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This document is a summary and analysis of a 
benchmark index and learning tool that assesses 
the capacity of countries in the Asia-Pacific 
region to deliver sustainable public-private 
partnerships, as at December 2014. It was 
commissioned by the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB). The methodology was developed by the 
Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) based on 
the earlier 2011 Infrascope for the Asia-Pacific 
and similar studies of Eastern Europe and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States in 2012 
and Latin America and the Caribbean in 2009, 
2010 and 2014. The index was built by, and its 
assessments made by, the EIU.

The views and opinions expressed in this 
publication are those of the authors and do not 
necessarily reflect the views and policies of ADB, 
its Board of Governors or the governments they 
represent, nor do they represent the views of The 

Preface

EIU or its affiliates. 
The report follows the editorial style of The EIU 

and follows the ADB nomenclature for countries 
and territories. By making any designation 
or reference to any particular territory or 
geographic area, or by using the term “country” 
in this document, ADB and The EIU do not intend 
to make any judgments as to the legal or other 
status of any territory or area.

While every effort has been made to verify 
the accuracy of this information, neither The 
Economist Intelligence Unit Ltd nor ADB can 
accept any responsibility or liability for reliance 
by any person on this report or any other 
information, opinions or conclusions set out 
herein.

The complete index, as well as detailed 
country analyses, can be viewed on this websites:  

www.eiu.com/sponsor/AsiaInfrascope2014

April 2015
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The Asia-Pacific region continues to be a global 
leader in economic development. The rapid 
industrialisation and accompanying urbanisation 
of many of the region’s economies, as their 
growth models transition from being factor-led 
to being driven more by efficiency gains, are 
creating greater demand for vital infrastructure, 
particularly for energy, transportation, water 
supply and sanitation. At present, inadequate 
roads, ports and airports represent a drag on 
trade, tourism and employment, impeding the 
flow of people and goods within and between 
countries and imposing higher transaction costs. 
Power shortages can reduce output and lower 
productivity. Proper management of water for 
goods (such as potable water and irrigation) and 
services (such as electricity generation) benefits 
agriculture, industry and households.  

The need for improved infrastructure 
underpins the future development strategies 
and plans for most countries in the region. 
However, the capacity of governments to pay 
for current and forecast infrastructure needs is 
limited. Investment can be risky, and the impact 
of new technologies, especially those that affect 
supply chains and operations management, adds 
another layer of complexity.

Faced with these challenges, governments 
have responded by developing strategies to 

Executive 
summary

attract private-sector involvement through 
public-private partnerships (PPPs), with a 
view to meeting the growing infrastructure 
gap, or the difference between the region’s 
future infrastructure needs and its capacity to 
meet those needs. In addition to financing, 
private-sector partners can provide expertise 
and incentivised management, which, in turn, 
increase efficiency in the form of better designs 
and innovative construction techniques.

Creating an environment that both attracts 
private investment and properly regulates PPPs 
to achieve best value for tax payers requires 
governments to develop conducive regulatory 
frameworks and effective institutions, to improve 
their capacity to select, design, deliver and 
manage projects, and to develop local finance 
facilities.

The 2014 Infrascope includes four 
developed countries that provide benchmarks 
of best practice and a guide to future policy 
development. However, the Asia-Pacific is a 
diverse region with significant differences in 
national economic geography, commercial 
cultures, political and economic institutions. 
Countries strive to adopt PPP policies that best 
meet national requirements. This is reflected in 
the various stages of policy development and 
differences in PPP performance experienced 
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across the region. Against this backdrop, it is 
noteworthy that all countries surveyed in the 
2011 Infrascope improved their ratings in 2014, 
with greater convergence in the 2014 scores of 
countries in the emerging-market group (30 to 
59.9 points), many of which experienced large 
gains in their overall ratings in the study.  

The 2014 Infrascope also shows significant 
improvement in transaction flows over the past 
three years and identifies the important role of 
early development of regulatory and institutional 
frameworks in overall PPP market effectiveness.

Given the need for continuing improvement 
in PPP policy frameworks and the capacity of 
governments to select, evaluate and deliver 
sustainable PPP projects, the EIU has adapted 
a learning tool and benchmarking index for the 
Asia-Pacific that measures PPP readiness, defined 
here as “a government’s capacity to implement 
sustainable and efficient infrastructure PPPs.” 

By regular review and analysis of the policy 
frameworks, laws, institutions and practices that 
relate to infrastructure projects, and tracking 
these over time, Infrascope is designed as a guide 
for policymakers and development institutions 
seeking to improve country-specific conditions 
for these vital and complex projects.  

A total of 15 countries and one subnational 
jurisdiction were covered in the 2011 Infrascope. 
Four countries—Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyz 
Republic and Tajikistan, as well as one new 
subnational jurisdiction, Sindh province—have 
been added to the study, bringing the total 
number of jurisdictions covered to 21. This 
reflects the growing importance of PPPs across 
a broader range of geographies and economic 
contexts in Asia-Pacific. 

Evaluating the environment for 
public-private partnerships in the 
Asia-Pacific 
A growing body of international evidence points 
to the importance of a favourable regulatory 

environment and a robust institutional 
framework for developing sustainable and 
efficient PPP infrastructure projects. This finding 
is confirmed by this study, with those countries 
experiencing the biggest gains between 2011 
and 2014 demonstrating improvements in their 
market institutions and PPP policy frameworks. 
The experience of public agencies and their 
capacity to select, evaluate and implement 
PPP transactions also has a bearing on project 
viability, as does the investment climate and 
availability of financial instruments for long-term 
financing. An important feature of PPPs is the 
transfer of responsibility for service provision 
while maintaining a significant planning and 
governance role for government.  

The 2014 Infrascope seeks to examine a 
country’s readiness to undertake long-term 
PPPs in an efficient and sustainable manner. 
Accordingly, it follows a definition of PPPs that 
focuses on long-term contracts between a public-
sector body and a private-sector entity whereby 
the private entity finances, constructs, operates 
and maintains service delivery over the life of the 
contract and carries many of the risks associated 
with those activities. The public body remains 
responsible for planning, contract oversight and 
regulation, with complete control reverting to 
the government at the end of the contract term. 
The value drivers of PPP transactions include the 
transfer of operational and commercial risks to 
the private sector, efficient management as well 
as innovation that is encouraged by an output 
specification set by the public sector.

It is notable that there is robust activity in 
much of Asia with regard to short- and medium-
term leases and management contracts for 
the delivery of infrastructure services and the 
management of assets. While the 2014 Infrascope 
does not focus on such arrangements, it can be 
assumed that good capacity and preparedness 
for long-term concessions and build-operate-
transfer (BOT) arrangements—which tend to 
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be more complex in nature—also provide some 
measure of institutional readiness for the award 
and management of such contracts. 

The full privatisation of assets, whereby 
governments sell assets to private buyers 
in perpetuity, is outside the scope of this 
study, although it is a model that is used in 
many countries across the region to promote 
infrastructure development—particularly in more 
profitable sectors such as power.

An interactive learning tool  
The 2014 Infrascope for the Asia-Pacific 
evaluates readiness and capacity for PPP projects 
by assessing regulatory and institutional 
frameworks, experience and success, and the 
investment climate and financial facilities 
relevant for long-term PPP projects in 15 
developing countries in the Asia-Pacific, four 
developed countries—Australia, Japan, the 
Republic of Korea and the United Kingdom—
and two subnational jurisdictions, Gujarat in 
India and Sindh in Pakistan. Australia, Japan, 
the Republic of Korea and the United Kingdom 
provide benchmarks which represent best 
practice in many respects.   

The 2014 Infrascope assesses transactions in 
three infrastructure sectors—energy generation 
(focusing on power producers independent 
of public utility companies but with regulated 
tariffs), water and sanitation, and transport—
which together account for most of the project 
finance transactions that have taken place in the 
Asia-Pacific over the past four years. While PPPs 
are used across a wide variety of sectors, data 
limitations and a need to maintain a rigorous 
analytical approach limited the study to these 
three. This approach also permits comparisons 
of the scores and ratings in the 2011 and 2014 
versions of the Infrascope. The number and quality 
of PPP projects considered in the study is based 
on the Private Participation in Infrastructure 
Database compiled by the World Bank’s Public 

Private Partnership Group and the Public-Private 
Infrastructure Advisory Facility (PPIAF). According 
to information provided by the database, “the 
project represents best efforts to compile publicly 
available information on PPP projects and should 
not be seen as a fully comprehensive resource.” 
The database may underestimate smaller projects 
or those that involve international arbitration 
cases, for example. 

Although the index is not designed as an 
investment tool for private-sector financiers (as 
the data and indicators are largely qualitative 
and sectors have been aggregated), it does offer 
a valuable starting point for dialogue about 
improving project selection and implementation 
strategies, as well as the potential profitability of 
projects. The 2014 Infrascope has a standardised 
format for presentation of data and survey 
findings to ensure transparency while deepening 
and broadening stakeholder understanding of 
PPPs.

The 2014 Infrascope is a snapshot and evaluates 
each country as of December 2014, providing a 
comprehensive summary of laws, regulations and 
practices up to that date. Developments that have 
taken place after 1 January 2015 are not covered 
in the study. Given the momentum of regulatory 
change in the PPP environment, the importance 
of these changes are recognised and will be 
captured in the next iteration of the Asia-Pacific 
Infrascope study. The EIU has also developed 
an Excel-based interactive learning tool, which 
allows users to analyse, compare and visualise 
country information, re-weight categories, and 
self-score indicators. It is available to download 
free of charge at www.eiu.com/sponsor/
AsiaInfrascope2014.

The inclusion of the Indian state of Gujarat 
and Sindh province in Pakistan reflects the 
development of distinct PPP policy frameworks 
at the sub-national level in certain countries. 
Gujarat and Sindh have developed their own 
PPP policy frameworks and are building a rich 
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body of experience in selecting, evaluating 
and implementing PPP projects. The capability 
and preparedness of these sub-national 
governments is evaluated separately from that 
of the central governments. Instead of a sub-
national adjustment score (normally based on an 

assessment of the environment for PPPs at a sub-
national level), a proxy for the national score has 
been applied to control for national-level factors 
that may constrain or facilitate the effectiveness 
of PPPs at the local level, and to ensure consistency 
with national-level evaluations.
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Scoring 
criteria

The Infrascope index comprises 19 indicators, 
both qualitative and quantitative in nature. Data 
for the quantitative indicators are drawn from the 
EIU’s Risk Briefing service and the World Bank. 
Gaps in the quantitative data have been filled by 
estimates that have been developed by the EIU’s 
project team.

The qualitative data come from a range 
of primary sources (legal texts, government 
websites, interviews with key stakeholders in 
the PPP process, and press releases), secondary 
reports and data sources adjusted by the EIU. The 
main sources used in the index are the EIU, the 
World Bank, Transparency International and the 
World Economic Forum (WEF).

The categories and their associated indicators 
are as follows:

1.	 Legal and regulatory framework (weighted 
25%)

1.1	 Consistency and quality of PPP regulations
1.2 	 Effective PPP selection and decision-making
1.3 	 Fairness/openness of bids, contract changes
1.4 	 Dispute-resolution mechanisms

2. 	 Institutional framework (weighted 20%)
2.1 	 Quality of institutional design

2.2 	 PPP contract, hold-up and expropriation risk

3. 	 Operational maturity (weighted 15%)
3.1 	 Public capacity to plan and oversee PPPs
3.2 	 Methods and criteria for awarding projects
3.3 	 Regulators’ risk-allocation record
3.4 	 Experience in transport, water and 

electricity concessions
3.5 	 Quality of transport and water concessions

4. 	 Investment climate (weighted 15%)
4.1 	 Political distortion
4.2 	 Business environment
4.3 	 Political will 

5. 	 Financial facilities (weighted 15%)
5.1 	 Government payment risk
5.2 	 Capital market: private infrastructure 

finance
5.3 	 Marketable debt
5.4 	 Government support and affortability for 

low-income users

6. 	 Sub-national adjustment factor (weighted 
10%)

6.1 	 Sub-national adjustment
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Table 1: OVERALL SCORE

Rank 2014 Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

1 Australia 91.8 92.3 1 =

2 United Kingdom 88.1 89.7 2 =

3 Republic of Korea 78.8 71.3 3 =

4 Japan 75.8 63.7 6 +2

5 India 70.3 64.8 5 =

6 India—Gujarat state 68.0 67.6 4 +2

7 Philippines 64.6 47.1 8 +1

8 People’s Republic of China 55.9 49.8 7 -1

9 Indonesia 53.5 46.1 9 =

10 Thailand 50.4 45.3 10 =

11 Pakistan—Sindh province 49.9 n/a n/a n/a

12 Bangladesh 49.3 39.2 11 -1

13 Kazakhstan 41.4 34.3 13 =

14 Pakistan 41.0 38.8 12 -2

15 Mongolia 39.7 23.3 15 =

16 Armenia 38.0 n/a n/a n/a

17 Papua New Guinea 33.5 20.8 16 -1

18 Viet Nam 33.1 26.3 14 -4

19 Kyrgyz Republic 29.5 n/a n/a n/a

20 Tajikistan 28.7 n/a n/a n/a

21 Georgia 26.2 n/a n/a n/a

Note: Changes in rank have been captured for the 16 jurisdictions that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope. Changes 
in rank to jurisdictions not included in the previous study are marked in the table as not applicable (n/a). 

Overall Scores and Key Findings

Mature (80-100)

Developed (60-79.9)

Emerging (30-59.9)

Nascent (0-29.9)
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PPP readiness in the Asia-
Pacific  
Mature PPP markets
Two of the benchmark countries in the study, 
Australia and the United Kingdom (the other 
benchmark countries are Japan and the Republic 
of Korea), had overall scores of more than 85 
points out of a possible 100 and were classified 
as mature PPP markets (80 points and higher), 
having completed transactions across a large 
number of sectors and continually reviewing their 
policy frameworks based on this experience. 
Australia, as one of the most developed countries 
in the region and an international leader in 
PPPs, tops the survey with 91.8 points. It has 
robust institutional and regulatory frameworks, 
a favourable investment climate, a sophisticated 
and well-regulated financial sector, and leads 
the survey for sub-national adjustment, with 
most PPPs delivered by state governments. The 
United Kingdom ranks second with 88.1 points, 
and exhibits similar characteristics, with strong 
institutions, a strong regulatory framework and 
deep capital markets. 

Developed PPP markets
The study’s developed PPP market group (60-
79.9 points) includes the Republic of Korea 
(78.8 points), Japan (75.8 points), India (70.3 
points), and the Philippines (64.6 points). The 
state of Gujarat is also included in this group, 
with an overall score of 68.0 points. Countries 
classified as developed PPP markets possess 
accommodating institutional and regulatory 
frameworks, but lack the sophistication of 
the mature countries in managing the many 
challenges bought about by PPP programmes, 
such as technical capacity, effective dispute 
resolution mechanisms, the adoption of viability 
gap funding (VGF) policies and appropriate 
standards for contingent liability accounting.  

