Reducing Corruption Risks with Data
Public procurement tenders of county seats, metropolitan districts and
municipal companies between 2018 and 2020
Summary
The report analyses the Hungarian public procurement market between 2018 and 2020. The
dataset contains procurements by contracting authorities of the capital city, metropolitan districts
and county seats, also including procurements by enterprises majority owned by these entities.
The final dataset contains detailed information on 3 237 tenders with 5 639 lots, with a total
value of 4.07 EUR billion. This corresponds to about 14% of the whole Hungarian procurement
market by tender volume, and about 13% by tender value.
The limitations of the analysis is that detailed information is missing on smaller contracting
authorities that had not participated in public procurements as a sole buyer during the observed
period - such as municipality owned kindergartens, retirement homes. Furthermore, neither of
the procurement sources log data on changes in framework agreement payments, hence for
these agreements we must assume that the contracting authority was committed to pay the
whole value of the procurement. Finally, the database has an around 11% missing rate, hence
this portion of public procurements is not part of this analysis.
The main findings of this report are the following:
●

Between 2018 and 2020, around 27.8% of all the tenders had been purchased by the
Municipality of Budapest or by an entity owned by the capital city. The second and third
largest purchasers were located in Szeged (4.4%), and Székesfehérvár (4.38%).

●

The share of EU funded tenders varied greatly across county seats; in some cities more
than 60% of awarded tenders were financed by the European Union, while less than
10% in others. The difference was even greater regarding tender value shares (value of
EU funded tenders / total value of tenders), with a maximum of 77% and a minimum of
only 1%.

●

The “Construction work” CPV division made up more than 47% of the whole
procurement market by volume and more than 63% by value. Also, 96% of the total EU
funding (close to 1.1 EUR billion) was allocated to tenders within this sector.

●

Tender lots in the analysed segment of the procurement market had an average of 2.78
bidders and a median of 2 bidders. EU funded lots, on average, had 0.95 bidders
indicating a stronger competition.

●

The average lot level bidder number varied across county seats (and capital districts); it
had a standard deviation of more than 2 bids. In a few cities the average bid count
surpassed four bids per lot indicating a healthy amount of competition, while in others
the average was below two signaling a complete lack of competitions for several lots.
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●

Local winner share (where the location of the contracting authority is the same as the
location of the supplier) varied between 7% and 86%. Győr had far the highest share of
local winners, with more than 85% of suppliers registered in the city. Meanwhile, local
winner shares in Tatabánya, Sopron and Hódmezővásárhely had a local winner share of
less than 10%.

●

Cities with a lower local winner share tended to have a higher average bid count.
Average local winner share was 16% lower in lots with 6 bidders than in lots with only
one. Local winner share was not strongly influenced by the number of bidders in the
case of EU funded tenders’ lots, however it had a larger than 20% effect for non EU
funded ones. The effect was even greater when excluding Budapest; the share of local
winners for non EU funded lots was less than 18% on average.

●

The procurement market was strongly influenced by a few large-value tenders, which
significantly affected the size of the biggest CPV divisions, and the identity of the biggest
suppliers.
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1. Data description
The report utilizes the public procurement dataset collected and maintained by the Government
Transparency Institute (GTI). The database is updated every six months with new procurements
from Tenders Electronic Daily1 and the Hungarian Public Procurement Authority’s official
procurement website2. The database is publicly available at the Opentender portal3.
The current report analyses awarded public procurements between 2018 and 2020. The
analysis is limited to the capital city, metropolitan districts, and county seats, hence contracting
authorities have been filtered down to these entities as well to their majority-owned companies.
In order to filter for these authorities, we have used their unique Electronic Public Procurement
System identifiers (EKR codes), and - in case of missing EKR codes - we have applied string
matching techniques.
The limitation of this process is that, for each procurement, the database only contains details
about the largest contracting authorities. Hence, in cases where a procurement had more than
one buyer only the largest one is observed. This does not affect the pool of procurements,
however information is missing on smaller contracting authorities that had not participated in
public procurements as a sole buyer during the observed period - such as municipality owned
kindergartens, retirement homes. In practice, all procurements with more than one buyer are
connected to the largest contracting authority. Hence, the dataset contains procurements by 767
authorities from which 337 is observed directly.11
Furthermore, neither of the procurement sources log data on changes in framework agreement
payments, hence for these agreements we must assume that the contracting authority was
committed to pay the whole value of the procurement. The identification of framework
agreements is also imperfect, since it is often not indicated, or only inadequately indicated within
the raw text files. Therefore, every result contains framework agreements with the assumption
that, at one point, suppliers are fully paid. Finally, while the database is regularly maintained, we
are aware of an around 11% missing rate4, hence this portion of public procurements is not part
of this analysis.
The final dataset contains detailed information on 3 237 tenders with 5 639 lots with a total
value of 4.07 EUR billion. This corresponds to 14% of the whole Hungarian procurement market
between 2018-2020 by tender volume, and 13% by tender value.

