, realized through PPP is fragmentary investigated
and needs further development of applied methodologies. This could be effective for
the Working group # 6 which develops the project of United complex strategy of agri-
culture and rural territories development for 2015—2020, as initiated by the Ministry
of Agrarian Policy and Food of Ukraine and positioned by it as "communication
map" of short- and medium-term transformations realization in the agrarian sector.

Research objectives is to provide scientific-theoretical substantiation of IIP effi-
ciency evaluation mechanism, realized on the basis of PPP in Ukrainian agrarian sec-
tor.

Key research findings. Markets globalization, new competition paradigm, con-
sumer expectations transformation against the background of eurointegration
processes require conceptually new approaches to the country’s agrarian sector com-
petitive ability in contrast to the one, declared in the Strategy of agriculture develop-
ment until 2020, approved by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine as of 17.10.2013 #
806-r (further — Strategy). Under continuous environment changes the significance
of system’s competitiveness rises. Competitive internal conditions include owning
unique recourses, knowledge, competences, technologies, forming certain competi-
tive advantages. That’s why the need to use such an instrument as PPP became cru-
cial, and can contribute to initiative, investment, innovative development of the
agrarian sector.

The fundamental document, defining the general conditions of PPP realization,
is the Law of Ukraine "On public-private partnership” as of 01.07.2010 # 2404-VI,
tactical-strategic mechanisms of its development at medium-term perspective are
defined by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine direction "On approval of the Concept
of public-private partnership development for the period 2013—2018" as of
14.08.2013 # 739-r, and investment activity in general is determined by the Law of
Ukraine "On investment activity" as of 18.09.1991 # 1560-XI1. All of them a priori are
directed on investment-innovative activity stimulation and investors’ rights protec-
tion, particularly in the agrarian sector.

Making a decision on a possibility of IIP realization, in the first place raises the
need to determine its efficiency. Usually, the classical indicator for investment effi-
ciency is profit norm, which in original is a profit and capital correlation; capital in
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turn is placed into permanent assets and circulating assets, stipulated, in the process
of its functioning, into profit formation. During the period of market relations estab-
lishment for this particular indicator the range of oversights becomes typical, which
don’t allow evaluating impartially investment efficiency, corresponding to the market
environment of placed capital.

We note the typical lack of the classical indicator of investment efficiency defi-
nition. Particularly, it doesn’t take into account the lag of investment capital income,
because profit is formed from the investment object output to the full capacity.
Besides, profit volume may vary in years. The analyzed indicator also doesn’t take
into account changes in capital value in time. Taking in account the necessity of item-
ized shortages remedial actions of classical criterion of investment efficiency with
regard to market conditions and economic management, the dynamic indicators of
invested capital efficiency evaluation have been worked out by economists from dif-
ferent countries.

These indicators were adapted to Ukraine's circumstances in 1997 and regulated
by the fundamental document "Methodology of business plans formation", approved
by the Decree of Agency on problems of bankruptcy prevention of enterprises and
organizations as of 21.04.1997 # 56. Under this methodology its normative and legal
transformations and correspondent departmental gradation it is rather difficult to
choose the optimal ITP from the number of possible alternatives, because, per se, all
total scores from different sides (which is proved by their different units of measure-
ment) characterize the efficiency from the project recoupment point of view.

It differentiates the project efficiency in general and efficiency of participation in
a project.

The IIP efficiency in total is evaluated with the aim to define probable partici-
pators and search for financing from potentially attracted participants of IIP in the
agrarian sector of the national economy (Figure 1).