Though the Republic of Korea has introduced 
changes to its market institutions and PPP 

regulatory framework, it ranks third, just 
outside the mature market group of benchmark 
countries. It has a robust PPP project market and 
commissioned 208 utility transactions over the 
study period.

Japan finished fourth in the overall rankings, 
with strong central government support and 
new PPP regulations that have improved project 
selection and bidder evaluation processes. Japan 
possesses good fundamentals for a PPP market, 
with a favourable investment climate and a 
robust financial sector. The country is joint leader 
in terms of sub-national capacity. In the past, the 
typical project size was small, with the majority 
of projects delivered by sub-national government 
agencies. However, the present outlook is 
positive, with political commitment for a pipeline 
of national infrastructure projects that is being 
finalised for delivery over the next five years. 

India strengthened its PPP policy framework 
over the study period, with the issuance of 
a series of guidance papers (expanded since 
the 2011 Infrascope to cover financial support 
for PPPs), a PPP toolkit and improved bidder 
selection procedures. It leads the study for 
operational maturity with 583 projects, placing 
it third for sub-national adjustment and fifth 
overall. Impetus for PPPs is likely to grow under 
the current government, which has declared a 
paradigm shift from government as ‘provider’ to 
government as ‘enabler’. However, a number of 
challenges exist, including the need to address 
political distortion in project selection processes 
as well as for regulatory reforms to improve 
risk allocation and bid procedures. Significant 
improvement is also needed to the investment 
climate, with the country ranked lowest within 
the developed PPP market group for this 
category.

Gujarat state finishes in sixth place in the 2014 
Infrascope. It has strong local PPP regulations, 
transparent and competitive procurement 
practices and has set up its own VGF scheme over 
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and above the national scheme. The state has 
also improved its investment climate, though 
no new projects were delivered during the study 
period. 

The Philippines moves up to join the developed 
group of countries in this study (it was classified 
as an emerging country in the 2011 study). By 
finishing in seventh position, it is among those 
which have improved the most. It recorded the 
most-improved regulatory and institutional 
frameworks and is one of the leading countries 
in the study for improved investment climate and 
financial facilities. The Philippines has one of 
the oldest BOT policies in the Asia-Pacific region, 
has introduced a new sub-national regulatory 
framework, and has used its increased capacity 
and transactional experience in recent years 
to promote capacity-building in emerging PPP 
markets within the region. 

Emerging PPP markets
The People’s Republic of China leads the 
emerging PPP market group (30-59.9 points), 
which includes Indonesia, Thailand, Sindh 
province in Pakistan, Bangladesh, Kazakhstan, 
Pakistan, Mongolia, Armenia, Papua New 
Guinea and Viet Nam. The People’s Republic of 
China (55.9 points) has implemented reforms 
to its regulatory framework for PPPs, possesses 
strong sub-national programmes and offers 
an attractive investment climate. The country 
commissioned 529 projects, the second highest 
over the study period. It is improving bid design 
and selection procedures, though challenges 
exist as it continues to develop a coherent and 
consistent national PPP policy framework.  

Indonesia (53.5 points) has undertaken a 
number of reforms in recent years to strengthen 
institutional design, improve risk allocation, 
standardise VGF mechanisms, and increase the 
PPP pipeline for utility service provision. With 
the assistance of ADB, it has also introduced 
a government guarantee support scheme to 

mitigate payment risk and to build a fund to 
meet the contingent liabilities of provincial 
governments. It ranks third for finance facilities 
and ranks among the top-performing group of 
markets for improved institutional frameworks.

Thailand (50.4 points) has made policy 
changes to improve project selection and 
implementation methods, as well as the quality 
of utility concessions. During the study period, 
44 projects were commissioned, a significant 
increase over the 23 recorded in the earlier study. 

Bangladesh (49.3 points) has continued to 
make good progress with PPP regulations and has 
conducted reforms designed to improve bid, risk 
allocation and dispute resolution practices. The 
country ranks fifth in the emerging PPP market 
group. It has also shown marked improvement 
in its institutional frameworks and operational 
maturity, with 34 projects commissioned during 
the study period. The government is currently 
undertaking further initiatives to improve the 
PPP environment in Bangladesh.

Sindh province enters the study for the first 
time with a credible 49.9 points, which is a higher 
score than Pakistan (41.0 points). However, there 
is room for improvement in its regulatory and 
institutional frameworks, while the investment 
climate requires strengthening in order to 
encourage a more diversified capital market. 

Kazakhstan (41.4 points) has improved 
its ratings from 2011, mainly because of 
improvements to the investment climate and 
strengthening of PPP policy in procedures such 
as project selection and competitive bidding. To 
improve deal flow, further institutional reform 
will be necessary to minimise hold-up and 
contractual risk. 

Mongolia (39.7 points) has moved up 
significantly in the 2014 Infrascope compared 
to 2011, with the most-improved ratings in the 
emerging PPP market group. The main drivers 
of the improvement were a change to the 
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investment law in 2013 along with equitable 
rules on procurement in the concession law, 
which together have created a fairly level playing 
field for foreign and domestic private-sector 
parties. Though still under-resourced, training 
programmes and advisory services provided 
by international organisations have helped 
improve PPP capacity since 2011. The country 
has recorded significant improvement in ratings 
across five of the six measurement categories 
and was ranked most improved in four, although 
weaknesses in the nation’s investment climate 
and financial facilities are challenges to address 
if the country is to raise its overall standing in the 
study. 

Pakistan (41.0 points) finishes in 14th place 
overall. Although improvements have been made 
to its PPP regulatory framework, the country 
has lost ground in the categories of investment 
climate and finance facilities. However, 43 
projects were commissioned during the study 
period and a pipeline of future projects has been 
put in place that includes social infrastructure. 
Challenges ahead include the need to improve 
the country’s investment climate and financial 
facilities.

Armenia (38.0 points) appears in the study for 
the first time and scores well for its investment 
climate. Areas for improvement include 
the consistency of the country’s regulatory 
framework and the quality of concessions. Similar 
to other countries in the emerging PPP market 
group with scores of 40 or less, Armenia will need 
to mitigate risks related to contracts, project 
hold-ups and expropriation in order to improve 
its deal flow in coming years. 

Papua New Guinea (33.5 points) has improved 
its ratings since 2011 and has moved from the 
nascent to the emerging PPP market group. 
The country has yet to implement its first PPP 
transaction, though there is considerable 
experience over many years with BOT projects in 
the energy and resources sectors and planning 

is underway to develop a medium-term project 
pipeline. Papua New Guinea improved its 
investment climate and PPP regulatory and 
institutional frameworks over the study period, 
and progress has been made with local capital 
markets, although opportunity exists for capacity 
building in government, improvements in project 
selection methods, fairness and openness of bid 
processes, governance and alternative dispute 
resolution mechanisms. 

Viet Nam (33.1 points) completes the 
emerging market group and while policy is 
fragmented, the quality of concessions is good 
and 54 projects were delivered during the study 
period. Viet Nam moved from the nascent to the 
emerging market group in 2014, although the 
country ranked last in the PPP regulation and 
sub-national adjustment sections of the study.

A feature for the emerging market group 
countries highlighted in the study is the 
concentration on reforming  infrastructure 
planning, project selection and analysis, bidding 
methods, including two-step bid procedures, and 
the development of robust alternative dispute 
resolution mechanisms. These aspects of the 
policy framework contribute to certainty, help to 
establish depth in bid markets and may improve 
value for money outcomes for government. 
The 2014 Infrascope confirms the association 
between the overall study ranking and both the 
regulatory and institutional frameworks and 
between regulatory and institutional values. 
While the study sample is small, it is evident that 
robust regulatory and institutional frameworks 
contribute to transaction flow. In the emerging 
market group, robust frameworks are correlated 
with a more favourable investment climate. 

Nascent PPP markets
The nascent group of markets (0 to 29.9 points) 
in the 2014 Infrascope are new to the study and 
include Kyrgyz Republic (29.5 points), Tajikistan 
(28.7 points) and Georgia (26.2 points). The 
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Kyrgyz Republic has put in place a PPP policy, 
although no projects have been delivered to 
date. Tajikistan scores well for its regulatory 
framework, but shares the nascent group’s 
need to improve institutional support and 
build capacity in government and its agencies. 
Georgia ranks well for its investment climate and 
financial facilities but must improve its market 

institutions, the investment climate and financial 
facilities. A characteristic of the nascent group is 
the low number of transactions completed, weak 
governance arrangements, poor institutional 
design and limitations to the capacity of 
government to plan and select appropriate PPP 
projects, all of which are opportunities for future 
improvement.
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Regional trends 

The Asia-Pacific region continues to experience 
the fastest growth in the global economy, with 
strong demand for infrastructure investment 
across most sectors. As already noted, the 
capacity of regional governments to finance 
infrastructure is limited and there is a strong 
commitment to privately financed infrastructure 
and the important contribution they may bring. 

While demand for private infrastructure 
capital in the region remains strong, the supply 
side of the market has experienced challenges. 
Following the events of 2007-08 there has been 
a subsequent increase in risk aversion of several 
leading US and European project finance lenders, 
price volatility and the phasing in of Basel III 
bank reforms that tighten prudential standards 
and capital weightings for long-term and 
limited recourse lending. The changes affected 
infrastructure lending in the period 2011-2014 
although recent data confirms a recovery in 
project finance supply in 2015-16 and increasing 
market participation by regional lending 
institutions, sovereign and managed funds, and 
wider use of bond markets. 

14 out of the 16 jurisdictions included in the 
2011 study have improved their ratings between 
2011 and 2014. The only exceptions were two of 
the benchmark countries, Australia and the UK, 

which finished as the top two countries in the 
study. The major improvements over this period 
were in the investment climate, the regulatory 
framework and the institutional framework, and 
the data suggests a positive correlation between 
overall score, regulatory and institutional 
frameworks. This is consistent with empirical 
evidence that robust regulatory and market 
institutions are an important starting point for 
the development of successful PPP programmes.

The outlook for greater private sector 
participation as a driver of infrastructure 
development in Asia-Pacific is positive. The 
region is a strong performer in global PPP 
programmes, with deal flow increasing from 
1,243 in 2011 to 1,739 in 2014. The improvement 
is evident in the regulatory framework governing 
project selection, the building of improvement 
in the capacity of public sector agencies, the 
design and management of bid processes, and 
wider implementation of mechanisms such as 
alternative dispute resolution that are designed 
to improve certainty for private sector bidders. 
The countries that made most progress in their 
regulatory frameworks were the Philippines, 
Papua New Guinea and Mongolia in the emerging 
group and Japan in the developed market group.  

An important characteristic of the Asia-Pacific 
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PPP market is the commitment demonstrated 
by governments for PPP procurement. This is 
captured with the study’s indicator of ‘political 
will’, which improved for nearly all countries 
in the study and was remarkably consistent 
throughout the region. The countries that 
were top improvers in ‘political will’ were 
Japan, Bangladesh, Papua New Guinea and the 
Philippines, countries which were also the most 
improved in operational maturity, emphasising 
the important connection between political will, 
improved PPP regulatory frameworks and the 
number of transactions implemented. 

The institutional framework is an indicator of 
a country’s capacity to deal with the complexities 
of PPP procurement while minimising 
institutional risk and delays. Overall, countries 
improved their scores in the institutional 
framework category over the 2011 study. The 
biggest improvers in the emerging market group 
of countries were the Philippines, Mongolia, 
Bangladesh, Papua New Guinea and Indonesia, 
and Japan in the developed market group. 

Well-designed regulatory and institutional 
frameworks are important conditions for most 
markets, although it is the capacity of the public 
sector to deal with the complexities of PPP 
transactions that will have the most impact on 
the quality and sustainability of PPP transactions. 
An understanding of project finance, negotiation 
practices, project selection methodologies, risk 
analysis and allocation, contract management 
and effective oversight of commissioned projects 

is needed by the public sector to ensure the long-
term sustainability of national PPP strategies. 
This capacity is evident in the benchmark 
countries and with members of the developed 
market group.

Gaps in capacity are evident in the emerging 
market countries, with most countries needing 
to continue professional development and 
training courses for public sector executives to 
develop the required expertise. Nascent member 
countries have yet to develop the institutional 
capacity required to deliver complex PPP projects 
and are dependent on the technical assistance 
of independent consultants and multilateral 
development agencies.

A key indicator in the 2014 Infrascope 
is operational maturity, which refers to a 
country’s capacity to plan future infrastructure 
requirements, the criteria it sets for awarding 
projects, risk allocation, transactional 
experience and the quality of PPP concessions. 
Most progress in this indicator was with the 
emerging market group countries Mongolia, Viet 
Nam and Bangladesh, and India in the developed 
market group.

The 2014 Infrascope indicates that 
governments across the region have made 
significant progress to improve PPP readiness. 
The leading performers in the study were mainly 
countries in the emerging market group, which is 
a positive sign given that these are the countries 
facing further challenges as they move to best 
practice standards in future years. 
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Table 2: OVERALL SCORE

Rank 2014 Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

1 Australia 91.8 92.3 1 =

2 United Kingdom 88.1 89.7 2 =

3 Republic of Korea 78.8 71.3 3 =

4 Japan 75.8 63.7 6 +2

5 India 70.3 64.8 5 =

6 India—Gujarat state 68.0 67.6 4 +2

7 Philippines 64.6 47.1 8 +1

8 People’s Republic of China 55.9 49.8 7 -1

9 Indonesia 53.5 46.1 9 =

10 Thailand 50.4 45.3 10 =

11 Pakistan—Sindh province 49.9 n/a n/a n/a

12 Bangladesh 49.3 39.2 11 -1

13 Kazakhstan 41.4 34.3 13 =

14 Pakistan 41.0 38.8 12 -2

15 Mongolia 39.7 23.3 15 =

16 Armenia 38.0 n/a n/a n/a

17 Papua New Guinea 33.5 20.8 16 -1

18 Viet Nam 33.1 26.3 14 -4

19 Kyrgyz Republic 29.5 n/a n/a n/a

20 Tajikistan 28.7 n/a n/a n/a

21 Georgia 26.2 n/a n/a n/a

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 

Index results

Mature (80-100)

Developed (60-79.9)

Emerging (30-59.9)

Nascent (0-29.9)

Overall scores
The overall results of the 2014 Asia Infrascope 
show country rankings as based on the weighted 
sum of the six category scores. The index 
scores countries on a scale of 0 to 100, where 

100 represents the ideal environment for PPP 
projects. A breakdown of overall rankings by 
individual indicator can be seen in the Excel 
interactive learning tool, which is available via 
free download at  
www.eiu.com/sponsor/Asiainfrascope2014
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Category scores

Regulatory Framework
Table 3: REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

1 Australia 100.0 100 1 =

2 United Kingdom 96.9 96.9 2 =

3 Republic of Korea 90.6 78.1 3 =

4 Philippines 68.8 43.8 7 +3

=5 India—Gujarat state 65.6 65.6 4 -1

=5 India 65.6 59.4 5 =

=5 Japan 65.6 50.0 6 -1

8 Kyrgyz Republic 53.1 n/a n/a n/a

9 Indonesia 46.9 40.6 8 -1

=10 Bangladesh 43.8 40.6 8 -2

=10 Mongolia 43.8 25.0 13 +3

=10 Pakistan 43.8 34.4 10 =

=10 Pakistan—Sindh province 43.8 n/a n/a n/a

=10 Tajikistan 43.8 n/a n/a n/a

15 Kazakhstan 37.5 25.0 13 +2

=16 Armenia 34.4 n/a n/a n/a

=16 People’s Republic of China 34.4 31.3 11 -5

=16 Thailand 34.4 28.1 12 -4

19 Papua New Guinea 31.3 15.6 16 -3

=20 Georgia 25.0 n/a n/a n/a

=20 Viet Nam 25.0 18.8 15 -5

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 
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category as a result of significant regulatory 
reform in recent years, new biddings and 
selection procedures, better dispute resolution 
mechanisms and a wider role for the national 
PPP Unit. Institutional roles have been further 
streamlined under the new PPP regime.