1

https://ted.europa.eu/TED/search/search.do
https://kozbeszerzes.hu/adatbazis/keres/hirdetmeny/
3
https://opentender.eu/hu/download
4
Calculated for the total database between 2018 and 2020
2
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1. Proportion of the public procurement market analysed (2018-2020)

Source: GTI’s calculation

2. Descriptive statistics
Between 2018 and 2020, around 27.8% of all the tenders had been purchased by the
Municipality of Budapest or by an entity owned by the capital city. However, in several county
seats the number of EU funded tenders were higher than in the capital. This is due to
characteristics of the distribution of EU funds; underdeveloped regions receive more financial
support from the European Regional Development Fund than the central-hungarian region,
where the capital is located.
By volume (number of tenders), the second and third largest purchasers were located in Szeged
(4.4%), the county seat of Csongrád-Csanád county and Székesfehérvár (4.38%), the county
seat of Fejér county. Meanwhile, the largest beneficiaries of EU funded procurements were
located in Pécs (11.3% of total EU funded procurements) and Nyíregyháza (9.8%), which are
relatively large county seats located in poorer regions.
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2. Number of tenders per city (capital district)

Source: GTI’s calculation
The share of EU funded tenders varied greatly across county seats; in some cities more than
60% of awarded tenders were financed by the European Union, while less than 10% in others.
The difference was even greater regarding tender value shares (value of EU funded tenders /
total value of tenders), with a maximum of 77% and a minimum of only 1%. While the relative
volume of EU funded tenders had been larger in most of the more populated cities in less
developed regions (such as Salgótarján, Nagykanizsa, Nyíregyháza), this was not consistently
true across the country; contracting authorities in a few better situated county seats also
5

received a relatively high share of EU funding (Szombathely, Zalaegerszeg).The connection
between regional development and tender value share is even less clear; several cities from
better-off counties had a higher share of their total value financed by European funds
(Tatabánya, Sopron, Szombathely)5.6
3. EU funded tender volume and value share in each city (or capital district)

5

A higher value than volume share indicates that in these cities, on average, the more expensive tenders
were financed by the EU.
6
KSH (s.a.): Magyarország térképek - Egy lakosra jutó bruttó hazai termék (GDP/fő), 2015+, link
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Source: GTI’s calculation
The distribution of tender prices is heavily right-skewed indicating that most tenders had a
relatively low value. During the analysed period the average tender price was 452 EUR
thousands7, while the median price was only 252 EUR thousands. The below figure shows the
distribution of the EU funded and non EU funded tender prices separately, where the vertical axis
indicates the probability of a tender price belonging to a given bin (or in other words, the probability
of a tender having a certain price).8 Each bin represents a 100 EUR thousands range, implying that
around 26.5% of non EU funded tenders and 29% of EU funded ones had an average price of less
than 100 EUR thousands.
4. Distribution of EU funded and non EU funded tender prices (EUR thousands, bottom 95%)9

Source: GTI’s calculation
While the median price of non EU funded tenders were under 243 EUR thousands and under
426 EUR thousands for EU funded ones, there were significant outliers in both groups. The
largest value tender was a framework agreement by the Municipality of Debrecen with a price of
more than 83 EUR millions and with four separate suppliers. The objectives of the tender were
7

Note: Average without 5% outliers, with outliers the average is around 1 EUR million
According to the two sample Kolmogorov–Smirnov test (K-S test), the two distributions are significantly
different at 1% significance level. This means that EU funded procurements were, on average,
significantly larger than their non EU funded counterparts, as also indicated by the previous graph.
9
Top 5% of tender prices are not included.
8
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the construction and reconstruction of paved and unpaved roads, cycle paths, sidewalks, roads,
cycle paths, road embankments, roundabouts and public utilities owned by the city10. The
largest non-framework (and second largest overall) agreement was a purchase made by the
Municipality of Székesfehérvár with an almost 81 EUR millions price tag and Market Építő Zrt.
as a sole supplier. The goal of the project was the complete construction of the Székesfehérvár
Multifunctional Event and Sports Hall, and the construction of the supporting road
infrastructure11. Finally, the largest EU funded non-framework agreement was the partial
reconstruction of the M3 underground rail line in Budapest, purchased by the Centre for
Budapest Transport contracting authority. The tender price surpassed 78,5 EUR millions and the
sole supplier was STRABAG Építőipari Zrt.12

3. Market volume
As mentioned earlier, the total value of the 3 237 tenders in the relevant subgroup of contracting
authorities between 2018 and 2020 was 4.07 EUR billion. This market can be divided into
supply type segments indicating the form of the output of the tendering procedure. The figure
below shows that work related tenders made up 51% of the analysed procurement market by
volume and more than 63% by value. These tenders also received the majority of the EU
funding; more than 1/4th of work-related procedures were financed by the EU by volume and
more than 1/3rd by value. Meanwhile, only a negligible part of supply and service type tenders
were EU funded. Service, and especially supply related tenders were also less valuable as
indicated by their lower value, compared to volume share.
5. Market share by supply type (source of fund indicated by inner circle)

Source: GTI’s calculation

10

See: https://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:479318-2018:TEXT:EN:HTML
See: http://kozbeszerzes.hu/adatbazis/megtekint/hirdetmeny/portal_21774_2018/
12
See: https://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:104007-2019:TEXT:EN:HTML
11
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The market can be further divided into Common Procurement Vocabulary (CPV) codes that are
used to sort tenders into their respective markets. The figure below shows top divisions that are
the largest categories within the CPV coding system. According to the results, the “Construction
work” division made up more than 40% of the whole procurement market by volume and more
than 63% by value. This is consistent with the previous figure, assuming that work related
tenders almost entirely consists of construction work.

