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Figure 1. Network infrastructure sectors  

A. Sectoral value added as a share of total value added in 2000 or latest available year (LHS)  
and Employment relative to total employment, average over last 5 years available  (RHS) 

 

B. Sectoral investment as a share of total fixed investment and relative to sectoral value added  
(Averages over last 5 years available) 

 

Note: The latest years used in calculating the averages were 1999 to 2003, with the exception of Australia, Denmark New Zealand 
and Policy for which 1996 to 2001 were used and France, the Slovak Republic and Spain for which 1997 to 2002 were used. The 
latest available year was 2000 with the exception of Norway and Switzerland (2001), Australia, Greece and Portugal (1999), Ireland 
and Turkey (1998), and New Zealand (1995) 

Source: OECD Input Output tables, STAN 
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Figure 2. Investment in infrastructure sectors  

 

A. Electricity, Gas and Water 

 

B. Transport, Storage and Communications 

 

Source: STAN 
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Figure 3. Government gross fixed capital formation 

 

Note: The series for high and low public spending are the means of public gross fixed capital formation as a share of GDP for 
5 countries, which on average over the period had the highest or lowest public investment rates. The high-spending countries are 
Japan, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Turkey. The low-spending countries are Australia, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, and the 
United Kingdom. 

 Source: SNA 
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Figure 4. Physical measures of infrastructure provision  

Box plots of selected OECD countries from 1970 to 2005,  

   A. Road density          B. Rail track density 
    (29 countries)           (23 countries) 

  

  C. Electricity generation capacity      D. Fixed-line and mobile subscribers 
    (28 countries)           (30 countries) 

   

Note: The box plots display the box that covers the observations between the 1
st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles, as well as the 

median (the horizontal bar) and the mean (the point). The whiskers extending from the box give the range that 
captures the observations which lie within 1.5 times the inter-quartile range from the 1

st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles. Points 

outside this range are considered outliers.   

Source: IRF/ECMT, ITU, Eurostat, OECD 
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Figure 5. Water supply and sewerage indicators 

 

Source: OECD Environmental Compendium, March 2007 
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Figure 6. Developments in electricity systems  

        A. Transmission system distribution losses;          B system average interruption duration index (SAIDI) 
(26 countries in 1960s, 30 countries thereafter)        (10 countries)     

 

C. Generation capacity reserve margins 

Total capacity as a percent in excess of peak load 
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Note: The box plots display the box that covers the observations between the 1
st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles, as well as the median (the 

horizontal bar) and the mean (the point). The whiskers extending from the box give the range that captures the observations which lie 
within 1.5 times the inter-quartile range from the 1

st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles. Points outside this range are considered outliers and marked by 

an asterisk.   

The countries included in panel B are Finland, France, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal Spain, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom. 

Source: IEA Electricity Generation and Capacity 2005, Electricity Information 2007 
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Figure 7. Developments in telecommunications networks 

Broadband subscriptions as a percentage of fixed communications access paths (LHS) 
Faults per 100 lines per year in selected OECD countries (RHS) 
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Note: in the right hand panel the line gives the average number of faults, while the bars give the range from the country with the 
lowest number of faults to the country with the highest number of faults. 

Source: OECD Telecommunications  Outlook, 2007; Telecommunications database 2005. 
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Figure 8.  Factors affecting investment in infrastructure 
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Figure 9.  Infrastructure coefficient estimates from growth regressions 

Coefficient estimate and 90% confidence intervals 
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Figure 10. Share of significant positive and negative infrastructure coefficients in growth regressions  

PANEL A: Transportation, per capita  
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Note: The black bars represent shares of significant (at 90%) positive coefficients across different specifications. The lighter coloured 
negative bars give the share of significant negative coefficients across the different specifications. 
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Figure 10 (cont)  

PANEL B: Energy and Communications, per capita. 
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Note: The black bars represent shares of significant (at 90%) positive coefficients across different specifications. The lighter coloured 
negative bars give the share of significant negative coefficients across the different specifications. 

The different specifications included using different measures of investment (total and private) and by including additional control 
variables such as human capital, trade openness and tax revenues to the basic specification. 
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Figure 11. Countries with relatively low levels of infrastructure provision  

Normalised distance from the “threshold” of infrastructure provision beyond which infrastructure investment 
in the electricity and telecommunications sectors is estimated to have the highest impact on GDP in the periods: 

1975-1982, 1983-1990, 1991-1998, and 1999-2006 

-1.2

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

B
EL

 -
7

5
-8

2

SV
K

 -
9

1
-9

8

B
EL

 -
8

3
-9

0

A
U

T 
-

7
5

-8
2

K
O

R
 -

7
5

-8
2

C
H

E 
-

7
5

-8
2

B
EL

 -
9

1
-9

8

P
R

T 
-

7
5

-8
2

A
U

T 
-

8
3

-9
0

C
H

E 
-

8
3

-9
0

K
O

R
 -

8
3

-9
0

C
ZE

 -
9

1
-9

8

M
EX

 -
7

5
-8

2

TU
R

 -
8

3
-9

0

P
R

T 
-

8
3

-9
0

M
EX

 -
8

3
-9

0

A
U

T 
-

9
1

-9
8

M
EX

 -
9

1
-9

8

C
H

E 
-

9
1

-9
8

TU
R

 -
9

1
-9

8

P
O

L 
-

9
1

-9
8

SV
K

 -
9

9
-0

6

G
R

C
 -

7
5

-8
2

IR
L 

-
7

5
-8

2

IT
A

 -
7

5
-8

2

ES
P

 -
7

5
-8

2

P
R

T 
-

9
1

-9
8

 

Note: This figure gives the distance of countries from the “threshold” between regimes, which is measured by the  principal 
component of electricity and telecommunication investment (the actual threshold value is -0.74 and the range of values is between -
1.69 to 2.71). The numbers following the country abbreviation gives the 8-year period of this finding.  
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Figure 12. The declining importance of public ownership in network utilities 

(scale 0-6 from lowest to highest degree of public ownership) 

 

Note: These plots display the box that covers the observations between the 1
st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles, as well as the median (the horizontal 

bar) and the mean (the point). The whiskers extending from the box give the range that captures the observations which lie within 1.5 
times the inter-quartile range from the 1

st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles. Points outside this range are considered outliers, which are marked by an 

asterisk.   