[ EVALUATION OF PARTICIPANTS IN A PROJECT REALIZED BY IIP SCHEME ]
4 )

Efficiency of IIP project in general:
- public (socioeconomic) efficiency of the project, realized by the IIP scheme;
— - commercial (socioeconomic) efficiency of the project;
- efficiency of management participation agents in the project, related to the agrarian

\Sector /
\

Efficiency of participation in a project, realized by the IIP scheme:
- efficiency of project shares investment;
| - efficiency of participation in the project for the structures of higher hierarchy level as
related to the participants of the investment project, realized by the IIP scheme )

Figure 1. Evaluation of IIP participation efficiency, authors’

The efficiency of IIP participation in the agrarian sector, to our mind, is the most
debative issue. IIP efficiency in the mentioned sector is defined to verify the per-
formability of a particular project and all its participants’ interest in it. To evaluate the
IIP efficiency different approaches are used by economists (Harris, 2003; Yescombe,
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2007). Nowadays, to evaluate IIP efficiency, realized under PPP schemes, one can
apply:

1) the criteria of economic efficiency of strategic IIP evaluation, with the classi-
cal method of money circulation discounting for investment projects efficiency cal-
culation;

2) IIP efficiency evaluation by to the model of "input-output";

3) IIP efficiency evaluation on the basis of cost-based money currents.

According to the key approaches, the selection criteria are:

1) investor presence, who confirmed the readiness to participate in an innovative
project realized through PPP schemes;

2) expected effect from innovative development due to IIP realization in the
agrarian sector realized through PPP scheme;

3) during the project realization, the current tasks must correspond to the objec-
tives of socioeconomic development of Ukraine and strategic documents of the top
level;

4) the impossibility of IIP realization in the agrarian sector, under PPP scheme,
without budget spending.

Projects, which correspond to the selection criteria of economic effectiveness,
mentioned in the Strategy, have to be evaluated and analyzed on the basis of finan-
cial, budget and economical efficiency characteristics. This allows estimating the I1P
contribution to socioeconomic activities of Ukraine’s agrarian sector. This assess-
ment should be implemented on the basis of IIP financial model, and calculation of
the main indicators of project efficiency.

One of the most important indicators of I1P efficiency evaluation in the agrari-
an sector is net present value. IIP net present value in the agrarian sector is calculat-
ed by the following formula (Audretsch et al., 2002):

LA FCF, V,
NPV:FCF0+Z - 1 +— t , (1)
&Pt (1+WACC,) PL,(1+WACC,)

where NPV is IIP net present value in the agrarian sector, implemented by PPP
scheme; FCF; — current financing of the project at period t; FCF, — financial flow at

the beginning of II1P implementation in the agrarian sector, realized by PPP scheme;
WACC; — weighted average capital cost with of I1IP discounting; V; — valuation of
assets cost, developed in the course of IIP implementation; P — IIP cost parameter;
t — period (year, quarter); T — number of the last period.
Calculations of the intrinsic norm of IIP profitability in the agrarian sector, rea-
lized through PPP scheme, is based on the IRR indicator, satisfying the equation:
T
NPV(IRR) =0« FCF, +Z FCH, -+ vi =
= (1+IRR)"  (1+IRR)

where NPV is IIP profitability norm in the agrarian sector; /RR — profitability

2

;
intrinsic norm,; z — sum (volume, term) of discounted financial flow of the last
t=1
investment period.
The weighted average capital cost of IIP in the agrarian sector, realized through

PPP scheme, is calculated by the following formula:
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WACC, =r; x E, X} x Dy , 3)
D, +E, D, +E,

where r', is weighted average cost of own capital e IIP in agrarian sector, realized
through PPP scheme, at the beginning of period t; r'y — weighted average cost of loan
capital d 1P at the beginning of period t; E; — the volume of own capital at the begin-
ning of period t IIP; D; — the volume of loan capital sources at the beginning of peri-
od t ITP.

IIP in the agrarian sector could be recognized as effective and attractive for
investments if the corresponding financial efficiency criterion are corroborated by

positive project net present values; and the internal rate of return exceeds the weight-
ed average cost of IIP capital during the period of investment:

;
> WACC, x(E, +D;)
WACC, = +-— , “4)
2(E, +D)
t=1

;
where Z - the sum (volume, term) of the investment period.
t=1

Apart from the indicator of net present value of the IIP in agrarian sector and the
norm of its profitability the period of IIP recoupment is also calculated, along with
specific financial efficiency of IIP. ITP budget efficiency is evaluated by comparing
the volume of external investments into the given project and all budget allocations
provided to support the competitive positions of national agrarian sector.