Regulatory reforms have taken place in 
a number of other countries in recent years 
including new PPP laws (either in effect or 
expected to be soon) in Japan, Kyrgyz Republic, 
Bangladesh, Kazakhstan, Papua New Guinea and 
the Philippines, and updated policy frameworks 
in Mongolia and Pakistan. 

Regulations in India, the Republic of Korea, 
Philippines and the United Kingdom are 
generally defined as fair with flexibility for 
dealing with changes in scope, renegotiation and 
adjustments.  Changes to regulations aimed at 
improving bidding procedures have taken place 
in Indonesia, the People’s Republic of China, 
Bangladesh, Pakistan and the Philippines.

Difficulties with long-term PPP projects occur 
when parties are in dispute or unanticipated 
events require recourse to traditional legal 
institutions. These can be slow or costly, and in 
many countries, a less than fully independent 
process. 

Continuing improvement in alternative dispute 
resolution mechanisms including mediation 
and arbitration processes is evident in countries 
with greater PPP experience and contributes to 
greater certainty, depth and competition in bid 
markets. Improvements to dispute resolution 
mechanisms occurred in the People’s Republic of 
China, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, 
Thailand, and Viet Nam.

The top three countries in the 2014 Infrascope, 
Australia, the United Kingdom and the Republic 
of Korea, also scored highest in the regulatory 
framework category. Each country possesses a 
comprehensive national PPP policy framework, 
applies rigorous project selection and decision 
making procedures, runs competitive bidding 
using value for money evaluation criteria, and 
has adopted alternative dispute resolution 
mechanisms to resolve disputes between 
the parties and to manage change. A robust 
regulatory framework ensures the appropriate 
selection of PPP projects and minimises the risk 
of renegotiation. It ensures greater sustainability 
and requires government agencies to undertake 
the systematic selection of PPP projects, conduct 
objective evaluation and implement open and 
competitive bidding processes, with selection 
based on economic criteria such as value for 
money principles and not simply based on the 
lowest cost.

Of the 16 countries that were also included 
in the 2011 Infrascope, 13 had improved scores 
in the regulatory category for one or more 
indicators in the 2014 Infrascope. It is clear 
that the rules of the game are rapidly being 
improved, and there is a significant degree of 
positive momentum in this category. Of the 
three countries where there were no changes 
in ratings, Australia and the UK were top of the 
category.  Of the new additions to the study, the 
Kyrgyz Republic stands out in the regulatory 
category, finishing in a respectable 8th place, at 
the top of the emerging group of countries. 

The Philippines is the most improved country 
in overall rankings and the regulatory framework 
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Institutional Framework
Table 4: INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

=1 Australia 100.0 100.0 1 =

=1 United Kingdom 100.0 100.0 1 =

3 Republic of Korea 83.3 75.0 3 =

=4 India—Gujarat state 66.7 66.7 4 =

=4 India 66.7 66.7 4 =

=4 Japan 66.7 66.7 4 =

=4 Philippines 66.7 41.7 8 +4

8 Indonesia 58.3 41.7 8 =

=9 Bangladesh 50.0 33.3 11 +2

=9 Mongolia 50.0 25.0 13 +4

=9 Pakistan—Sindh province 50.0 n/a n/a n/a

=9 Thailand 50.0 50.0 7 -2

=13 Kazakhstan 41.7 41.7 8 -4

=13 Papua New Guinea 41.7 25.0 13 =

=15 People’s Republic of China 33.3 25.0 13 -2

=15 Pakistan 33.3 33.3 11 -4

=17 Tajikistan 25.0 n/a n/a n/a

=17 Viet Nam 25.0 16.7 16 -1

=19 Armenia 16.7 n/a n/a n/a

=19 Kyrgyz Republic 16.7 n/a n/a n/a

21 Georgia 0.0 n/a n/a n/a

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 

Institutions are the rules of the game and reduce 
uncertainty in the interaction between public and 
private actors in commercial activity. Institutions 
support PPP policy and provide governance 
and checks and balances with which policy is 
implemented. An important step for PPP policy 
is the development of a PPP unit as a dedicated 
resource to provide guidance and technical 
support for line agencies. Most countries in 
the region are supporting the establishment, 
development and resourcing of PPP units to 
improve the delivery of PPPs, raise capacity in 
public agencies and ensure consistency in their 

approach to project implementation. Half of the 
countries included in the 2011 Infrascope study 
showed improvements in their scores for at least 
one indicator in the institutional framework 
category in the 2014 Infrascope.  

The three countries with the highest overall 
scores in the index, Australia, the United 
Kingdom and the Republic of Korea, also have the 
best scores for the quality of their institutional 
frameworks. These countries have sound 
institutions for planning, evaluating, and ex post 
oversight of PPP contracts. They also possess 
well-designed mechanisms for managing many 
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of the complexities of PPP contracts, including 
the replacement of defaulting operators and the 
payment of compensation for early termination. 

The countries that have demonstrated most 
improvement in institutional design include 
Indonesia, Bangladesh, Mongolia, Papua New 
Guinea, and the Philippines. For example, 
Mongolia’s PPP Unit has been receiving training 
from Japan International Cooperation Agency 
(JICA) as well as technical assistance and advice 
from the ADB. It has also gained some practical 

experience since 2011 and has produced a good 
quality handbook to guide PPP participants 
through the process. 

Project hold-up risk is a major disincentive to 
greater bid depth in PPP markets because of its 
impact on bid costs and the retention of skilled 
employees.  The People’s Republic of China, the 
Republic of Korea, Mongolia, the Philippines and 
Viet Nam made improvements in this indicator. 
Expropriation is generally regarded as a low risk 
in the region.

Operational maturity
Table 5: OPERATIONAL MATURITY

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

1 India 87.5 70.0 3 +2

2 People’s Republic of China 75.8 78.1 1 -2

3 Republic of Korea 74.5 68.8 4 +1

4 Japan 64.7 61.4 6 +2

5 United Kingdom 64.0 76.7 2 -4

6 India—Gujarat state 61.2 61.1 7 +1

7 Australia 60.2 66.5 5 -2

8 Thailand 58.1 50.9 8 =

9 Philippines 54.5 44.8 10 +1

10 Pakistan—Sindh province 53.6 n/a n/a n/a

11 Indonesia 51.6 47.9 9 -2

12 Bangladesh 51.5 41.0 12 =

13 Pakistan 42.5 41.8 11 -2

14 Viet Nam 39.8 25.5 13 -1

15 Armenia 31.4 n/a n/a n/a

16 Mongolia 18.8 3.1 16 =

17 Georgia 15.8 n/a n/a n/a

=18 Kazakhstan 15.7 15.7 14 -4

=18 Tajikistan 15.7 n/a n/a n/a

20 Kyrgyz Republic 12.5 n/a n/a n/a

21 Papua New Guinea 6.3 6.3 15 -5

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study.  
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Operational maturity refers to the capacity of 
governments to deliver efficient and sustainable 
PPP projects and takes into account five main 
variables: planning and oversight, the awarding 
of projects, risk allocation, experience in the 
three sectors of energy, water and transport, 
and the quality of PPPs commissioned by the 
government.

Most countries in the Asia-Pacific are 
improving their capacity to plan and oversee PPP 
projects by improving the skills base of public 
agencies particularly in the technical, financial 
and transactional discipline. Half of the countries 
that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope 
study had improved scores in this category. 

The most improvement occurred in 
Bangladesh, Mongolia and the Philippines. This 
is being achieved with wide use of local and 
international consultants, capacity-building 
programmes delivered by multilateral agencies 
and the preparation of guidance materials for 
both public and private sectors. Multilateral 
development agencies have played a leading role 
in training and technical support for regional 

PPP programmes, contributing to the capacity of 
governments and their agencies.  

For example, in the Philippines, in addition 
to training and capacity building, regulatory 
amendments have improved evaluation and 
bidding timelines, giving bidders a longer time 
to prepare, and streamlined the formalities 
for small and municipal contracts. These 
process improvements suggest a new level of 
professionalism and competition in the PPP 
bidder selection process. Most jurisdictions in 
the study are moving to improve risk allocation 
practices and Bangladesh, Indonesia and 
Mongolia made the most progress in the 2014 
Infrascope. 

India leads this category, with the most 
projects delivered, followed by the People’s 
Republic of China, the Republic of Korea and 
Japan. Australia and the United Kingdom lost 
a little bit of ground in this category because 
of lower transaction numbers. The quality of 
commissioned projects is improving with most 
progress evident in Mongolia, the Philippines, 
Thailand and Viet Nam.
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Investment climate
Table 6: INVESTMENT CLIMATE

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

1 Australia 90.5 87.4 1 =

2 Japan 86.5 57.5 4 +2

3 United Kingdom 84.0 82.3 2 -1

4 India—Gujarat state 82.8 80.0 3 -1

5 People's Republic of China 78.3 51.6 7 +2

6 Armenia 76.0 n/a n/a n/a

7 Philippines 75.3 46.3 13 +6

8 Bangladesh 73.8 47.3 10 +2

=9 Kazakhstan 70.0 43.3 14 +5

=9 Pakistan—Sindh province 70.0 n/a n/a n/a

11 Republic of Korea 66.3 54.2 5 -6

12 Georgia 61.8 n/a n/a n/a

13 India 60.8 52.3 6 -7

=14 Mongolia 59.3 46.9 11 -3

=14 Thailand 59.3 48.6 9 -5

16 Indonesia 57.6 50.3 8 -8

17 Viet Nam 55.6 46.4 12 -5

18 Papua New Guinea 54.1 17.7 16 -2

19 Pakistan 49.3 43.0 15 -4

20 Kyrgyz Republic 48.1 n/a n/a n/a

21 Tajikistan 44.3 n/a n/a n/a

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 

Central to the success of a PPP are government 
actions for creating a favourable business 
environment that reduces or eliminates 
regulatory and cost impediments for foreign 
investors and project bidders, minimises 
political distortions and provides political 
leadership. Improving the business environment 
for PPP investors and operators is necessary 
if governments are to attract the private 
investment needed to reduce the infrastructure 
gap that exists in the Asia-Pacific.   

There has been a measurable improvement 
in political support for PPP projects across the 

region. Evidence suggests countries offering a 
favourable investment environment and political 
support are more likely to attract competitive bid 
fields than countries that lack these advantages. 
In the 2014 survey, the most improvement was 
made in Bangladesh, the People’s Republic of 
China, Japan, Kazakhstan, Papua New Guinea and 
the Philippines. 

The People’s Republic of China showed 
the greatest improvement in the index for 
the indicator that rated political will. At the 
third plenum of the CCP Central Committee 
in November 2013, a policy agenda was 
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announced with the aim of reducing government 
interference in the economy and allowing market 
forces a greater role in allocating resources. 
There has since been a concerted push in PPP 
policy development and trial projects have been 
initiated across the country. Political support 
for PPPs is therefore strong at the central 
government level, owing to their potential to 

improve the efficiency and transparency of local 
governments; and at the local government level 
for their potential to allow continued growth in 
difficult financial circumstances. While political 
distortion is less of a concern in mature and 
developed PPP market countries, it remains a 
challenge in the emerging and nascent market 
groups.

Financial facilities
Table 7: FINANCIAL FACILITIES

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

=1 Australia 94.4 94.4 1 =

=1 United Kingdom 94.4 94.4 1 =

=3 Japan 88.9 83.3 4 +1

=3 Republic of Korea 88.9 88.9 3 -1

5 India—Gujarat state 77.8 77.8 5 =

6 India 72.2 72.2 6 =

7 People’s Republic of China 66.7 66.7 7 =

8 Philippines 63.9 61.1 8 =

9 Thailand 61.1 55.6 9 =

10 Indonesia 58.3 52.8 11 +1

11 Kazakhstan 55.6 55.6 9 -2

12 Bangladesh 47.2 44.4 12 =

=13 Georgia 38.9 n/a n/a n/a

=13 Papua New Guinea 38.9 38.9 13 =

15 Pakistan—Sindh province 36.1 n/a n/a n/a

=16 Armenia 33.3 n/a n/a n/a

=16 Viet Nam 33.3 33.3 15 -1

=18 Mongolia 30.6 13.9 16 -2

=18 Pakistan 30.6 38.9 13 -5

=20 Kyrgyz Republic 8.3 n/a n/a n/a

=20 Tajikistan 8.3 n/a n/a n/a

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 
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Project finance is readily available for Australia, 
the United Kingdom, the Republic of Korea and 
Japan because of their well-developed capital 
markets, domestic and foreign lenders, robust 
sovereign credit ratings, strong liquidity and 
access to derivatives to hedge currency and 
interest rate exposures. In recent years, global 
capital markets experienced volatility, resulting 
in a contraction in supply of capital in the Asia 
Pacific; the phasing in of the Basel III regulatory 
reforms and the increased risk aversion of several 
European and North American lenders also 
played a part. Nonetheless, regional banks have 
increased project finance lending and the growth 
trend is expected to continue in the foreseeable 
future, filling the void left by international 
financial institutions.

Developing national capital markets is a 
long-term undertaking by governments and 
progress is generally incremental. A number of 
multilateral bond markets and project finance 
markets have been implemented in the region in 
recent years and there is an important role for 
national currency debt markets to facilitate small 
and medium size PPP projects and encourage the 
participation of local investors and contracting 
firms. 

India introduced VGF to improve the 
profitability of PPP projects, although most PPP 
capital is raised offshore. Other countries stand 

at various levels of capital market development, 
with Indonesia, Thailand and the Philippines 
moving to greater depth and diversity, supported 
by robust stock exchanges and government bond 
issues. The Philippines also has the benefit of 
strong government support for its capital market 
reforms. Mongolia, for its part, took a bold 
step to attract capital when it introduced a new 
investment law which consolidated regulations 
and removed many restrictions on foreign 
investment. Pakistan was the only country to 
lose ground in this indicator with an increase in 
payment risk and a loss of government support 
for capital market reforms. 