In the rail and telecommunication utilities, public ownership was predominant until the early 1990s in almost all countries. 

Source:  OECD 
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Figure 13. Value of announced public-private partnership deals, 1994-2007 

 
  Source: Dealogic Projectware database (data extracted 19/2/08)  

Figure 14.  Prevalence of Franchise and Concessions in OECD economies 

 

Note : 24 countries out of the 27 countries responding to the questionnaire noted that private participation in the form of franchises or 
concessions was permitted.  

Source: OECD Infrastructure investment questionnaire responses 
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Figure 15. Indicators for Public-Private Partnerships  

Panel A. Indicator structure 

 

Panel B. Indicator values 
(scale 0-6 from most to least conducive to efficient investment) 

 

Note: The indicator is calculated for the 19 countries providing a sufficient number of answers on PPPs in the infrastructure 
investment questionnaire. The figure gives the average indicator value and 90% confidence intervals, which are calculated using 
random weights.  
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Figure 16. Independence of the regulator  

 Panel A. Questionnaire responses 

 

 

Source: Questionnaire responses 

 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

Rail  Road Water Air 

Electricity Gas Water  
supply 

Transport Telecoms 

Independent 

Government 
department 

Number of countries 



ECO/WKP(2009)27 

 70 

Figure 17. Dispute settlement with the regulator 

Panel A: By sector  

 

Panel B: By country  

 

Note: The number of sectors is the number for which responses were given (maximum = 8).  

Source: Questionnaire responses 
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Figure 18. Barriers to entry in the network industries  

(Scale 0-6 from lowest to highest degree of barriers to entry) 

 

Note: The box plots display the box that covers the observations between the 1
st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles, as well as the median (the 

horizontal bar) and the mean (the point). The whiskers extending from the box give the range that captures the observations which lie 
within 1.5 times the inter-quartile range from the 1

st
 and 3

rd
 quartiles. Points outside this range are considered outliers, which are 

shown as an asterisk.   

The Barriers to Entry account for policies such as whether there is third part access regime in the energy sector and whether entry is 
free or franchised in the rail and telecoms sector. See Conway and Nicoletti (2006) for a full description. 

The figures show that barriers to entry were high in the electricity, rail and telecoms sectors prior to the beginning of the 1990s. 

Source: OECD Indicators 
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Figure 19. Pricing regimes 

In late 2007, early 2008 
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Note: costs-based pricing allows prices to change to reflect the costs of investment, whereas using incentive-based pricing policies 
prices do not vary in response to investment decisions. 

Source: Questionnaire responses 

Figure 20. Frequency of price reviews 

In late 2007, early 2008 
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Note: The price reviews covered in this figure include both final prices and access prices.  

Source: Questionnaire responses 
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Figure 22. The use of quality standards 

A. By sector 
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B. By country 
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Note:  The top panel shows the percentage of countries where the sector regulator sets quality standards. The number of countries 
responding for each sector is also shown.  The lower panel gives the percentage of sectors that each country reported for that the 
regulator sets quality standards. The number of sectors that each country responded for is also given 

Source: Questionnaire responses 
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Figure 23.  Road congestion and flight delays 

Travel time index (TTI) and estimated costs of road congestion in the United States (LHS panel) 

Percent of flights delayed due to airport or air traffic control related causes (RHS panel)  
Flights within Europe for major European flights and all flights by major US carriers 

 
Source: Schrank and Lomax (2007); BTS RITA database, Association of European Airlines annual reports (various years) 
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Figure 24. Price flexibility in network industries 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

G
en

er
at

io
n

Tr
an

sm
is

si
on

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n

Pr
od

uc
ti

on

Tr
an

sm
is

si
on

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n

su
pp

ly

Ra
ilw

ay

Ro
ad

W
at

er
 

A
ir

Fi
xe

d 
lin

e 
ne

tw
or

k

Fi
xe

d 
lin

e 
se

rv
ic

es

m
ob

ile
 s

er
vi

ce
s

In
te

rn
et

 s
er

vi
ce

s

Electricity Gas Water Transport Telecoms

Number of responses
(dot, left scale)

Average number of types of 
price felxibility (bar, righ scale)

 

Panel B: By country  
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Note:  The top panel gives the average number of types of price flexibility (out of a possible 6) for each sector (bars) and also gives 
the number of countries responding for each sector (dots). The lower panel gives the information by country showing on average how 
many types of price flexibility for the 15 different sectors (bars). The number of sectors that each country responded for is also given 
(dots). 

The types of price flexibility are whether prices can vary: during the day to reflect congestion; over the year to reflect fluctuations in 
seasonal demand; over space to reflect difference in demand, the distance to the customer and the costs of transmission, as well as 
the type of customer:  

Source: questionnaire responses 
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