Calculating of discounted budget flow, generated by IIP in the agrarian sector at
period t is done the following way:

TCF" + TCF,™" + EBE, + NonTaxRev,
(1+F) ’
where BCF, is discounted budget flow generated by 1P under PPP scheme; TCF™", —

direct tax of t, period, stipulated by IIP implementation; tax proceeds at different lev-
els of budgets during the t period directly in agribusiness; TCF"", — indirect tax of t

BCF, = (%)

period, stipulated by IIP implementation; tax proceeds at different levels of budgets
during the t period from economical entities which are not investors or participators
of IIP; EBE; — the economy of state budget expenses at the f period as a result of [TP
implementation; NonTaxRev; — revenues from using state support funds of imple-
mented IIP (this indicator is calculated against the volume of state participation in
the project).

As an indicator of IIP budget efficiency in the agrarian sector, realized by PPP
scheme, we could also use the index of budgetary efficiency (P/):
T

BCF,

Y ©

Inv "’

AKTYAJIbHI TPOBJIEMW EKOHOMIKN Ne9(171), 2015



EKOHOMIKA TA YINPABJ1IHHS1 HALJIOHAJIbHUM rocriogAPCTBOM 147

where P/ — is the index of budgetary efficiency of the project; BCF; — discounted

budget flow, generated by IIP; Invf — dimensions and volumes of IIP state resources
use including governmental insurance arrangements.

IIP is considered as corresponded to budget efficiency criterion if P/ exceeds "1".
Providing governmental support in the way of directing the resources into the capital
of corporate bodies and in the form of financing investment projects also adds to the
required profitability of capital investment at different budget levels.

This approach to IPP efficiency evaluation at the sectoral level, considered here-
inabove, and gives the possibility to define the state of affairs distribute profits fairly
between project partners. The mentioned models don’t give the possibility to deter-
mine the direct relation between private partner profit and the volume of agricultural
project functioning.

Conclusions. Taking into consideration mentioned above, we can note that at
present an efficient approved normative is absent at the sectoral level. Nothing regu-
lates the relations of PPP participants in the agrarian sector of Ukraine, and the
mechanism of profit allocation according to final results of IIP realization. Under
Ukraine’s integration into the European Union for potential investors in agriculture,
as a rule, it is important to define the efficiency of own funds, invested in IIP. The
introduced indicators could be used as an addition to the methodology currently in
force; they are the element of perspective development of IIP efficiency in Ukrainian
agrarian sector and its objective appraisal.

References:

[Ipo nepxaBHO-TIpUBaTHE MapTHepPCTBO: 3akoH Ykpainu Bim 01.07.2010 Ne 2404-VI //
zakon.rada.gov.ua.

[po iHBecTuiitHy MisuibHICTh: 3akoH Ykpainu Bin 18.09.1991 Ne 1560-X11 // zakon.rada.gov.ua.

[Tpo cxBanenns Kownuermniii po3BUTKY Oep>KaBHO-TIPUBATHOTO MapTHEpCTBa B YKpaiHi Ha
2013—-2018 poku: Posmopskenns: KaGinery MinictpiB Ykpainu Bim 14.08.2013 Ne 739-p //
zakon.rada.gov.ua.

IMpo cxBaneHHst Crparerii pO3BUTKY arpapHOro CeKTOpy €KOHOMiku Ha miepion mo 2020 poky:
Posnopsimkennst Kabinery MinictpiB Ykpainu Bin 17.10.2013 Ne 806-p // zakon.rada.gov.ua.

Teeyp B.M. CycninibCcTBO, AepkaBa, eKOHOMiKa: (DeHOMEHOJIOTis B3aeMoii Ta po3BUTKY. — K.: [H-T
eKoH. Ta iporo3yB. HAH Ykpaiuu, 2009. — 864 c.