Government payment risk is not a significant 
regional problem with most countries and states 
usually meeting their obligations. However, risk 
is greater in Pakistan, Tajikistan and the Kyrgyz 
Republic and exists to a lesser extent in Georgia, 
Mongolia and Viet Nam.  

Direct government support by way of price 
subsidies for low-income users is not widely 
used in the region, although financial assistance 
for the poor and disadvantaged is available 
indirectly. Price subsidies are a difficult policy to 
implement and manage in the region, with some 
subsidies exerting a distortionary impact in some 
markets by placing pressure on supply, such as in 
Pakistan and Viet Nam.
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Subnational adjustment
Table 8: SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT

Rank Score 
2014

Score 
2011

Rank 
2011

Rank 
change

=1 Australia 100.0 100.0 1 =

=1 Japan 100.0 75.0 2 +1

=3 People’s Republic of China 75.0 75.0 2 -1

=3 India 75.0 75.0 2 -1

=3 United Kingdom 75.0 75.0 2 -1

=6 Armenia 50.0 n/a n/a n/a

=6 India—Gujarat state 50.0 50 6 =

=6 Indonesia 50.0 50 6 =

=6 Republic of Korea 50.0 50 6 =

=6 Pakistan 50.0 50 6 =

=6 Philippines 50.0 50 6 =

=6 Pakistan—Sindh state 50.0 n/a n/a n/a

=6 Thailand 50.0 50 6 =

=14 Bangladesh 25.0 25 12 -2

=14 Georgia 25.0 n/a n/a n/a

=14 Kazakhstan 25.0 25 12 -2

=14 Kyrgyz Republic 25.0 n/a n/a n/a

=14 Mongolia 25.0 25 12 -2

=14 Papua New Guinea 25.0 25 12 -2

=14 Tajikistan 25.0 n/a n/a n/a

=14 Viet Nam 25.0 25 12 -2

Note: The changes in rank have been captured for the 16 countries that were also included in the 2011 Infrascope study. 
Changes in rank to countries not included in the previous study are not directly comparable and therefore marked in the 
table as not applicable (n/a). For the same reason, scores from the 2011 study are not comparable to those in the 2014 
study. 

Initiatives to encourage sub-national PPP 
policies are being implemented across the 
region, although progress is slow. Most sub-
national PPPs are commissioned in Japan by 
provincial and municipal governments. Sub-
national governments in a number of countries 
have commissioned PPP projects in the water, 
transport and electricity sectors including 
Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines, 
Thailand, Pakistan and Armenia. Gujarat state 

in India introduced a PPP policy in 2000 and has 
implemented 43 projects in the water, transport 
and electricity sectors. Gujarat ranks in sixth 
place in the overall score for 2014, although 
progress has been slow in further devolution of 
the policy to the municipal government level. 
Sindh province in Pakistan has delivered 10 PPP 
projects and enters the study for the first time 
with an overall ranking of 12th.  
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Infrascope Country summaries

Armenia
The regulatory framework enables PPPs, but 
stronger safeguards or guidance for public or 
private sector participants is needed. Further 
utility tariff reforms are required to ensure 
affordability for Armenia’s many low-income 
users.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 38.0 16

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 34.4 =16

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 16.7 =19

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 31.4 15

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 76.0 6

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 33.3 =16

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

Armenia does not have a PPP law, but PPPs are 
possible under general investment and sector-specific 
laws. The Division of Public Investment Programs 
Management under the Ministry of Economy is 
responsible for developing PPP regulations. Its 
work appears to be in the very early stages, as no 
publications are yet available. For now, responsibility 
for planning and oversight is spread across sector-
specific ministries and regulators and central strategic 
coordination is limited. There is limited public-sector 
awareness of how to structure risk in PPPs, nor have 
accounting processes been developed to deal with 
contingent liabilities.

Several major transport, water and energy 
infrastructure projects have been procured as PPPs. 
Financial support tends to come from international 
organisations, with local financial markets not 
well-developed, and these organisations also help 
to conduct project evaluation. Water supply is 
recognised as an area in which there have been marked 

benefits from PPPs in terms of improved reach and 
quality. Further utility tariff reform is still needed; 
however, following the privatisation of state-owned 
utilities companies in the 1990s, tariff reform was 
not adequately matched by subsidies for low-income 
users. This has caused ongoing tensions and protests 
after a rise in electricity prices in August 2014 forced 
the government to increase social transfers. A more 
systematic approach to targeted subsidies is required 
to make utility tariffs sustainable.

Armenia’s Public Procurement Law (2011)—which 
covers PPPs—calls for open bidding or competitive 
dialogue as the norm, but allows direct negotiation on 
a limited basis. Rules are established for transparency, 
oversight, and appeal. The Centre for Procurement 
Support (within the Ministry of Finance) provides 
training and oversight. In theory, monitoring is 
also carried out by other state and civil society 
organisations. Despite this apparently strong legal 
framework, a Transparency International study 
conducted over the 2011-2013 period raised multiple 
problems with Armenia’s public procurement in 
practice. It found that around 60% of public contracts 
were awarded through an unadvertised process of 
direct negotiation, while rules on transparency and 
independent oversight were not well-implemented. 
Armenia’s business environment is characterised 
by cartels with strong political connections. There 
may therefore be potential for political distortion in 
decision-making, given the lack of strong independent 
institutional oversight for PPPs.

At the sub-national level, ADB has been funding a 
project to develop a framework for commercialisation 
of urban infrastructure in Yerevan, which includes 
enabling PPPs. Overall, though Armenia has built the 
confidence of international investors through several 
well-structured PPP projects, a well-coordinated 
regulatory and oversight framework is not yet in 
place.
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Australia
Strong central and sub-national policies and 
institutions, and a good track record of projects, 
make Australia a very reliable investment 
environment for PPPs. A current reluctance 
to invest public funds in capital projects had 
increased the motivation of local governments to 
attract private finance into infrastructure.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 91.8 1

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 100.0 1

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 100.0 =1

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 60.2 7

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 90.5 1

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 94.4 =1

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 100.0 =1

Australia has maintained its position since 2011 
as the top-scoring PPP environment among the 
Asia-Pacific economies covered by the Infrascope. 
The country’s guidance on the PPP process is widely 
viewed as representing best practice, and has been 
influential on the policy development of other Asian 
governments. Project pipelines have been healthy, 
particularly in the most active sub-national states of 
Victoria and New South Wales. The one infrastructure 
sector in which PPPs are unlikely is energy, where the 
preference has been for full privatisation. 

Australia’s prime minister, Tony Abbott, declared 
in 2013 that he wanted to be remembered as an 
“infrastructure prime minister”—and faced with a 
slump in commodity prices and the government’s own 
focus on shrinking the deficit, much of the investment 
towards this goal is expected to be found through 
PPPs. 

Under the Australian Constitution, economic 
and social infrastructure planning and delivery 

are primarily state and territory government 
responsibilities, with only a small minority of 
infrastructure PPPs procured centrally. While sub-
national governments must comply with the national 
policy framework published by Infrastructure 
Australia, the treasury departments of some states 
have also issued their own PPP guidelines, covering 
topics such as evaluation criteria and risk allocation in 
further detail.

State and territory governments produce 
strategic infrastructure plans. Where projects are 
considered for PPP procurement, there is a two-stage 
approval process. First, governments consider the 
investment decision based on a business case. Second, 
governments consider the optimal procurement 
method using Procurement Options Analysis (POA). 
Value-for-money (VfM) and cost-benefit analysis are 
fundamental to project evaluation, but other factors 
are taken into account, such as the area of application, 
market capacity, depth and appetite for the type 
of project, as well as the options for risk transfer. 
A relatively broad assessment of whether a project 
is good value for money takes into account factors 
such as urban design outcomes and the impact on the 
environment and communities.

The government urges a preventative approach 
to dispute resolution, based on strong project 
preparation and risk assessment while emphasising 
the need for strong relationship management—
particularly at the senior levels of the organisations 
involved. Contracts incorporate tiered alternative 
dispute resolution (ADR) mechanisms such as mutual 
conciliation, expert evaluation or arbitration. If ADR is 
unsuccessful, Australia’s independent judiciary is well 
prepared to deal with issues relating to commercial 
contracts in an objective and impartial manner. 
Overall, the failure rate for PPPs is quite low. Where 
contracts have fallen through to date, state agencies 
have intervened fast enough to ensure that delivery of 
public services was unaffected.
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Bangladesh
A well-designed institutional framework has 
emerged, with high-level support for PPPs. An 
enabling policy from 2010 has been fleshed out 
in subsequent guidance documents, and a PPP 
law is pending parliamentary approval. Project 
experience under the new framework remains 
limited, however.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 49.3 12

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 43.8 =10

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 50.0 =9

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 51.5 12

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 73.8 8

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 47.2 12

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

Regulation of PPPs in Bangladesh has improved 
since the introduction of the 2010 Policy and 
Strategy for PPP, and the creation of a PPP Office 
(PPPO) under the Prime Minister’s Office tasked with 
advice and oversight. This raised the profile of PPPs 
within the government. A PPP Unit was also set up 
in the Ministry of Finance, charged with assessing 
financial viability of projects and determining levels 
of government support. In the intervening years, 
guidance documents have been published on the 
PPPO’s website relating to the overall PPP process as 
well as specific aspects such as eligibility for viability 
gap financing and a government technical assistance 
fund, and dealing with unsolicited proposals. Guidance 
on risk allocation in contracts is still limited to broad 
principles. Procedures for assessing and managing 
contingent liabilities are being developed by the PPP 
Unit in conjunction with ADB, while capacity-building 
in this area is ongoing. The Cabinet Committee on 
Economic Affairs (CCEA), responsible for final project 
approval, also reviews contingent liabilities. 

Public-sector capacity to implement PPPs has 
improved since 2010, and the PPPO’s pipeline has 
expanded to over 40 approved projects, though 
only one has so far been awarded. This first project, 
a highway (the Dhaka-Chittagong 4-lane project), 
highlighted teething problems under the new system: 
a land acquisition dispute significantly delayed 
construction. In order to develop expertise, the 
PPPO works closely with appointed private-sector 
consultants, while ministries undertaking PPP projects 
are encouraged to establish PPP cells with a view to 
retaining knowledge. However, there is still some way 
to go in educating both public- and private-sector 
stakeholders on how to apply government guidance. 
The power sector has most experience, so is best-
equipped to implement policies as intended.

Bangladesh’s Public Procurement Act of 2006 and 
the Public Procurement Rules of 2008 call for fair 
competition and a transparent bidding process, with 
equal treatment of international parties provided 
that they first establish a legal entity in Bangladesh. 
Oversight is provided by a committee comprising 
representatives of various ministries as well as 
external consultants.

To compensate for limited domestic sources of 
long-term infrastructure finance, the government 
created the Infrastructure Development Company 
Limited (IDCOL) in 1997 to bridge financing gaps for 
medium- to long-term infrastructure projects. Another 
government-owned institution, the Infrastructure 
Investment Facilitation Company (IIFC), provides 
advisory services to help attract overseas and domestic 
finance into infrastructure development.

A new draft PPP law was approved by the cabinet in 
November 2014 and will be elevated to parliament for 
consideration in 2015. Building on the PPP policy, it is 
intended to streamline the formulation and execution 
of PPP projects. It proposes improvements such as 
tiered dispute resolution mechanisms and the creation 
of a high-level advisory council led by the prime 
minister. 
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People’s Republic of China 

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 55.9 8

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 34.4 =16

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 33.3 =15

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 75.8 2

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 78.3 5

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 66.7 7

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 75.0 =3

The People’s Republic of China has made rapid 
progress towards a modern regulatory framework for 
PPPs since the CCP initiated a reform programme in 
late 2013, which emphasised the role of market forces 
in allocating resources and explicitly supported PPPs 
to that end.

Previously, the regulatory framework for PPPs 
had developed in a somewhat fragmented way across 
sectors and locations, and suffered from a lack of 
clarity over the definition and scope of PPPs. Over 
the last year, a more coordinated approach has been 
developed and definitions are converging, strongly 
influenced by international best practice. A series 
of pilot projects has been launched nationwide as 
part of the policy development process. The National 
Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) and 
Ministry of Finance (MoF) have emerged as the main 
bodies responsible for PPP regulations and oversight. 
Unfortunately, there is no clear central direction on 

the division of responsibilities between these two 
agencies, and as a result they have been developing 
guidance on PPPs, and setting up local PPP centres, 
in what appear to be parallel bids for control over 
this sphere. As such, in December 2014, the MoF 
formally established a PPP Centre, responsible for 
policy research, advice and training. However, work 
on a draft concession law, started by the NDRC but 
suspended in mid-2014, is set to resume later under a 
joint group comprising the NDRC, MoF and other sector 
ministries, which may lead to improved coordination 
down the line.

Much of the discussion about PPPs in the People’s 
Republic of China has centred on their potential to 
reduce the reliance of local governments on shadow 
banking and land sales to fund infrastructure, by 
accessing new financing channels. SOEs retain a 
home advantage in winning contracts, particularly 
as rules on open, competitive tendering have rarely 
been followed—even the recent pilot projects have 
mostly been directly awarded. Proposed legal reforms 
to centralise judicial appointments and funding may 
help to reduce local protectionism once they are rolled 
out nationwide. Budgetary reforms to better address 
financial risk have begun, but it may take some years 
for new systems to mature and for the requisite skills 
to be developed. In the short term, requirements for 
local finance departments to properly evaluate and 
account for liabilities over full project life cycles will 
be hard to enforce. Similarly, there is a shortage of 
data and skills to enable quantitative value for money 
assessments, although these are now required by the 
MoF.

The People’s Republic of China is on its way to 
establishing a strong framework for PPPs in line 
with international best practice. However, there 
is still some way to go until a coherent regulatory 
environment is realised and can be enforced.

Renewed emphasis on PPPs in policy circles is 
driving regulatory reform and pilot projects 
nationwide. However, clear central guidance 
on roles and responsibilities, as well as 
improvement in coordination among agencies 
in-charge of PPP regulations and oversight are 
still needed.  
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Georgia
Georgia is one of the new countries added to 
the study, reflecting an increased willingness 
to implement PPPs. International agencies 
are financing various programmes to help 
the government improve fiscal management, 
including improvements to capital markets that 
will help to mobilise more long-term finance 
and encourage PPPs. However, an inadequate 
concession law, weak coordination and oversight 
as well as limited experience are some of the 
challenges faced by the country.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 26.2 21

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 25.0 =20

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 0.0 21

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 15.8 17

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 61.8 12

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 38.9 =13

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

PPPs have not been a priority, and over the last 
decade most infrastructure has been developed 
either through full privatisation or traditional public 
procurement funded by overseas development 
agencies. The 1994 concession law makes no mention 
of institutional arrangements, risk-allocation 
guidelines or procurement. PPPs are therefore 
largely governed by general public procurement and 
investment laws, the Civil Code, and where relevant 
by sector-specific regulations. Financial commitments 
by the government must comply with the Budgetary 
Code and annual state budget requirements, but 
these regulations have not been adapted to deal with 

liabilities in the context of government support to 
long-term PPPs.