The second largest market segment is “Transport equipment” which can be mainly linked to
contracting authorities providing public transport infrastructure (e.g. buses, railways, trams,
trains). The third is “Sources of energy”, which mostly consists of large scale fuel, gas and
electricity purchases by municipalities and public transport providers. “Architectural,
construction, engineering and inspection services” mostly make up the remainder of work type
procedures such as underground reconstructions, as well as the engineering and maintenance
of public buildings. Finally, “Repair and maintenance services” include a broad range of repair,
and maintenance related works. Top division value shares also include “Sewage-, refuse-,
cleaning-, and environmental services”, which are mostly related to waste management. The
“Other” category contains 39 other CPV divisions most of which make up only less than 1% of
the whole procurement market.
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6. Market share of top 5 CPV divisions13

Source: GTI’s calculation
13

Full CPV division descriptions can be found in the Annex.
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The absolute value of EU funding was almost entirely distributed to construction work related
tenders. Close to 1.1 EUR billion worth of funding was spent within this sector. This was the only
division receiving a higher share of EU funds than its overall presence in the analysed part of
the procurement system apart from the “Security, fire-fighting, police and defense equipment”
division which received close to 1% of the EU funding with an only 0.3% overall share in the
market.
7. Top CPV divisions with highest EU funded tender value

Source: GTI’s calculation
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4. Level of competition
The strength of competition within public procurement markets can be measured by the number
of bids lots receive. A larger number of bidding suppliers could indicate more intense
competition which can lead to a better-quality public procurement performance.
Lots in the analysed part of the procurement market had an average of 2.78 bidders and a
median of 2 bidders indicating a right-skewed distribution with some extreme outliers. The
highest observed bidder number was 19, which can be linked to a tender purchased by the
Economic Supply Organisation of the Health and Cultural Institutions of Szombathely. The
objective of the procedure was the purchase and installation of furniture, in accordance with the
technical specifications and interior design plans14.
The figure below shows the distribution of bid numbers by funding type. On average, the lots of
EU funded tenders had a significantly higher bid count indicating a stronger competition.
Nevertheless, it is important to note that competition can also be artificially forged - for example,
by using shell companies as concurrent bidders -, hence looking only at bidding numbers does
not necessarily show the full picture.
8. Distribution of lots’ bid count by the source of the fund

Source: GTI’s calculation
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See: https://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:362700-2020:TEXT:EN:HTML
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The next figure shows the distribution of bids by contract price deciles. The bars depict the
extent of the distribution between first and third quantiles, the horizontal lines show the median
values, and the dots represent the distribution average. The average number of bids tended to
be larger for EU funded contracts (lots) in each decile, however the difference is more visible in
the first five deciles. This is due to the different distribution of bid numbers for more expensive
contracts in both groups. While the distribution of EU funded tenders was fat-tailed15 in the lower
deciles, it became less skewed in larger deciles. Meanwhile, the distribution of non EU funded
tenders was strongly right-skewed in lower deciles and became less-skewed in larger ones. This
has led to a smaller average bid count difference in the two groups. In practice this indicates
that competition, on average, is stronger for pricier non EU funded tenders, while somewhat
weaker for EU funded ones.
9. Bid distribution of EU and non-EU funded lots by contract price decile

Source: GTI’s calculation
The distribution of bids in work and supply type tenders were more-or-less similar in most of the
contract price deciles; in both cases the distributions were moderately fat-tailed, and both
15

This indicates a skewed distribution, that is skewed in both directions (left and right).
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averages and medians had an increasing trend indicating stronger competition for more
expensive tenders. Meanwhile, the bid distribution of service type tenders was strongly fat-tailed
for lower deciles, and both the excess of the distribution and the strength of competition had
decreased for more expensive procedures.
10. Bid distribution by supply type and contract price decile

Source: GTI’s calculation
The average bid count also varied across county seats (and capital districts); it had a standard
deviation of more than 2 bids. While in some cities the average bid count surpassed four bids
per lot indicating a healthy amount of competition, in others the average was below two
signaling a complete lack of competitions for several lots. The two most extreme outliers were
Szekszárd, where lots had an average of 5.6 bids16 and Győr where they had less than 1.4.
Győr also had the second highest lots count during the observed period. While the low average
bid count in the seat of Győr-Moson-Sopron could have been due to the composition effect of
tenders, this low number is still alarming. Finally, the Municipality of Budapest hadn’t fared much

16

Note: Szekszárd had an outlier tender with several lots having more than 10 bids
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better with its 2.5 average bid count, however there was a significant variation between capital
districts.
11. Total number of lots and average bid count by city (capital district)17