ITpuwerxo C. TlinrotoBka Ta peaiizallisi MPOEKTIB MyOJiYHO-TIPUBATHOTO MapTHepcTBa: [1pakT.
MOCIOHUK UIs opraHiB MicueBoi Baanu Ta 6isHecy. — K.: @OIT Mockanenko O.M., 2011. — 140 c.

JlepkaBHO-TIPUBATHE TTAPTHEPCTBO B CUCTEMI peryTioBaHHs ekoHoMiku: Monorpadist / T.1. €du-
MeHko, €.J1. YepeBukon, K.B. IlaBmok Ta iH.; 3a 3ar. pexn. 4i.-kop. HAHY T.I. €Epumenko; HAH
Vkpainu, IH-T ekoH. Ta mporHo3ys. — K., 2012. — 372 c.

J10CBiz Ta MepPCTIEKTUBH BITPOBAKEHHSI Iep3KaBHO-TIPUBATHOTO MAPTHEPCTBA B YKpaiHi Ta 3a KOp-
noHoM / b. Bunnuupkuii, M. Jlennben, b. Ouumyk, I1. Cersapi. — K.: K.I.C., 2008. — 146 c.

Jlynenko 10.0., Cabayk I1.T., Mecenv-Becensk B.A., @edopoe M. M. Pe3ynbraTti i mpobieMu pedop-
MYBaHHSI CLTbCbKOTO rocrionapcTsa Ykpainu // EkoHomika AITK.— 2014.— Ne7. — C. 26—38.

Iasnwk K.B., Iasrwok C.M. CyTHICTb i poJib Iep>KaBHO-MIPUBATHOTO MApTHEPCTBA B COLIiaIbHO-
eKOHOMiuHOMY pO3BUTKY naepxkaBu // Haykosi mpaui KHTY.— Cepist: Exonomiuni Hayku.— 2010.—
Bum. 17. — C. 10—19.

Cabayk I1.T. Arpapaum pecdopmam — ycBimomsieHuit po3sutok // Exkonomika AITK.— 2012.— Ne6.
—C.3-5.

VYnpaBtiHHS KOMITUIEKCHUM PO3BUTKOM arporpoOMUCIOBOTO BUPOOHUIITBA i CITbCHKUX TEPUTOPIlt /
I1.T. Cabnyk, M.®. Kponusko, O.I. Bynaska Ta in.; 3a pen. I1.T. Cabnyka, M.®. Kponupka. — K.: HHLI
IAE, 2011. — 482 c.

Hlunennuypxuii I1.1. Jlep>XaBHO-TIpUBAaTHE IMapTHEPCTBO: Teopist i mpaktuka: Monorpadis. —
YepHibii: IH-T perionanbHux pocaimkeHb HAH Ykpainu, 2011. — 455 c.

ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF ECONOMICS #9(171), 2015



148 EKOHOMIKA TA YINPABJ1IHHS1 HALJIOHAJIbHUM rocriogAPCTBOM

Audretsch, D., Link, A., Scott, J. (2002). Public/Private Technology Partnerships. Research Policy,
Vol. 31(1) // www.dartmouth.edu.

Ball, R., Heafey, M., King, D. (2002). The Private Finance Initiative and Public Sector Finance.
Environment and Planning: Government and Policy, 20(1): 57—74.

Basanes, F., Willig, R. (2002). Second Generation Reforms in Infrastructure Services. Washington,
D.C.: Inter-American Development Bank. 368 p.

Greve, C. (2003). Public-Private Partnerships in Scandinavia. International Public Management
Review, 4(2): 59—69.

Harris, C. (2003). Private Participation in Infrastructure in Developing Countries: Trends, Impacts,
and Policy Lessons. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank. 47 p.

Osborne, S.P. (2000). Managing Public-Private Partnerships for Public Services: An International
Perspective. L.: Routledge.

Yescombe, E.R. (2007). Public-Private Partnerships: Principles of Policy and Finance. UK First edi-
tion. London: Yescombe Consulting Ltd. 350 p.

CratTa Hapaiiinuia no pegakuii 4.07.2015.

AKTYAJIbHI TPOBJIEMW EKOHOMIKN Ne9(171), 2015