The main PPP projects to date have been airport and 
sea port concessions. There have also been some lease-
management contracts in the water sector, although 
water and sanitation have been privatised in several 
urban areas. Electricity distribution is privatised, 
but there is potential for PPPs in generation: the 
government is encouraging BOO contracts for new 
hydropower developments. 

There is no defined process for choosing a PPP over 
other procurement modes. Ministries are responsible 
for setting the long-term policy direction in their 
sectors (not specific to PPPs), and either procuring 
authorities or external donors establish criteria for 
project identification and evaluation. The public 
procurement law establishes a transparent, non-
discriminatory bidding process. In practice, Georgia’s 
track record for transparency is not strong, but has 
improved somewhat with the introduction of an 
e-procurement and tracking system. 

The concession law indicates that disputes should 
be settled in court, which is a potential concern as the 
judiciary is not fully independent of the executive. 
However, in practice, parties include other dispute-
resolution mechanisms in contracts. Georgia has 
ratified both the ICSID and New York conventions on 
the recognition and enforcement of foreign arbitral 
awards. Use of international arbitration is so far 
untested for infrastructure PPPs.

Around 30% of Georgia’s population lives on $2 a 
day, according to World Bank data. It is therefore hard 
to set utility tariffs at levels that ensure cost recovery, 
and a combination of low incomes and poor services 
has led to some users refusing to pay for water. In the 
power sector, tariff guidelines are designed to ensure 
a reasonable return on investment.
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India
India is once again the highest-ranking 
developing country in this year’s Asia-Pacific 
Infrascope, reflecting significant project 
experience and continued efforts to improve 
both regulations and public sector capacity.

India has completed hundreds of PPP projects 
over the last decade, the majority in energy and 
transportation infrastructure. Impetus for PPPs is 
likely to grow under the current government, which 
has declared a paradigm shift from government as 
‘provider’ to government as ‘enabler’. The maturity 
of the regulatory framework varies significantly 
across sectors and states: Gujarat, Maharashtra and 
Andhra Pradesh have their own PPP acts/policies and 
significant experience, but not all states have treated 
PPPs as a priority. 

Central coordination of PPPs is provided by the 
PPP Cell within the Department of Economic Affairs 
(DEA), under the Ministry of Finance. Its online 
portal serves as a useful repository of information 
on regulations, institutional roles, processes and 
projects. Acknowledging a need to strengthen the 
national-level regulatory framework and streamline 
PPP procedures, in 2011 the DEA produced a draft 
national PPP policy along with PPP rules, which are 
still undergoing an extensive consultation process 
at the central and state government levels. In late 

2010, a National PPP Capacity Building Programme 
was launched and thousands of public officials have 
received training under the scheme.

To aid in project preparation and decision-making, 
the government has issued a series of guidance 
papers (expanded since the 2011 Infrascope to cover 
financial support to PPPs) as well as a PPP Toolkit, 
which together provide sector-specific instructions on 
the process and specific methods to be used through 
all stages of project identification, feasibility study, 
procurement and operation. Certain aspects have 
scope for improvement, such as risk allocation, but 
overall the framework is clear and well-developed. 
Funding for project preparation is provided by the 
India Infrastructure Project Development Fund 
(IIPDF). Project proposals are reviewed first by the PPP 
Cell, and then by the PPP Approval Committee (PPPAC) 
as well as other sector agencies, where applicable. 
However, despite relatively strong processes, experts 
note that decision-making is often biased in favour 
of PPPs over other methods, owing to the huge gap 
between demand for projects and available funding. 

Fair and transparent bidding is established through 
guidelines and model documents produced by the DEA 
and the former Planning Commission. With regard 
to later contract adjustments, procuring agencies 
are required to consider reasonable scenarios for 
renegotiation when preparing contracts, but this is 
an area which could benefit from tighter regulation to 
avoid abuse.

Both central and state governments can provide 
VGF, and finance is also available from the India 
Infrastructure Finance Company Limited (IIFCL). 
State-owned banks and financial institutions are the 
mainstay of infrastructure finance, but there has been 
significant growth in lending by commercial banks 
and other financial institutions for infrastructure 
development. Furthermore, local life insurance 
companies are required to invest 15% of their funds in 
infrastructure and housing.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 70.3 5

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 65.6 =5

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 66.7 =4

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 87.5 1

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 60.8 13

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 72.2 6

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 75.0 =3
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Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 68.0 6

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 65.6 =5

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 66.7 =4

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 61.2 6

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 82.8 4

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 77.8 5

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

India—Gujarat State
Strong local PPP regulations, rapid growth and 
prudent economic management by the state 
government contribute to Gujarat’s status as one 
of the top PPP environments in the Asia-Pacific 
region.

Gujarat was one of the first states in India to 
introduce a legal framework for PPPs, and has 
developed a good track record of completed projects. 
The Gujarat Infrastructure Development (GID) Act 
(1999/2006) not only provides a legal framework but 
also a complete road map for PPP projects. The Gujarat 
Infrastructure Development Board (GIDB) is the key 
agency responsible for facilitating, reviewing and 
monitoring PPPs. It integrates PPP identification into 
the overall infrastructure development plan, currently 
the Blueprint for Infrastructure in Gujarat (BIG) 2020.

There is a well-defined process for selecting and 
approving PPPs, which can be lengthy in practice: the 
BIG 2020 document acknowledges that it can take 
three to five years from project inception through to 
commissioning. Project evaluation techniques are not 
included in the government guidance, but a committee 
comprising secretaries of relevant government 
agencies along with expert consultants evaluates 
the bid. Procurement is transparent and competitive. 

Unsolicited projects are allowed, and go through the 
usual feasibility checks before being opened up to 
comparative bidding.

Good quality model contracts have been developed 
by GIDB, though risk management rules are somewhat 
open-ended and optimal risk allocation is not always 
achieved. Contracts include clear formulas for 
calculating private-sector compensation in the case of 
project termination or transfer, where the government 
is liable. However, a potential risk to public interests 
lies in the absence of limits to, or independent 
oversight of, contract renegotiation.

Gujarat has set up its own VGF scheme over and 
above the national scheme. Government agencies can 
also support PPPs through guarantees, the level of 
which is capped under the Gujarat Fiscal Responsibility 
Act and Rules of 2005. Gujarat has been running a 
fiscal surplus since 2012 and has earned a reputation 
for prudent fiscal management. Combined with 
economic growth rates above the national average and 
consequent high demand for infrastructure, this has 
helped to attract investors.

The GID Act does not cover accounting rules, and 
financial reporting by the public sector of risks and 
liabilities in PPP transactions is limited. Gujarat may 
eventually benefit from a proposed national PPP policy 
(under discussion since 2011), which calls for local 
governments to assess and make provisions in their 
budgets for contingent liabilities.

So far, there have been no cases of disputes related 
to infrastructure PPPs escalating to arbitration. Most 
issues are resolved through mutual discussion. If this 
fails, arbitration is conducted in accordance with the 
Arbitration and Conciliation Act (1996). This is based 
on UNCITRAL Model Law on International Commercial 
Arbitration, and decisions are binding. The judiciary 
is considered a less reliable route, and cases taken to 
court can suffer from long delays.



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

32

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Indonesia
Indonesia’s regulatory architecture for PPPs has 
continued to evolve towards a comprehensive 
framework since 2011, but this has yet to be 
tested and weaknesses remain.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 53.5 9

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 46.9 9

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 58.3 8

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 51.6 11

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 57.6 16

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 58.3 10

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

Indonesia’s electricity, transport and water 
sectors are covered by separate regulations, but since 
2005 there have been repeated efforts to develop 
a coordinated, cross-sector approach to PPPs. Each 
year since 2009, the National Development Planning 
Agency (BAPPENAS) has published a PPP Book 
containing a list of potential projects, and PPPs were 
indicated as a priority in the Master Plan for the 
Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia’s Economic 
Development (MP3EI) in 2011. Successive presidential 
regulations (PRs) since 2010 have strengthened the 
framework.

However, progress on project implementation 
has been slow. No infrastructure PPPs have reached 
financial close since 2011, reflecting a combination 
of weak leadership and planning, protectionism—
SOEs dominate infrastructure development—and 
an uncertain investment environment. The concept 
of PPPs as a risk-sharing, rather than risk-shedding 
mechanism has not fully taken root, while neither 
rigour nor transparency of project selection processes 
is adequate to reassure investors of bankability.

In terms of leadership, the task of inter-ministerial 
policy coordination was formerly assigned to 
KKPPI (Policy Committee for the Acceleration of 
Infrastructure Provision). However, KKPPI failed to 
perform as intended, and in July 2014 the government 
reorganised it into the KPPIP (Committee of 
Infrastructure Priorities Development Acceleration). 
The PPP Central Unit (P3CU) under BAPPENAS works on 
project identification and selection criteria, while the 
Ministry of Finance (MoF) created a PPP unit in 2014 to 
specialise in financial risk. Leadership roles of various 
stakeholders are overlapping and there is no single 
agency driving forward a PPP programme.

P3CU rules require project selection to be done 
through multi-criteria analysis. However, transparency 
is lacking and political agendas are believed to 
influence project selection. This situation may improve 
as the new PPP unit under the MoF comes to play 
a greater role in ensuring bankability of approved 
projects. The MoF’s ability to assess contingent 
liabilities and determine appropriate levels of 
government support is an area that has strengthened 
in recent years.

Among other positive developments, the 
government has developed operational guidelines for 
project implementation as well as clearer stipulations 
on unsolicited proposals. Land acquisition laws have 
been altered in order to streamline procedures for land 
procurement—traditionally a complex process, as land 
rights are held locally. Project bidding laws remain 
weak: regulations do not provide enough detail on 
bidding and evaluation rules to ensure fairness and 
objectivity. 

So far, little has changed on the ground. 
Nonetheless, a more cautious approach to approving 
projects for tender can already be discerned, and 
with Indonesia’s urgent need for infrastructure 
improvements, there is significant government will to 
test out the new regulations.
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Japan
PPPs are viewed as key to economic 
revitalisation, and major airport PFI concessions 
are pioneering an updated system. The many 
strengths of the regulatory framework are off-set 
somewhat by a perception that transparency in 
procurement is limited.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 75.8 4

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 65.6 =5

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 66.7 =4

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 64.7 4

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 86.5 2

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 88.9 =3

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 100.0 =1

Japan’s Act on Promotion of Private Finance 
Initiatives (PFIs) was introduced in 1999. For the first 
decade, experimentation with PFIs involved relatively 
small social infrastructure projects, with the majority 
commissioned by local authorities. In recent years the 
scope has been expanded to encourage larger, hard 
infrastructure projects as well as unsolicited bids. This 
has been enabled by a 2011 amendment to the PFI 
Act, allowing concessions with an operational phase. 
The primary use of this model at present is for airports 
(opened to private management since new legislation 
revising the guidelines in the PFI Act were passed in 
2013) as well as water and sewerage infrastructure. 
Tenders are underway for PFI concessions involving 
Sendai and Kansai airports.

Reflecting renewed support for PFIs, the 2011 
amendment created a cabinet-level council for the 
promotion of PFIs, chaired by the prime minister. This 

provides expert support to authorities on developing 
PPP guidance and conducting feasibility studies. In 
2013, Japan’s prime minister Shinzo Abe declared a 
target JPY12 trillion (US$8.4bn) in PFI investments 
over the following ten-year period. To boost uptake 
of PFIs, the government established an infrastructure 
fund, the PFI Promotion Corporation of Japan 
(PFIPCJ), which can provide interest-free loans to 
projects considered to promote public interests. This 
was despite Japan already having a mature and deep 
finance market: banks and other financial institutions, 
as well as issuances of public- or private-sector bonds, 
are all possible sources of infrastructure funding.

Project identification is currently guided by Mr 
Abe’s “Japan Revitalisation Strategy – Japan is Back” 
and a ten-year Action Plan produced by the Council for 
the Promotion of PFI, both released in 2013. The PFI 
Act establishes strong principles for project selection, 
reflected in the funding decisions of the PFIPCJ and 
the Development Bank of Japan. The latter set up 
a PPP/PFI Promotion Centre in 2013 and is starting 
to play a greater role in developing guidance on 
assessing PFI projects, influenced by the Australian 
model. Existing government guidelines on issues such 
as VfM assessment and risk allocation are somewhat 
vague compared to international best practice, and 
risk allocation has tended to be biased in favour of the 
public sector.

Japan’s laws support fair, open and competitive 
bidding for PFI projects. However, the industry 
perception is consistently one of a lack of transparency 
during procurement, which has resulted in discontent. 
Where disputes arise, international arbitration is 
available but in practice informal dispute resolution 
mechanisms, based on relationships of trust between 
the parties, are preferred. Japan’s ADR system has yet 
to be tested for a major PFI concession project.
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Kazakhstan
Recent improvements to the legislative 
framework are being trialled in the landmark 
Almaty ring road tender, and a new draft PPP law 
is projected to strengthen rules and processes 
once enacted.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 41.4 13

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 37.5 15

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 41.7 =13

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 15.7 =18

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 70.0 =9

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 55.6 11

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

The Kazakhstan Public-Private Partnership Center 
(PPP Center) was established in 2008 with the purpose 
of supporting concession projects through rendering 
of expertise in review of processes, advisory services 
and creating a framework in line with international 
best practice. This has borne fruit in recent years, as 
legislative amendments to the Law on Concessions 
of 2006 (No. 167-III) and other relevant laws have 
significantly expanded the scope for PPPs and 
strengthened the broader regulatory environment.

In recent years, new decrees and amendments  to 
the Law on Concessions of 2006 and other legislation 
have been implemented. These broke new ground by 
allowing for multiple types of PPP and for government 
financial support to a wider range of projects and, 
importantly, it acknowledged risk-sharing as a key 
principle. The new draft PPP law was produced in 2014. 

In its current form, the 2014 draft contains provisions 
on direct agreements, international arbitration 
and termination compensation. It also clarifies 
the definition of a state partner, to include central 
and local government authorities as well as state-
controlled companies.

There are limited domestic sources of private 
investment, and a majority of finance for 
infrastructure PPPs is expected to come from overseas. 
The government has fairly stable finances and despite 
a mixed history with regard to government bonds, held 
a successful $2.5bn issue in October 2014—its first in 
fourteen years.

Issues that relate to transparency of bids, as well 
as corruption and strong vested domestic interests, 
have been considered reasons for low levels of interest 
from foreign investors. Bids have been known to fall 
through due to alterations of the agreed contract 
terms during a multi-layer post-tender review stage. 
The 2014 PPP law introduced a better-defined multi-
stage open tender process into the concession law, but 
this has yet to be fully tested.

A more active approach to seeking international 
investment in PPPs has been visible in the overseas 
marketing of the Almaty ring road project, which 
is being positioned as the acid test of the updated 
PPP framework. In order to make the project more 
appealing, the government has offered to take on 
currency and traffic-level risk. The tender for this 
project is due to be launched in January 2015, and 
should be publicised along with qualification criteria 
on the website of the responsible ministry—the 
Ministry of Investments and Development—as well as 
that of EBRD and two industry information sites.