Source: GTI’s calculation
17

Average bid count is non-weighted
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In almost all the largest value CPV divisions, the majority of the largest procurements can be
linked to a few suppliers. The figure below shows the top 5 suppliers in the largest divisions, as
well as the top 5 overall suppliers during the observed period. It is important to note, that
contracts performed in a consortium are not included, but framework agreements are included
in the final results.
The two largest suppliers in the “Construction work” division were Swietelsky Építő Kft. and
Market Építő Zrt.These two companies were the only ones to surpass 150 EUR millions in
contract value between 2018 and 2020 also making them the largest overall suppliers for the
period. While Market only won 2 contracts (in the analysed subsample), one of them was
connected to the complete construction of the Székesfehérvár Multifunctional Event and Sports
Hall mentioned in the first section of this paper. The final price of both of its contracts surpassed
69 EUR millions. Swietelsky also won two contracts, the larger being the partial reconstruction
of the M3 underground line in Budapest, which was also mentioned in the previous section of
this paper as the largest EU funded project. Swietelsky Építő is a subsidiary of Swietelsky
Hungary which had also won several lower value tenders. Finally, the third largest supplier in the
construction market (and fifth largest overall) was the STRABAG Építőipari Zrt. with several
large value tenders such as the partial reconstruction of the M3 underground line in Budapest18.
It is important to mention that the Austrian STRABAG Group has many subsidiaries in Hungary
which have won 262 separate procurement contracts with a total value of more than 180 EUR
millions, making it the second largest provider in the construction market.
The largest contractor in the energy market (and third largest overall) was ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ
Energiakereskedő Kft. majority owned by the German E.ON. The electricity provider won 48
contracts with a total value of more than 139 EUR millions. Majority of their contracts were
connected to electricity wholesale to utility companies and municipalities. While its dominance in
the electricity market was unquestionable for years, the rapidly growing, government supported
MVM Group (with subsidiaries like NKM-Energia, MVM Partner etc.) will probably surpass their
procurement market share in the upcoming years. The second largest procurer was the
Hungarian oil giant MOL Nyrt. mainly supplying fuels to Municipalities and public transport
providers.
The largest provider of the “Transport equipment and auxiliary products to transportation”
division was Alstom Transport Hungary Zrt., providing spare parts for metro railcars for the
Centre for Budapest Transport (CBT). The second largest was Inter Traction Electrics Kft.
mainly providing diesel buses also for the CBT.
The biggest supplier in the “Sewage-, refuse-, cleaning-, and environmental services” division
was A.K.S.D. PLUSZ Nonprofit Kft. providing waste management services to Debrecen with its
parent company A.K.S.D. Városfejlesztési Kft. Finally, the largest provider of “Repair and
maintenance services” was VILL-KORR HUNGÁRIA Villamosipari Kft. mainly supplying
operation and maintenance services for electrical systems and equipment.
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The Budapest M3 underground line is being reconstructed in smaller segments.
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Including consortiums in the analysis has an effect on division market size and also a smaller
influence on the top suppliers; the "Architectural, construction, engineering and inspection
services” replaces the “Repair and maintenance services” division as the fifth largest sector.
This is mainly due to a 57 EUR millions value square reconstruction project in Szeged by a
consortium led by Fontos Mérnök Stúdió Kft. The share of some of the largest suppliers also
decreases and Colas Út Zrt. replaces ZÁÉV Építőipari Zrt. in the construction sector. It is
important to note, that while including consortiums gives a clearer picture of top divisions’ true
procurement market value, individual firms participating in consortiums should not be included
due to their misleadingly inflated market share.

17

12. Top 5 suppliers market share by CPV division1920

Source: GTI’s calculation
The next figure shows the top CPV divisions and suppliers in the procurement market of
Budapest. The main difference compared to the total procurement market is that the “Transport
services” division replaces the “Sewage-, refuse-, cleaning-, and environmental services”
division and the “Office and computing machinery, equipment and supplies except furniture and
software packages” division replaces the “Repair and maintenance services”. The top three
19

The figure does not include contracts completed within consortiums, since the contract price cannot be
divided between consortium members.
20
Full company names in the Annex.
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sectors do not change significantly. Budapest’s transport service procurement market was
dominated by VT-ARRIVA Kft due to its more than 69 EUR million framework agreement with
the Centre for Budapest Transport regarding the operation of public bus routes. The picture was
very similar in the case of the office and computing machinery sector, where Sys IT Services Kft.
won a 58 EUR million worth of contract from the CBT. This also highlights the significant

effect of large tenders on the whole procurement market.
13. Top 5 bidders’ market share by CPV division - Budapest

Source: GTI’s calculation
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The competition can be also analysed by comparing the local winners share with the average
number of bids received. Local winners are suppliers that are registered in the same city as the
contracting authority. Győr had far the highest share of local winners, with more than 85% of
suppliers registered in the city. Meanwhile, local winner shares in Tatabánya, Sopron and
Hódmezővásárhely had a local winner share of less than 10%. Note, that suppliers are not
necessarily registered in the city where they mostly operate; many firms registered in the capital
that have strong ties to other regions. Furthermore, local business tax rates can also influence
the location of larger corporations. However, business taxes are usually lower in less populated
cities hence county seats are often not that attractive in this respect.
Nonetheless, the below figure indicates that - with a few notable exceptions - cities with a lower
local winner share tended to have a higher average bid count. This suggests that competition
often did not benefit local suppliers.
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14. Number of lots with local winner and the total share of local winners

Source: GTI’s calculation
This is also illustrated when looking at the whole procurement market; average local winner
share was 16% lower in lots with 6 bidders than in lots with only one. Dividing the procurement
market into sources of funding shows that while local winner share was not strongly influenced
by the number of bidders in the case of EU funded tenders’ lots, it had a larger than 20% effect
for non EU funded ones. The effect was even greater without Budapest; the share of local
winners for non EU funded lots was less than 18% on average. Hence, while competition did not
21

affect local firms' winning chance in the capital, it had a significantly negative effect on the
winning chance of local firms in other county seats.
15. Average local winner share by lots’ bid count

Source: GTI’s calculation
Furthermore, while it seems that contract prices had no significant effect on local winner share,
the chances of a local supplier winning a more expensive non EU funded lot, with a contracting
authority outside of Budapest was more than 20% lower than a local supplier winning a
relatively inexpensive lot. Meanwhile, the chances of a local firm winning an EU funded lot was
even somewhat higher for larger contracts. Overall, this suggests that a local supplier should
have focused on competing in EU funded tenders. Additionally, the probability of a supplier
registered in the capital winning a contract was also higher for more expensive lots. This,
however, could be because larger firms that compete for larger contracts are often registered in
the capital.
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16. Average local winner share by contract price decile

Source: GTI’s calculation

5. Risk indicators
The Government Transparency Institute develops its own integrity indicators to analyse the
potential corruption risks in the procurement market. In this section we highlight four of these
indicators, namely single bidding, advertisement period length, decision period length,
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procedure type.21 The exact definition of most of the indicators are country specific, in the
Hungarian case these are the following:
●

Single bidding: if the procedure has only one bidder it takes the value of 0, if it has more
than one it takes 100.