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

35

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Republic of Korea
The Republic of Korea’s specialist PPP agency, 
PIMAC, represents a major asset and has built 
a solid regulatory, training and oversight 
environment on the basis of the 1998 PPP law. 
Informal dispute resolution mechanisms are 
emerging but still not well-established.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 78.8 3

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 90.6 3

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 83.3 3

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 74.5 3

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 66.3 11

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 88.9 =3

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

PPPs have become a well-established procurement 
mode for many types of infrastructure and public 
facilities since the Act on PPPs in Infrastructure was 
introduced in 1998. Implementation has benefited 
from the support of both of the country’s dominant 
political parties and the emergence of strong specialist 
institutions. One area of infrastructure is a notable 
exception: water supply is exclusively managed by 
the state-owned Korea Water Resources Corporation 
(K-Water) and is not open to PPPs.

Amendments to the PPP act after 1998 introduced 
unsolicited proposals and the build-transfer-lease 
model, which is increasingly applied as the emphasis 
shifts from economic to social infrastructure 
development. A minimum revenue guarantee scheme 
was tested but then phased out by 2009 after high-
profile losses. Most recently, a 2011 amendment 
called for creation of PPP-specific dispute resolution 
committees. These have the potential to speed up 
dispute resolution through mediation, but judgements 
are non-binding and in practice this option is not 

popular with private sector participants, who prefer 
arbitration. Overall, the current version of the PPP act 
and its associated Enforcement Decree represent a 
clear framework for identifying and governing PPPs. 

The government is required to formulate ‘master 
plans’ for PPPs with due consideration of national 
investment priorities. A key role in PPP evaluation, 
oversight and policy development is played by 
the Public and Private Infrastructure Investment 
Management Centre (PIMAC), which has developed 
technical guidelines for all stages of the PPP process 
and offers advisory services to central and local 
authorities. PPP policies and plans are overseen by a 
review committee, chaired by the Minister of Strategy 
and Finance. The technical capacity of government 
officials in charge of PPPs is high, but the Republic of 
Korea’s bureaucracy can appear rigid and opaque to 
foreign investors, limiting the appeal of the business 
environment.

The Republic of Korea deliberately encourages 
the private sector to bring forward unsolicited 
projects as a way of inducing private investment, 
and the proportion of unsolicited projects is high 
by international standards. However, this is tightly 
regulated to avoid abuse. In line with international 
best practice, competitive tenders are held with 
additional points awarded to the initiator during bid 
evaluation. 

Responsibility for public investment accounting lies 
with the Ministry of Strategy and Finance. It enforces a 
government payment ceiling for PPPs as a percentage 
of national budget expenditure, to avoid escalation of 
fiscal commitments to PPPs.

Organisations like the Korea Finance Corporation, 
a quasi-sovereign agency set up in 2009, facilitate 
project finance and syndication schemes in order to 
provide facility loans, equity investments and credit 
enhancements for infrastructure projects. At present, 
the country has more than 20 private infrastructure 
funds.
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Kyrgyz Republic
A fairly strong regulatory framework for PPPs 
has been produced, but implementation is 
hindered by limited institutional capacity and 
an uncertain operating environment, including 
investor concerns about the legal system.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 29.5 19

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 53.1 8

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 16.7 =19

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 12.5 20

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 48.1 20

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 8.3 =20

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

Working closely with international agencies, the 
Kyrgyz Republic introduced a solid PPP law in 2012 
broadly reflecting international best practice, and 
has since issued accompanying regulations on the 
tender process. The first project in an initial pipeline 
has recently reached the tender stage, and the new 
regulatory framework will be put to the test over the 
next few years. 

There has been progress in the definition of 
institutional roles, and capacity-building is underway. 
The Investment Promotion Agency was established 
in 2014 (under the Ministry of Economy) as the main 
PPP agency, while a Risk Management Unit sits within 
the Ministry of Finance. However, relevant skills are 
in short supply, and at present project development is 
still highly dependent on support from international 
agencies.

PPP identification is down to individual procuring 
agencies at central or local government level. This 
has generally been done in an ad-hoc way, without 
proper integration into long-term sector development 

strategies. The government has acknowledged this 
problem and is working to address it. To strengthen 
project preparation, the government launched the 
Project Development Support Facility (PDSF) in 2014. 
The PDSF not only helps authorities with the cost 
of engaging outside consultants, but provides an 
additional layer of screening for potential PPPs.

The public sector has a poor reputation for 
transparency. In an effort to reassure investors, 
recent PPP regulations have established a competitive 
and non-discriminatory two-stage tender process. 
Transparency is mandated, but there is still a need 
for instructions on how to achieve this. Procuring 
authorities must assemble a tender commission, which 
is then responsible for all stages of the tender process.

Disputes arising from the bidding process must 
go through the courts. However, those arising in 
connection with a PPP agreement are subject first 
to mediation and can subsequently use domestic 
or international arbitration. The Kyrgyz Republic 
has ratified the UN Convention on Recognition and 
Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards, as well as 
various regional and bilateral agreements. However, 
trust in the judiciary is low. The enforceability of 
arbitral awards is uncertain, as demonstrated by 
a recent case in which the government resisted 
enforcement of an award by the Arbitration Court at 
the Moscow Chamber of Commerce & Industry in favour 
of Stans Energy Corp, a Canadian mine operator.

International development agencies provide 
financial support to PPPs. Local sources of private 
infrastructure finance are negligible, and the 
country’s weak economic fundamentals mean that the 
government is unable to issue long-term bonds to fund 
infrastructure. Despite a relatively rapid transition 
from a centrally-planned to a market economy, tariff 
structures have not yet reached a point where cost 
recovery is possible for utilities. With poverty on the 
rise in recent years tariff reform is likely to remain a 
politically-charged topic.
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Mongolia
A strong enabling framework has led to the 
accumulation of project experience since 
2011, but institutional conflicts and shortages 
of funding and manpower have affected the 
development of strong project evaluation and 
monitoring capabilities.

Overall and category scores, 2014 

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 39.7 15

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 43.8 =10

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 50.0 =9

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 18.8 16

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 59.3 =14

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 30.6 =18

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

Since the Law on Concessions was introduced 
in 2010, Mongolia’s PPP Unit has expanded the 
regulatory framework and gained significant project 
experience. This is in spite of two major politically-
driven institutional upheavals in the intervening 
period: responsibility for PPPs shifted from the State 
Property Committee to the Ministry of Economic 
Development (MED) in 2012, and then to the Ministry 
of Industry after the MED was dissolved in 2014. 
Political commitment to PPPs remains strong, but 
wider systemic challenges represent stumbling 
blocks to attracting foreign investment. Since the 
change of government in November 2014 there have 
been concerns over the level of commitment to the 
budgetary discipline. In addition, Mongolia may be 
facing a foreign exchange challenge, after allowing 
investment in the mining sector to run too far ahead 
of expected earnings at a time of declining global 
commodity prices.

The concessions law provides a strong, flexible 
basis for PPP project creation at central and local 

government level, and across a range of PPP models 
and sectors. PPPs are underway or being considered 
for roads, power plants and airports, as well as social 
infrastructure. Notably, negotiations over a major 
25-year BOT power project—“CHP5”—were successfully 
concluded in 2014. The wider framework for PPPs is 
provided by the Constitution of Mongolia, the Law on 
Government, the Civil Code, the Law on State and Local 
Property, the Law on Investment and the Integrated 
Budget Law (IBL). The 2013 investment law, along with 
equitable rules on procurement in the concession law, 
has created a fairly level playing field for foreign and 
domestic private-sector parties. 

The IBL of 2011 strengthened the PPP framework 
by requiring concession projects to be listed on the 
budget, along with information on government 
guarantees and contingent liabilities. It also 
assigned responsibility to the Ministry of Finance 
(MoF) for decisions on financing mechanisms and 
assessment of fiscal risks related to PPPs. However, 
these requirements have not been consistently 
implemented, and PPP selection is not fully integrated 
into public investment planning. 

Project identification and selection processes 
include oversight by democratically-elected bodies 
as well as the PPP Unit. Cost-benefit analysis is a 
legal requirement, but implementation is limited by 
a shortage of manpower and skills.  International 
agencies such as JICA and the ADB provide some 
support and training on evaluating projects for 
suitability as PPPs, but in practice, pre-feasibility 
studies are not commonly used and post-selection 
justification of projects chosen through political 
haggling is more common.

Overall, the legal framework is well-designed 
and progress on projects signed so far has been 
encouraging. Nonetheless, implementation of 
project selection and monitoring requirements has 
been hampered by a lack of skills, manpower and 
cross-ministerial coordination, as well as frequent 
institutional changes.
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Pakistan
A reasonably solid policy framework for federal-
level PPPs is applied with varying degrees of 
success across sectors, with power generation 
leading the way. Dispute resolution mechanisms 
and sovereign risk remain concerns for private 
investors.

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 41.0 14

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 43.8 =10

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 33.3 =15

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 42.5 13

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 49.3 19

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 30.6 =18

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

Weak infrastructure in Pakistan causes severe 
energy shortages and transportation inefficiencies 
that affect economic development. Recognising 
this, the government has given its backing to PPPs 
and in 2006 the Ministry of Finance established the 
Infrastructure Project Development Facility (IPDF) 
to develop policy and oversee implementation. The 
PPP Policy of 2007, revised in 2010, facilitates PPPs 
across all infrastructure sectors and at both federal 
and provincial level. There is no specific PPP law at 
the federal level, but a sufficient, if somewhat dated, 
regulatory framework is provided for by the PPP Policy 
in combination with the laws on concessions and other 
forms of investment, as well as the sector-specific 
National Power Policy 2013. The IPDF is in the process 
of drafting a PPP bill to bring the legal framework into 
line with international best practice.

The constitution of Pakistan gives provinces the 
power to develop local infrastructure, whereas federal 
government agencies oversee large-scale projects 
including those that cross provincial boundaries. 

The IPDF’s role entails providing support to sector 
authorities, though to date this has been limited 
by a lack of funds—meaning that capacity for PPP 
implementation depends largely on the sector 
authorities’ experience. The Private Power and 
Infrastructure Board has been most active at the 
national level, with 13 power projects since 2010. In 
transportation, there was one project in 2010 and 
there have been no PPPs in other sectors.

One of the major challenges for Pakistan is to 
operationalise the framework established by the 2010 
PPP Policy. The policy calls for the development of risk-
sharing mechanisms to ensure that the best-equipped 
party bears the appropriate level of risk. However, 
these mechanisms are developed on a project basis 
and the current framework is not specific on the issues 
of oversight, accounting and governance. Government 
turnover and political instability have meant that 
in some sectors, limited institutional experience of 
managing PPPs remains a bottleneck in converting 
theory into practice.

Other deterrents to private investors include 
loopholes in the dispute resolution framework and 
Pakistan’s weak sovereign risk rating. Pakistan’s 
Arbitration Act (1940) is outdated, while a 2011 law 
intended to guarantee enforcement of international 
arbitral awards does not apply to local courts. 
Pakistan’s economic fundamentals are weak, and 
the EIU downgraded Pakistan’s sovereign risk rating 
from B to CCC in August 2014, following a 2013 IMF 
bail-out. The International Finance Corporation 
(IFC) is providing infrastructure finance, but there 
are few other options for raising funds for long-term 
investments at present.

Bidding processes have improved since 2010. The 
PPP Policy sets out requirements for transparency and 
competition, and international consultants assist 
in monitoring tenders. The government is keen to 
establish a credible track record in order to attract 
investors.
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Pakistan—Sindh province

Overall and category scores 

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 49.9 11

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 43.8 =10

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 50.0 =9

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 53.6 10

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 70.0 =9

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 36.1 15

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

In early 2010 the Provincial Assembly of Sindh 
passed its own PPP Act, ahead of a federal PPP law 
which is still pending. The act and accompanying PPP 
Policy are well-designed, but further regulations or 
guidance are needed to provide a standardised, well-
functioning system. 

The act established a PPP Board to develop 
policy based on strategic goals and to ensure 
implementation. It also created a PPP Unit within 
the Finance Department to promote PPPs and assist 
contracting agencies in the preparation and execution 
of projects. All projects undertaken by the PPP Unit, 
in coordination with various government agencies, 
must be approved by the PPP Policy Board. The PPP 
Unit must also review the budgetary implications of 
all potential projects, including the fiscal impact of all 
related direct and contingent liabilities. 

Competitive and transparent bidding procedures 
and the guidelines for selecting bidders are specified 

in Sindh’s PPP Policy, which was also released in 2010. 
All bids are to be reviewed by a technical evaluation 
committee, which assesses the technical, operational, 
environmental and commercial soundness of bids. 
Projects that meet these standards move onto a 
second review, which looks at the finances of a project, 
with a focus on achieving the lowest tariff and lowest 
public-sector financial burden. After completion of the 
bid, the bid evaluation report is released in accordance 
with public procurement rules. The PPP Board must 
give final approval for award. 

Sindh’s PPP Unit has completed its first project, 
the Hyderabad-Mirpurkhas toll road. The project was 
awarded in 2010 and construction was finished at the 
end of 2012. Since this was the first PPP to launch 
under the PPP Act and Policy, negotiations took a long 
time and the government assumed certain risks (such 
as minimum revenues via a VGF) that might normally 
be assigned to the private party or mitigated using 
insurance. The smooth completion of this first project 
has generated greater international interest in Sindh’s 
PPP programme.

Over the last five years, the PPP Unit has been 
working with local and international consultants to 
improve its own capacity as well as that of procuring 
authorities. At present, capacity to implement the 
full intended scope of the regulatory framework is 
limited. While the PPP Act provides some principles 
for project selection (supply and demand gaps, social 
and economic benefits, financial attractiveness 
and readiness for implementation), there is not yet 
any detailed guidance on how to conduct relevant 
assessments; nor are there clear rules on how to 
account for contingent liabilities.

A second road project was launched in 2012. A 
further 14 PPP projects are in the pipeline, of which ten 
are in transportation or energy.

Sindh introduced a PPP law in 2010, ahead of 
a national law. The smooth implementation of 
the first major project under this framework, the 
Hyderabad-Mirpurkhas toll road, has generated 
greater investor interest and the province has a 
healthy pipeline.
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Papua New Guinea

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 33.5 17

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 31.3 19

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 41.7 =13

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 6.3 21

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 54.1 18

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 38.9 =13

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

Following the endorsement of a PPP policy in 
2008, Papua New Guinea introduced its first PPP law 
in 2014, which calls for institutions and processes to 
be established broadly in line with internationally-
accepted practice. It applies to national and 
subnational governments as well as SOEs, and 
requires a PPP centre to be set up to support procuring 
authorities through all project stages: development, 
procurement, construction and operation, and 
termination. The PPP centre is expected to fall under 
the authority of the Minister for Treasury, and to 
report to a cross-agency steering group. 