●

Advertisement period: number of days between publishing a tender and the submission
deadline. Country specific indicator, takes a value of 50 if the period is less than 37 days,
and takes 100 if more.

●

Decision period: the time used to decide on the submitted bids. Country specific
indicator, takes a value of 0 if the period is less than 20 days or missing, takes 50 if
between 20-41 days, takes 100 if more.

●

Procedure type: if the procedure is closed (the tender is not published) it takes the value
of 0, takes 50 if the tender is negotiated (or only partially open), takes 100 if fully open.22

In the case of each indicator higher values indicate a more transparent procedure.
The figure below shows the distribution of the four integrity indicators in the data. The single
bidding rate was 31% indicating that 69% of the observed lots had more than one bidder.
Suppliers could submit offers for more than 38 days as indicated by the advertisement period
length. However, the decision period was less than 20 days, or missing in most of the cases.
Finally, around 45.9% of the tender lots were open, 45.3% had a negotiated (or similar)
procedure and 8.8% were completely closed.

21

More information on the calculation, and validation of integrity indicators: Fazekas, M., Tóth, I. J., &
King, L. P. (2016). An Objective Corruption Risk Index Using Public Procurement Data. European Journal
of Criminal Policy and Research, 22(3), 369–397; Fazekas, M., & Kocsis, G. (2020). Uncovering
High-Level Corruption: Cross-National Corruption Proxies Using Government Contracting Data. British
Journal of Political Science, 50(1), 155–164
22
All Hungarian procedure types can be found in Annex 4.
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17. Distribution of contracts by main procurement integrity indicators23

Source: GTI’s calculation
Tenders’ procedure types require a bit more attention, since the Hungarian procurement system
has more than 30 from which 20 can also be found in the current dataset. Annex 4. shows that
there are only four big categories counting close to, or more than 1000 procedures. The largest
category is an open procedure type that is published on TED, and the fourth largest is also
open, but only being published on the Hungarian procurement website.
The two special cases are the second and third largest types which are open procedures
according to the §113 and §115 of the Public Procurement Act, however, in reality they are only
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National procedure types that are not published on the official e-tendering website (but published
elsewhere such as §113 and §115) are considered only partially open (receive 50 points).
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partially open24; §115 of the procurement act states that the contract notices for non eu funded
construction type procedures under the value threshold of 300 HUF million (around 937 EUR
thousands on 2019 HUF/EUR exchange rate) do not have to be published on the official
e-tendering website. Instead, the contracting authority must send call for tenders for at least five
economic actors and (due to pressure from the EU) it must announce the launch of the tender
on the Procurement Authorities’ website.25 As it was pointed out by K-monitor, these procedure
types are less transparent due to their lack of advertisement on the e-tendering website even
though the Public Procurement Authority considers them fully open. 26
The above reasoning can be tested by looking at the distribution of tender prices just below the
value threshold. As the figure shows, there is a significant jump in the number of lots where the
tender price was only marginally less than the threshold. This indicates that these prices were
most likely artificially set to avoid full-scale competition. It is also telling, that the distribution of
EU funded tenders under the same national category are close to uniform; these tenders must
always be published, hence there is no incentive to adjust the price.
18. Distribution of tender prices with §115 open procedure type27

Source: GTI’s calculation
24

§113 had been repealed in february 2020, since the report focuses on §115, however the two
procedure types are similar.
25
2015 CXLIII. Law on public procurement, 115. §, link
26
Merényi (2018)
27
The sole outlier could be a typo in the contract, but it cannot be validated, hence it was kept.
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Single bidding rate was the lowest in the “Petroleum products, fuel, electricity and other sources
of energy” division; more than 92 percent of the lots had more than one bidder. Although none
of the largest sectors had less than 2 bids on average, in the “Sewage-, refuse-, cleaning-, and
environmental services” and “Transport services” division more than 40% of lots had no
competition at all. Each procurement in the construction market had more than 38 days of
advertisement period, and all other sectors also performed relatively well in this regard.
However, the average decision period length was insufficient in three out of the five top
divisions. More than 97% of the construction work related contracts either had a less than 20
day long decision period or the information was completely missing. Finally, all divisions’
procedure types were mostly open, except in the “Construction work” division where majority of
the lots (1 672) were negotiated and many (289) were completely closed, which is far from ideal for
public procurements.
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19. Procurement integrity indicator average by larges CPV divisions

Source: GTI’s calculation
Observing the single bidding distribution of county seats shows that the main and only outlier
was Győr, where less than 15% of lots had more than 1 bid. In contrast, in Szombathely more
than 95% of lots had at least some form of competition. The city also performed well regarding
the advertisement period integrity indicator; it was sufficiently long for more than 98% of the
awarded lots. The majority of the contracts in all counties also had a satisfactory advertisement
period length. Meanwhile, the decision period length had a large variation; Békéscsaba was the
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only city where most of the lots had more than 41 days of decision period length, while in seven
cities the average was between 21 and 40 days. Finally, Békéscsaba also performed the best in
the procedure type indicator by having 81 open, and 14 negotiated procedures and Nyíregyháza
and Székesfehérvár had less open lots than negotiated plus closed ones.
20. Procurement integrity indicator average by city (capital district)

Source: GTI’s calculation
The table below lists the two largest suppliers of each city by the value share of their total
contracts. In Budapest the largest supplier was Swietelsky Építő Kft. with a total contract value
of almost 268 EUR millions. However, it represented only 14.2% of the value of all
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procurements conducted by contracting authorities in the capital. In contrast, almost 65% of the
total contract values were received by ZÁÉV Építőipari Zrt. in Nagykanizsa, and more than 62%
had been allocated to a project by West Hungária Bau Kft. in Tatabánya. In the majority of the
cases the high value share was a direct consequence of a large project (or a few projects) won
by a sole supplier, instead of a supplier winning several smaller contracts.
Table 1. Top suppliers by city28
Buyer
location

Budapest

Békéscsaba

Debrecen

Dunaújváros

Eger
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Top suppliers' name

Suppliers'
total value
share (%)

Suppliers'
total value
(EUR mill.)

Suppliers’
number of
contracts

Swietelsky Építő Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

14.21

267.97

2

ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ
Energiakereskedő
Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

6.77

127.7

23

SWIETELSKY
Magyarország Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

51.67

21.36

1

Infoware Vállalkozási és
Kereskedelmi Zártkörű
Részvénytársaság

19.45

8.04

1

HUNÉP Universal
Építőipari Zártkörűen
Működő
Részvénytársaság

23.96

63.79

3

Market Építő Zártkörűen
Működő
Részvénytársaság

26.07

69.42

1

Brivi-Szer
Acélszerkezet-gyártó és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

13.31

2.74

6

Renalpin Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

27.09

5.57

3

E2 Hungary
Energiakereskedelmi és

13.36

1.44

4

Buyer
location
total lot
count
1608

28

100

57

18

Consortiums are not included.
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Szolgáltató Zártkörűen
Működő
Részvénytársaság

Győr

Hódmezővásár
hely

Kaposvár

Kecskemét

Miskolc

Nagykanizsa

ZERON Befektető
Zártkörűen Működő
Részvénytársaság

43.53

4.7

1

West Hungária Bau
Építőipari Szolgáltató
Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

13.95

7.1

1

VILL-KORR HUNGÁRIA
Villamosipari Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

35.02

17.83

153

DÉLÚT Kft.

39.03

6.16

2

System Service Kft.

23.89

3.77

3

Szemeco Építőipari és
Kereskedelmi Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

36.96

9.4

15

INVESTMENT Mérnöki
és Fővállalkozó Kft.

10.54

2.68

4

Colas Út Zrt.

16.84

11.09

15

Városi Alapkezelő
Zártkörűen Működő
Részvénytársaság

19.34

12.74

1

PEKA BAU 2000
Építőipari,
Ingatlanforgalmazó,
Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

42.74

42.06

2

Mento Környezetkultúra
Kft.

9.1

8.96

7

Reaszfalt Építőipari,
Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt
felelősségű társaság

11.54

5.72

2

66

22

62

87

84

26

31

Nyíregyháza

Pécs

Salgótarján

Sopron

Szeged

Szekszárd

Szolnok

Szombathely

ZÁÉV Építőipari
Zártkörűen Működő
Részvénytársaság

64.92

32.17

1

"KE-VÍZ 21" Zrt.

23.12

24.19

26

AKTUÁL BAU Építőipari
és Kereskedelmi
Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

19.94

20.86

1

B Build & Trade Kft.

26.91

17.77

4

Géplak Kft.

9.05

5.98

4

Gelka System Kft.

17.95

2.65

1

FORT-BAU THERM
Építőipari, Kereskedelmi
és Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

12.71

1.88

5

MITCO Olajipari és
kereskedelmi Kft.

36.62

11.76

2

Fertődi Építő és
Szolgáltató Zrt.

21.79

7

1

Dél-Konstrukt Zrt.

7.53

5.5

5

E.ON
Energiakereskedelmi
Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

7.33

5.36

5

Sz+C Stúdió Építőipari,
Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Kft.

10.04

1.68

1

Aquaplus Kft.

44.46

7.45

1

Böjtös-Bau Kft.

30.24

14.44

5

Colas Út Zrt.

10.18

4.86

1

Homlok Építő Zártkörűen
Működő
Részvénytársaság

12.01

3.79

4

132

106

37

23

135

21

44

51

32

Székesfehérvá
r

Tatabánya

Veszprém

Zalaegerszeg

Érd

Inter-Alp Építőipari és
Szolgáltató Kft

14.72

4.65

2

STR Mély- és
Magasépítő Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

5.14

8.12

1

Market Építő Zrt.

50.23

79.46

1

Eurotrade Kereskedelmi
és Szolgáltató Kft.

7.44

1.21

2

West Hungária Bau Kft.

62.22

10.08

1

STRABAG Általános
Építő Kft.

23.75

6.71

5

VEMÉV-SZER Építő - és
Szerelőipari Kft.

23.89

6.75

6

ZÁÉV Építőipari Zrt.

56.28

45.6

3

Szabadics Közmű és
Mélyépítő Zrt.

13.35

10.82

4

F-Építő Generál Zrt.

17.22

14.23

4

FEJÉR-B.Á.L. Építő és
Szolgáltató Zártkörűen
Működő
Részvénytársaság

66.44

54.9

3

135

22

39

63

67

This research was funded by the European Union’s Internal Security Fund — Police.
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Annex
Annex 1. Full CPV division names
CPV division abbreviation

Full CPV division code and name

45 - Construction work..

45 - Construction work

09 - Sources of energy..

09 - Petroleum products, fuel, electricity and other
sources of energy

90 - Sewage-, refuse-, cleaning..