The PPP law is still lacking in detail and does not 
represent a fully-developed regulatory framework. 
For instance, there is insufficient detail on risk 
allocation, private-sector compensation, or regulatory 
protection for open-ended liabilities on the part of 

the government partner. Bidding and contract award 
procedures remain undefined. These, however, are 
expected to be dealt with contract by contract with 
the continued assistance of external agencies such as 
ADB, the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade and the World Bank.

Given the current under-development of PPP 
institutions and the lack of a project pipeline, project 
selection is not yet integrated into overall economic 
planning, nor are processes in place to select and 
prioritise potential projects on the basis of objective 
criteria. Once the PPP Centre is up and running, it will 
be responsible for identifying projects and conducting 
rigorous VfM assessments over whole-project life 
cycles. It will also be required to submit quarterly 
records of liabilities, including contingent liabilities 
and guarantees connected to PPPs, to the Minister for 
Treasury. Papua New Guinea has a sound framework 
for budgetary reporting and auditing, although 
instances of non-compliance with fiscal management 
requirements have been reported. It is too early to 
judge the effectiveness of PPP decision-making and 
accounting processes.

Land disputes are a potential issue, particularly 
as local customs on communally-held land have been 
incorporated into the legal system. ADR mechanisms 
are not commonly used, nor are they mentioned in the 
PPP law. Papua New Guinea has passed implementing 
legislation for the ICSID convention, meaning that 
international arbitral awards can be enforced. 

There are limited domestic sources of finance for 
infrastructure development, and local bonds have 
become more expensive since 2013. International 
development agencies play a significant role in 
funding projects.

Papua New Guinea took an important step 
forward with the passing of a PPP law in 2014, 
which should lead to the creation of more 
competent institutions. However, there are no 
projects in the pipeline and it is too early to 
judge the effectiveness of the new law.
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Philippines
The policy and institutional framework has 
been updated since 2010, and once embedded 
in law and practice, should create a strong PPP 
operating environment.  

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 64.6 7

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 68.8 4

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 66.7 =4

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 54.5 9

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 75.3 7

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 63.9 8

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

The government of the Philippines has been using 
PPP models since the 1980s, and has been working 
towards an improved legal framework since 2010. 
The main PPP law is the 1994 Republic Act (RA) 7718. 
Recent efforts to revitalise the PPP programme have 
included Executive Orders (EOs) 8 of 2010 and 136 
of 2013, as well as new Implementing Rules and 
Regulations (IRR) for RA 7718, issued in 2012.

The PPP Center, attached to the National Economic 
and Development Authority (NEDA), is the main 
facilitating and monitoring agency for PPPs. Projects 
go through several layers of approval starting with the 
PPP Center, followed by the cross-agency Investment 
Coordination Committee (ICC) and finally the NEDA 
Board. 

Institutional roles have been streamlined under 
the new PPP regime. NEDA ensures the PPP programme 
fits with broader national and subnational economic 
planning; the Department of Finance is responsible 
for risk allocation and assessing the fiscal impact of 
PPPs; the Environmental Management Bureau oversees 
environmental impact; while the PPP Center is in 
charge of VfM analysis, commercial financial viability 
and financial structuring.

Before a project is approved, the implementing 
authority must present a feasibility study, right-of-
way acquisition plan, draft concession agreement, risk 
allocation plan and valuation of direct and contingent 
liabilities. Until 2010, poor project preparation caused 

a bottleneck in the PPP programme. This has been 
addressed through the establishment of a Project 
Development and Monitoring Facility as a revolving 
fund, and a robust PPP pipeline (consisting of around 
50 projects from project development to contract 
award as of December 2014) has since been developed.

The PPP Center has produced guidance on how 
to conduct multi-criteria analysis (MCA) in project 
selection, while a newly-created PPP Governing Board 
has prepared more detailed policies on matters such 
as risk allocation and private-sector compensation 
rights. These are viewed as significant improvements, 
but are still being institutionalised: legislative updates 
to RA 7718 are under discussion and capacity-building 
is a work-in-progress.

Requirements for fair, competitive bidding were 
established in RA 7718. There is no discrimination 
against foreign bidders, and transparency and 
oversight rules are in place. Unsolicited proposals are 
allowed if they introduce a new technology or concept, 
in which case comparative bids are sought. Experts 
interviewed for this study generally had a positive view 
of the country’s track record for awarding contracts. 
However, some major controversies have arisen. 
Most recently, the decision to award management 
and extension contracts for Mactan-Cebu Airport to 
GMR-Megawide, a consortium from the Philippines and 
India, has been hotly contested by competitors on the 
basis of conflict of interest and financial capacity—
though this has not derailed the project. This and 
earlier controversies related to the bidding and award 
procedures for major transport infrastructure projects 
indicate certain weaknesses in public-sector decision-
making.

At present, most PPP stakeholders see the dispute 
resolution mechanism as transparent and fair, 
though the whole process can be inefficient due to 
the length of time it takes to reach a final decision. 
While improvements had been made recently with 
regard to the ADRs, they have yet to be tested. Recent 
improvements in project finance, including better 
options for project finance and the availability of funds 
in pesos, mean that private sector involvement is 
increasing, though project finance is reliant to some 
extent on international development agencies. 
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Tajikistan
Tajikistan’s nascent PPP programme has a 
reasonably strong PPP law as a foundation, and 
international agencies are providing capacity-
building support.  

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 28.7 20

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 43.8 =10

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 25.0 =17

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 15.7 =18

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 44.3 21

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 8.3 =20

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

Tajikistan’s seminal PPP law was introduced in 
2012, with technical assistance from the IFC. It 
enables a range of PPP models to take place in the 
transportation, electricity and water sectors, among 
others. It does not apply to mining concessions. 
Procuring authorities can be central or local 
government bodies. Their activities related to project 
development and procurement are overseen by a 
cross-ministerial PPP Council and the State Committee 
for Investment and State Property Management 
of Tajikistan (SCISPM, described as the authorised 
government body for PPPs). In practice, project 
evaluation work is conducted by international 
consultants. The government authorities and 
oversight organisations are still in the process of 
building capacity, and are not yet equipped to provide 
strong checks.

Though full risk allocation guidelines have yet 
to be developed, the legislation clearly specifies 
that the private partner should take on financial, 

technical and operational risks. Contracts must 
contain provisions on risk allocation, as well as 
describing the circumstances under which a private 
partner is entitled to compensation as a result of an 
act of authority. Rules on accounting for contingent 
liabilities are absent, and liabilities are not properly 
reported or integrated into budgets.

The PPP law establishes a reasonably fair and 
transparent tender process based on competitive 
bidding. Requests for proposal must outline the 
evaluation criteria, and there are rules on equal access 
to information for all bidders. Procedures exist for 
dealing with unsolicited proposals, which must go 
through the usual project evaluation stage before 
approval is sought from the PPP Council. There is not 
yet enough of a track record to judge whether bidding 
rules will be consistently applied in the spirit of the 
law.

Following lobbying by the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Tajikistan, the government ratified 
the Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement 
of Foreign Arbitral Awards in 2012—though it 
remains untested. The Chamber is currently involved 
in drafting two new laws, “On arbitrage courts” 
and “On international commercial arbitrage”. The 
judiciary has been known to lack independence and 
its judgements may be prone to political distortion, 
though some cases brought to the court have the 
potential to go into several rounds of arbitration.  
The risk of expropriation of property is deemed to be 
high in Tajikistan, and the country ranks below its 
Central Asian peers in the World Bank’s Doing Business 
indicator on enforceability of contracts.

Tajikistan’s economic fundamentals are fragile, and 
domestic sources of long-term infrastructure funding 
are non-existent. PPP finance is expected to come from 
international development agencies.
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Thailand
PPP planning is set to become more coordinated, 
and implementation more standardised, 
under the new legal framework—though more 
guidance on project evaluation and accounting 
mechanisms is needed. Bidding and dispute 
resolution remain areas of regulatory weakness. 

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 50.4 10

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 34.4 =16

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 50.0 =9

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 58.1 8

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 59.3 =14

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 61.1 9

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 50.0 =6

Thailand has completed a number of PPPs since 
the 1990s in the power, road, mass transit and ports 
sectors, and has remained committed to this method 
of infrastructure development across various regime 
changes—although political disorder has delayed 
progress on related policies and individual projects. 
Until 2013, responsibilities for PPPs were dispersed 
across ministries and agencies, and there was no 
sustained effort to coordinate and standardise 
procedures. Significant progress has been made with 
the introduction of the Private Investment in State 
Undertakings Act (PISU Act) of 2013. Through its 
requirement for a PPP Master Plan, it should bring PPP 
identification in line with broader economic planning 
and improve cross-sector coordination. It is still too 
early to fully judge its effectiveness, however.

The PISU Act designated the State Enterprise Policy 
Office (SEPO) under the Ministry of Finance as the 
central PPP coordinating body, which also provides the 
secretariat for a high-level PPP Policy Committee. To 
select projects, procuring authorities first conduct an 

appraisal with the assistance of approved consultants. 
This must include public-sector comparators and a risk 
management plan. So far, there is no official guidance 
on these or other elements of project evaluation. 
Next, project approval is sought from SEPO and finally 
from the PPP Policy Committee. If budgetary funds 
or a government loan or guarantee is required, then 
approval must also be gained from the Council of 
Ministers. However, there is no evidence that adequate 
accounting processes have been developed by the 
Ministry of Finance to deal with contingent liabilities. 
Infrastructure development under stimulus measures 
has often been accounted for off-budget, and there is 
a need to better integrate financial commitments for 
infrastructure into budgetary reporting.

The PISU Act allows for contract award through 
competitive bidding or direct negotiation, and 
improves on the previous law by introducing a 
requirement for ministry-level oversight of post-
award contract adjustments. However, provisions are 
not sufficient to guarantee transparent, competitive 
bidding. For instance, the law does not specify under 
what circumstances direct negotiation is allowed, 
leaving this to case-by-case discretion; it omits 
requirements to publicise tenders; and sets no limit to 
contract adjustments.

Unlike most countries covered in this study, 
Thailand does not permit arbitration clauses in 
agreements involving the government and a non-
government entity. Disputes which cannot be resolved 
through negotiation must therefore be taken to the 
courts, which do generally enforce contracts but 
legal procedures can be very lengthy. With regard to 
finance, local public and private institutional investors 
are potential sources of funds, and the government 
has also introduced policies to encourage individuals 
to invest in infrastructure: individuals who invest in 
infrastructure funds listed on the Stock Exchange of 
Thailand can enjoy tax relief on dividends.
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United Kingdom
The UK has developed a detailed guidance-
based framework for PPPs and the government 
is highly motivated to attract private finance 
into infrastructure development. This 
notwithstanding, recent tenders for major PFI 
projects have struggled to attract bidders. 

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 88.1 2

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 96.9 2

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 100.0 =1

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 64.0 5

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 84.0 3

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 94.4 =1

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 75.0 =3

The UK, with two decades’ experience of 
implementing PPP (including private finance initiative, 
PFI) projects, has created a framework based largely on 
guidance rather than specific legislation. HM Treasury 
(HMT) and the PPP Unit within its subordinate body, 
Infrastructure UK (IUK), have produced standardised 
evaluation processes (including VfM) and contract 
templates, which include strong provisions on risk 
allocation and dispute resolution.  Private-sector 
participants are encouraged to sign up to codes of 
practice—which they generally do, and compliance is 
the norm. It is common for private-sector experts to 
do secondments in IUK, meaning that there are close 
links between the companies involved in PPPs and the 
body in charge of policy.

While primary legislative powers rest with the UK 
parliament, each of the devolved assemblies in Wales, 
Scotland and Northern Ireland has certain powers to 
enact secondary legislation on PPPs. Nonetheless, 
the systems are compatible and of a similar standard, 
with the devolved administrations adhering to central 
guidance on VfM assessments, for instance.

The procuring authority of a PPP contract, who is 
responsible for monitoring implementation, may be 
a central government body, local authority or certain 
other public-sector bodies. Ability to successfully 
manage risk varies across authorities, but a large pool 
of expertise exists in both public and private sectors 
to provide advice. All public procurement is governed 
by the Public Contracts Regulations (2006/2011), as 
well as EU legislation. Competitive dialogue is typically 
used for PPP tenders, and there are clear requirements 
for open competition and equal treatment of bidders. 

The UK has detailed and well-established project 
appraisal and selection processes, designed to 
ensure that a PPP model is only used when it offers 
the best value. Non-market impacts such as health 
and environmental factors are also taken into 
consideration in project assessment. However, 
as austerity has become a long-term policy in the 
years since the global financial crisis, most public 
authorities are not able to consider alternative 
borrowing options for major capital projects—
despite government borrowing rates sitting at much 
lower levels than private sector rates. Under such 
circumstances, there is an incentive to conduct 
appraisals and public-sector comparators with the aim 
of proving that a PPP is justified, rather than in the 
spirit of genuine comparison. 

There is strong government support for attracting 
private finance into infrastructure development, 
and a mature local finance market. Yet in spite of the 
apparently positive environment, in major recent 
tenders authorities have struggled to attract bidders. 
This can be attributed in part to the lengthy and 
expensive tendering process, which is designed to 
comprehensively pre-empt risks in the construction 
and operational phases of the project, but has the 
side-effect of restricting the number of firms which 
have the capacity or inclination to bid. With many 
companies focused on more lucrative infrastructure 
opportunities elsewhere, a lack of local resources has 
also been cited as a factor.
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Viet Nam 
The government is working with international 
agencies to build a more complete regulatory 
framework and establish a viability gap fund and 
a project development facility. In the meantime, 
conditions for PPP investment remain uncertain. 

Overall and category scores, 2014

Score Rank

OVERALL SCORE 33.1 18

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 25.0 =20

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 25.0 =17

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 39.8 14

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 55.6 17

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 33.3 =16

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 25.0 =14

SOEs dominate the infrastructure sector in Viet 
Nam, but regulations have been evolving over the 
last decade with a view to attracting more private 
finance. In the run-up to the country’s WTO accession, 
a new investment law was introduced in 2006 which 
provided a basic enabling framework for PPPs. Decree 
108 of 2009 went a step further in defining certain 
procedures, rights and responsibilities relating to 
BOT projects. In 2011, the prime minister assigned 
new institutional roles on PPP governance through 
Decision 71, which also provided some principles to 
guide the development of future regulations. Adequate 
guidance on issues such as risk allocation and 
contingent liabilities is still absent. The government 
has worked with international advisors to draft a new 
PPP decree, which will provide more detail,   set to be 
effective in 2015. 

The Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI) is 
the lead PPP agency and chairs an inter-ministerial 
taskforce. The MPI, which has created a PPP unit, is 
working to develop a pipeline of projects with the help 

of the Ministry of Industry and Technology and several 
municipal governments. A project development facility 
and a VGF are slated for implementation by the end 
of 2015, and are expected to provide up to US$1bn 
of state contributions towards PPP projects. This is 
an important step, given that financing options for 
infrastructure in Viet Nam are in short supply. 