90 - Sewage-, refuse-, cleaning-, and
environmental services

71 - Architectural etc. services..

71 - Architectural, construction, engineering and
inspection services

79 - Business services..

79 - Business services: law, marketing, consulting,
recruitment, printing and security

34 - Transport equipment..

34 - Transport equipment and auxiliary products to
transportation

77 - Agricultural etc. services..

77 - Agricultural, forestry, horticultural,
aquacultural and apicultural services

60 - Transport services..

60 - Transport services (excl. Waste transport)

35 - Security, fire-fighting etc. equip..

35 - Security, fire-fighting, police and defence
equipment

39 - Furniture, furnishings etc. serv..

39 - Furniture (incl. office furniture), furnishings,
domestic appliances (excl. lighting) and cleaning
products

50 - Repair and maintenance serv...

50 - Repair and maintenance services

30 - Office and computing machinery etc..

30 - Office and computing machinery, equipment
and supplies except furniture and software
packages
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Annex 2. Full supplier names
Supplier abbreviation
Swietelsky
Market
ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ
Alstom
STRABAG

Supplier full name
Swietelsky Építő Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság
Market Építő Zrt.
ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ Energiakereskedő Kft.
Alstom Transport Hungary Zrt.
STRABAG Építőipari Zrt.

ZÁÉV

ZÁÉV Építőipari Zrt.

Penta

Penta Általános Építőipari Kft.

MOL

MOL Magyar Olaj- és Gázipari Nyilvánosan Működő
Részvénytársaság

E.ON

E.ON Energiakereskedelmi Kft.

NKM-Energia

NKM-Energia Zrt.

MVM

MVM Partner Energiakereskedelmi Zrt.

Inter

Inter Traction Electrics Kft.

Goldi-Módi

Goldi-Módi Kft.

M-U-T

M-U-T Hungaria Kommunális Járműgyártó és Kereskedelmi Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

Metal

Metal 99 Fémszerkezet Gyártó és Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

A.K.S.D. Plusz

A.K.S.D. PLUSZ Környezetgazdálkodási Nonprofit Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

EWC-H

EWC-H Környezetvédelmi. Kereskedelmi és Szolgáltató Kft

A.K.S.D.

A.K.S.D. Városgazdálkodási Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

Hajdúböszörményi

Hajdúböszörményi Városgazdálkodási Nonprofit Korlátolt Felelősségű
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Társaság
Bihari

Bihari Hulladékgazdálkodási Nonprofit Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

VILL-KORR

VILL-KORR HUNGÁRIA Villamosipari Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

T-Systems

T-Systems Magyarország Zártkörűen Működő Részvénytársaság

Perfekt

Perfekt Motorfelújítás Kereskedelmi és Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

Porsche

Porsche Lízing és Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

Metal

Metal 99 Fémszerkezet gyártó és Szolgáltató Kft.
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Annex 3. Full supplier names - Budapest
Supplier abbreviation
Swietelsky
ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ
Alstom
STRABAG

Supplier full name
Swietelsky Építő Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság
ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ Energiakereskedő Kft.
Alstom Transport Hungary Zrt.
STRABAG Építőipari Zrt.

MOL

MOL Magyar Olaj- és Gázipari Nyilvánosan Működő
Részvénytársaság

Penta

Penta Általános Építőipari Kft.

ARCHIBONA

ARCHIBONA Kft.

A-Híd

A-Híd Zrt.

Inter

Inter Traction Electrics Kft.

Goldi-Módi

Goldi-Módi Kft.

M-U-T

M-U-T Hungaria Kommunális Járműgyártó és Kereskedelmi Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

Metal

Metal 99 Fémszerkezet Gyártó és Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

E.ON

E.ON Energiakereskedelmi Kft.

NKM-Földgáz

NKM-Földgáz Zrt.

NKM-Energia

NKM-Energia Zrt.

VT-ARRIVA

VT-ARRIVA Személyszállító és Szolgáltató Kft.

MPT

MPT Security Magyar Posta Takarék Biztonsági és Logisztikai Zrt.

Sys

Sys IT Services Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

OTP

OTP Pénztárszolgáltató és Tanácsadó zártkörűen működő
Részvénytársaság
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PROFIL-COPY

IMG
Victronix

PROFIL-COPY 2002 Irodatechnikai Szolgáltató és Kereskedelmi
Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság
IMG Solution Kft.
Victronix Ipari és Kereskedelmi Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság
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Annex 4. All raw procedure types by source
National procedure type raw name

Integrity

Number
of cases

Source

pt_open

100

1603

TED

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben A Kbt. 115. § szerinti nyílt eljárás

50

1261

közbeszerzés.hu

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben A Kbt. 113. § szerinti nyílt eljárás

50

1022

közbeszerzés.hu

Nyílt eljárás

100

962

közbeszerzés.hu

A Kbt. 117. § szerinti saját beszerzési szabályok szerinti
eljárás

0

288

közbeszerzés.hu

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben A Kbt. 115. § szerinti hirdetmény
nélküli tárgyalásos eljárás

50

185

közbeszerzés.hu

Meghívásos eljárás Gyorsított eljárás

0

147

közbeszerzés.hu

pt_award_contract_without_call

50

27

TED

pt_negotiated_with_prior_call

50

26

TED

pt_competitive_negotiation

50

22

TED

Nyílt eljárás Gyorsított eljárás

100

21

közbeszerzés.hu

Meghívásos eljárás

0

13

közbeszerzés.hu

A Kbt. 115. § szerinti nyílt eljárás

100

12

közbeszerzés.hu

40

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben A Kbt. 113. § szerinti tárgyalásos
eljárás

50

11

közbeszerzés.hu

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben Hirdetmény nélküli tárgyalásos eljárás

50

11

közbeszerzés.hu

pt_restricted

0

9

TED

A Kbt. 113. § szerinti nyílt eljárás

100

7

közbeszerzés.hu

Tárgyalásos eljárás

50

3

közbeszerzés.hu

A Kbt. 115. § szerinti hirdetmény nélküli tárgyalásos
eljárás

50

1

közbeszerzés.hu

Eljárást megindító felhívás Közbeszerzési Értesítőben
történt közzététele nélkül odaítélt szerződés az alább
felsorolt esetekben A Kbt. 113. § szerinti meghívásos
eljárás

50

1

közbeszerzés.hu
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Annex 5. Top suppliers by capital district
Suppliers'
total value
share (%)

Suppliers
' total
value
(EUR
mill.)

Swietelsky Építő Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

18.37

267.97

852

ELMŰ-ÉMÁSZ Energiakereskedő
Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

8.68

126.63

852

LAKI Épületszobrász Zrt.

68.49

6.24

12

Penta Általános Építőipari Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

10.49

0.96

12

VIANOVA 87 Közmű és Útépítő
Zártkörűen Működő Részvénytársaság

7.91

2.54

36

A-Híd Zrt.

55.98

17.96

36

ARCHIBONA Építőipari, Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

20.44

4.51

50

"Dowex" Szolgáltató és Kereskedelmi
Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

23.5

5.19

50

KEREKERDŐ 1998 Kertészeti és
Erdészeti Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

13.33

6.26

56

Mester -Építő Kft.

7.4

3.48

56

EU-Line Építőipari Zrt.

16.32

6.32

17

Penta Általános Építőipari Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

70.8

27.4

17

Építő-és épületkarbantartó Zártkörűen
Működő Részvénytársaság

29.17

3.51

27

Hufer-Bau Kft.

30.14

3.63

27

Top suppliers' name

Buyer location

Budapest (capital)

Budapest 1
kerület

Budapest 2
kerület

Budapest 3
kerület

Budapest 4
kerület

Budapest 5
kerület

Budapest 6
kerület

Buyer
location
total lot
count
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Budapest 7
kerület

Budapest 8
kerület

Budapest 9
kerület

Budapest 10
kerület

Budapest 11
kerület

Budapest 12
kerület

Budapest 13
kerület

Budapest 14
kerület

Budapest 15
kerület

ÉP-DEAL Építőipari Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

14.28

0.72

22

Oppidum Kivitelező és Szolgáltató Kft.

17.27

0.87

22

Építő-és épületkarbantartó Zártkörűen
Működő Részvénytársaság

25.06

4.07

41

ZÖFE Zöldterület-fenntartó és Fejlesztő
Kft.

15.9

2.58

41

EuroAszfalt Építő és Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

14.04

1.79

59

M és M Építőipari Szolgálató Kft

16.32

2.08

59

Mátra-Fuvar-Sped Korlátolt Felelőségű
Társaság

15.12

3.78

64

IMMO Szervíz Szolgáltató és
Épületkezelő Korlátolt felelősségű
társaság

14.73

3.68

64

Építő-és épületkarbantartó Zártkörűen
Működő Részvénytársaság

36.72

7.68

56

VIANOVA 87 Közmű és Útépítő
Zártkörűen Működő Részvénytársaság

19.17

4.01

56

Penta Általános Építőipari Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

52.78

42.6

33

ARCHIBONA Kft.

29.14

23.52

33

Tim-Baumont Kft.

16.59

0.47

18

Mandula Fivérek Kft.

21.39

0.61

18

C-WARE Korlátolt Felelősségű Társaság

16.2

0.8

17

SESSIONBASE Szoftverfejlesztő és
Tanácsadó Kft.

16.98

0.84

17

Kolmann Bau Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

11.84

0.47

28

FIZOKA Építőipari, Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

16.16

0.65

28
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Budapest 16
kerület

Budapest 17
kerület

Budapest 18
kerület

Budapest 19
kerület

Budapest 20
kerület

Budapest 21
kerület

Budapest 22
kerület

Budapest 23
kerület

BAU-TRADE Építőipari Tervező,
Kivitelező és Kereskedelmi Kft.

23.3

5.64

49

ROK-LA Építőipari Szolgáltató Korlátolt
Felelősségű Társaság

29.21

7.08

49

Bágyi és Bágyi Bt.

13.94

1.86

19

Duna Aszfalt Kft.

34.08

4.55

19

Bástya Millenium Zártkörűen Működő
Részvénytársaság

16.81

1.4

22

TRIAUT Műszaki Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

17.34

1.44

22

Compassion Kereskedelmi ès Szolgàltatò
Korlàtolt Felelőssègű Tàrsasàg

24.52

1.46

24

Dor-Novum Építőipari és Szolgáltató Kft.

15.29

0.91

24

Da-To 61. Kft

21.04

1.38

25

NATÓ Kft.

16.32

1.07

25

Intech Installációs Technológia Szerelő és
Szolgáltató Kft.

29.72

1.07

13

IP.PLANET Építőipari, Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Kft.

19.37

0.7

13

VIA-NORTONIA Építőipari Kft.

15.69

2.57

45

Nova Bau Hungary Építőipari
Fővállalkozó Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

22

3.6

45

Colas Út Zrt.

21.91

3.34

23

HE-DO Útépítő, Kereskedelmi és
Szolgáltató Korlátolt Felelősségű
Társaság

47.23

7.19

23

This Research was funded by the European Union’s Internal Security Fund — Police.
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