In a further sign of a more comprehensive 
framework emerging, an updated public procurement 
law was issued in 2013 which explicitly covers PPPs. 
The law makes competitive tender the default selection 
method. However, much like the other main PPP 
regulations, it is limited to general principles and 
leaves the details for future regulations to cover. There 
have been very few cases of PPPs involving foreign 
partners, and regulations still favour domestic bidders 
or joint ventures involving a domestic party. Just 
two BOT projects have successfully held competitive 
tenders. Dating back to the early 2000s, these were 
both in the power sector and conducted with the 
support of ADB and other international agencies. 
Since then, projects have usually been directly 
awarded to local SOEs through negotiation.

Commercial contract enforcement has a weak track 
record in Viet Nam. Dispute resolution mechanism 
specific to PPPs is non-existent. The framework 
for settling issues is provided in the 2005 Law on 
Investment. Disputes can be resolved by the court or 
arbitration body but enforcement of arbitral awards 
can be time-consuming. International arbitral awards 
are legally enforceable, as are judgements of foreign 
courts where reciprocal relations exist. In practice, 
contracts tend to have a dispute mechanism which 
encourages parties to seek a settlement before 
involving a third party.

Overall, the investment environment for PPPs 
is moving in a positive direction although remains 
uncertain at present.
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Appendix I 
Methodology, sources and detailed indicator 
definitions

i. Methodology
The methodology for this benchmarking study 
was created by the EIU research team for the 2009 
Infrascope for Latin America and the Caribbean, 
which was devised in consultation with the 
Multilateral Investment Fund (MIF, a member of 
the Inter-American Development Bank Group), 
the World Bank Institute, the Asian Development 
Bank Institute (under the Multilateral Public-
Private Partnership for Infrastructure Capacity 
Building (MP3IC) Initiative), regional sector 
experts of global PPP-implementing agencies 
and a wider group of sector stakeholders. Final 
editorial control for the index remained with the 
EIU. This indicator list was again revised in early 
2010 after extensive peer review, with an eye 
to maintaining consistency across years, while 
increasing index rigour, relevance and global 
applicability. To ensure global comparability, 
the framework has been applied to the Asia-
Pacific region. Drawing upon the peer-review 
meeting, and in collaboration with regional and 
independent country specialists, adjustments 
were made to capture distinctive features of the 
legal environment and various practices in the 
region.

ii. Sources
The EIU research team gathered data for the 
index from the following sources: 

l	 Interviews and/or questionnaires from 
sector experts, consultants and government 
officials, including Asian Development Bank 
officers

l	 Legal and regulatory texts

l	 Economist Intelligence Unit country risk 
ratings and country reports

l	 Scholarly studies

l	 Websites of government authorities

l	 Local and international news media reports

l	 Asian Development Bank documentation and 
country reports 

l	 The World Bank’s Private Participation in 
Infrastructure database

l	 The World Bank’s Multilateral Investment 
Guarantee Agency project database

l	 Transparency International

l	 World Economic Forum

l	 UNECE PPP Country reports

Owing to the sensitive nature of the content 
of this report, we will not disclose the names 
of individual participants. About 80 in-depth 
telephone interviews were conducted with 
policymakers, legal and country infrastructure 
experts from multilateral, consulting institutions 
and the private sector.

For the general and specific-country 
bibliography, please visit: www.eiu.com/
asiainfrascope2014

iii. Calculating the index
a) Scoring
All qualitative indicators have been scored on an 
integer scale. This scale ranges from 0-4 or 0-3; 
scores are assigned by the research managers 
and the EIU’s team of country analysts according 
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to the scoring criteria. The integer scores are 
then transformed to a 0-100 score to make them 
comparable with the quantitative indicators in 
the index.  

Qualitative scores were assigned to each 
country for each indicator, based on an 
assessment of relevant information from three 
main sources: legal and regulatory texts; 
interviews and questionnaires; and infrastructure 
rankings. Secondary reports were also referenced 
on a country-specific basis. For the financial 
facilities category, a number of sources were 
considered, including the EIU’s sovereign debt 
risk ratings, marketable debt risk ratings, and 
Country Finance and Country Commerce reports. 

b) Normalisation
Indicator scores are normalised and then 
aggregated across categories to enable a 
comparison of broader concepts across countries. 
Normalisation rebases the raw indicator data 
to a common unit so that it can be aggregated. 
The three indicators of quantitative data where 
a higher value indicates greater experience with 
concessions, a better business climate or better 
political environment have been normalised on 
the basis of:

x = (x - Min(x)) / (Max(x) - Min(x))

where Min(x) and Max(x) are, respectively, the 
lowest and highest values in the 19 countries and 
2 states for any given indicator. The normalised 
value is then transformed from a 0-1 value to a 
0-100 score to make it directly comparable with 
other indicators.  

This effectively means that the country with 
the highest raw data value will score 100, while 
the lowest will score 0.  

c) Weighting the index
At the conclusion of the indicator scoring and 
normalisation, the EIU selected a series of default 
weightings deemed appropriate for the overall 
index calculation (see table on the right). These 
weightings are not meant to represent a final 

judgment on relative indicator importance. These 
may be changed by users at will.

Modelling and weighting the indicators 
and categories in the index results in scores of 
0-100 for each country, where 100 represents 
the highest quality and performance, and 0 the 
lowest. The 19 countries assessed can then be 
ranked according to these scores.

Table 1: Weights

MAIN CATEGORIES Weight %

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 25.0%

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 20.0%

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY 15.0%

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE 15.0%

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES 15.0%

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 10.0%

INDICATORS Weight %

1) REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  

1.1) Consistency and quality of PPP regulations 37.5%

1.2) Effective PPP selection and decision making 25.0%

1.3) Fairness/openness of bids, contract changes 12.5%

1.4) Dispute resolution mechanisms 25.0%

2) INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK  

2.1) Quality of institutional design 66.7%

2.2) PPP contract, hold-up and expropriation risk 33.3%

3) OPERATIONAL MATURITY  

3.1) Public capacity to plan and oversee PPPs 25.0%

3.2) Methods and criteria for awarding projects 12.5%

3.3) Regulators' risk allocation record 12.5%

3.4) Experience in PPP projects (concessions) 25.0%

3.5) Quality of PPP projects (concessions) 25.0%

4) INVESTMENT CLIMATE  

4.1) Political distortion 25.0%

4.2) Business environment 25.0%

4.3) Political will 50.0%

5) FINANCIAL FACILITIES  

5.1) Government payment risk 22.2%

5.2) Capital market: private infrastructure finance 44.4%

5.3) Marketable debt 22.2%

5.4) Government support and affordability for low income users 11.1%

6) SUBNATIONAL ADJUSTMENT  

6.1) Subnational adjustment factor 100.0%
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iv. Detailed indicator definitions  
1. Legal and regulatory framework
(1.1) Consistency and quality of PPP 
regulations: Do PPP policy frameworks and 
laws establish an effective and efficient process 
for PPP project creation across sectors? Do 
regulations establish clear requirements and 
oversight mechanisms (e.g. which government 
institutions are responsible) for project 
implementation (project preparation, bidding, 
contract awards, construction and operation)? 
Does the policy framework provide guidelines 
for proper risk allocation across parties? Is there 
a clear system for compensating the private 
sector for acts of authority that change sector 
specific economic conditions not foreseen during 
bidding? Also considers if regulations avoid 
open ended compensation rights for private 
participants so that the state only assumes 
explicitly written commercial contractual 
contingent liabilities.

Scoring: 
0=The legal framework is so cumbersome or 
restrictive that in practice national-level PPPs are 
extremely difficult to implement; 
1=The legal framework allows national-level 
PPPs, but it is ill defined and risk allocation and 
compensation is unclear and inefficient; 
2=The legal framework allows national-level 
concessions and also establishes general, 
open-ended oversight, risk-allocation and 
compensation rules; 
3=The legal framework is generally good 
and coherent, addressing risk allocation 
issues while leaving some ambiguity with 
regard to compensation schemes and project 
implementation

4=The legal framework is comprehensive 
and consistent across sectors and layers of 
government, addresses risk allocation and 
compensation issues according to strict economic 

(1.2) Effective PPP selection and decision 
making: Do regulations establish efficient 
planning frameworks so that evaluations and 
decisions regarding PPP project creation and 
planning are systematic? Do they establish 
proper accounting of contingent liabilities, so 
that there is a clear process for deciding on the 
type and extent of government financial support? 
Do regulators regularly apply appropriate 
project evaluation and cost-benefit analysis 
techniques to ensure that a PPP is the optimal 
project financing and service-provision option? 
Does the Budget Office systematically measure 
contingent contractual liabilities and account for 
delayed investment payments in a way consistent 
with public investment accounting?” In this 
indicator we also look at past experiences and 
frameworks to handle unsolicited private sector 
bids. Note on unsolicited bids: The rationality 
behind unsolicited bids is to let the private sector 
innovate and come up with ideas for PPPs. The 
bidder who innovates could get an additional 5% 
to 10% in the bidding process. However allowing 
the private sector to replace brainstorm/
planning efforts usually made by the government 
for project preparation can add additional 
costs and bias. Nor do private sector initiatives 
resolve the problem of a lack of human capital in 
government as the government still has to review 
the projects. When evaluating the processes and 
quality of unsolicited bidding you need to make 
sure these types of bids are purely to help provide 
new project ideas but without replacing the role 
of government investment and planning.
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Scoring: 
0=Decision-making processes are not defined–
they are erratic and subject to change, without 
accounting for liabilities; 
1=Decision making processes are defined, but are 
only occasionally followed, and accounting for 
liabilities is not well established; 
2=Decision making processes are defined 
and upheld, but accounting practices are not 
adequate; 
3=Proper decision-making is both defined 
and used for PPP project decisions, although 
accounting for liabilities should be improved for 
more consistent decisions; 
4=PPP project selection is a consistent result 
of various efficiency, cost benefit and social-
evaluation considerations required by law and 
accompanied by rigorous accounting practices.

1.3) Fairness/Openness of bids and contract 
changes: Do regulations for national-level 
concession projects unfairly favour certain project 
bidders and operators over others? Do regulations 
require and establish competitive bidding e.g. 
the use of objective criteria and transparency 
during the selection process, requiring impartial 
costs review and the publishing of necessary 
bidding documents, and a clear, consistent 
process for contract and contract adjustment 
negotiations? (The need for transparency, 
cost review and a consistent process applies to 
single bids) Do regulations require bidding for 
any significant, additional work necessary? Is a 
system established for independent oversight of 
such renegotiation procedures and conditions (in 
the event that separate bids are not required)? 
Note on single-source bidding: Single-source 
bidding, although at a superficial level inherently 
less competitive than multiple-source bidding, is 
sometimes the most realistic process in countries 
with capacity limitations, where it may be difficult 
to find many bidders who are qualified. The 
appropriateness, transparency and fairness of 

single-bidding processes has been evaluated, 
with the assumption that the results and rational 
behind its use are the most important criteria for 
scoring.

Scoring: 
0=Regulations unfairly favour certain bidders 
over others, transparency requirements are 
not in place and contracts are changed in a 
discretionary manner; 
1=Regulations introduce some bias toward 
particular parties, and bidding, transparency and 
renegotiation schemes are poor; 
2=Project bidding is fair and transparent, but 
renegotiations and expansions are regulated 
poorly; 
3=Regulations generally define a fair playing 
field, with considerations for contract expansion, 
renegotiation and adjustments; 
4=Regulations establish fair and transparent 
bidding procedures, set limits to renegotiations 
and adjustments and require independent 
oversight of post-award procedures.

(1.4) Dispute-resolution mechanisms: Are 
there fair and transparent dispute resolution 
mechanisms for resolving controversies between 
the state and the operator, and in a low cost 
manner? Are there options for technically 
adequate and efficient conciliation schemes, 
to address complex project designing and 
planning issues (e.g. engineering, architectural 
quality, land acquisition, procurement disputes, 
environmental impact issues etc.), without 
lengthy appeals?

Scoring: 
0=Dispute-resolution systems for PPPs are 
undefined and insufficient; 
1=Dispute resolution mechanisms exist, but 
these are not transparent or efficient; 
2=Adequate dispute-resolution mechanisms 
exist, but arbitration and appeals are lengthy and 
complex; 
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3=Comprehensive, effective dispute resolution 
mechanisms exist, incorporating necessary 
technical considerations; 
4=Effective and efficient dispute-resolution 
mechanisms establish independent arbitration 
according to law and contracts, without lengthy 
appeals and with accompanying viable prejudicial 
reconciliation options.

2. Institutional framework
(2.1) Quality of institutional design: This 
indicator evaluates the existence and role 
of various agencies necessary for proper PPP 
oversight and planning, such as a PPP board at 
ministerial level, a State Contracting Agency, a 
PPP Advisory Agency and a Regulatory Agency 
for enforcement of project standards. It also 
considers involvement of government budget and 
planning offices.

Scoring: 
0=PPP-specific agencies do not exist and 
relevant institutions lack accountability and 
independence from rent seekers; 
1=Some agencies exist, but oversight is not 
comprehensive and agencies are highly prone to 
political distortion; 
2=Agencies exist and are fairly technical in 
nature but do not play all necessary roles; 
3=The necessary agencies exist and generally fill 
all necessary roles for sector oversight, though 
their structure and roles could be improved; 
4=The institutional design ensures satisfactory 
oversight and planning agencies, incorporating 
checks and balances for effective planning, 
regulation and accountability

(2.2) PPP contract, hold-up and expropriation 
risk: Does the judiciary enforce property rights 
and arbitration rulings? Does the judiciary 
uphold contracts related to cost recovery? Can 
investors appeal against rulings by regulators, 
expedite contract transfer for project exit and 
obtain fair compensation for early termination?” 

Also considers whether the state has an expedite 
mechanism for replacing failed operators, to 
protect creditors’ rights.

Scoring: 
0=The judiciary poorly enforces PPP operator and 
investor rights and arbitration rulings, and there 
is no effective appeals process; 
1=The judiciary occasionally upholds PPP 
operator and investor rights and arbitration 
rulings, but in an inefficient manner; 
2=The judiciary usually upholds contracts, PPP 
operator and investor rights and arbitration 
rulings, but hold-ups are common; 
3=The judiciary consistently and effectively 
upholds contracts and allows for appeals to 
regulator rulings, ensures fair compensation 
for early termination and transfer of contracts, 
although delays occur and can generate hold-up 
risk; 
4=The judiciary effectively enforces PPP operator 
and investor rights and arbitration rulings, 
allowing for expedited contract transfers and 
ensuring that early termination occurs only in 
exceptional public-interest circumstances, with 
fair compensation to the operator and protection 
to creditors

3. Operational maturity
(3.1) Public capacity to plan and oversee PPPs: 
Are public capabilities for planning, design/ 
engineering, environmental assessment, 
oversight of project service standards robust? 
And do government officials have technical 
expertise on project financing, risk evaluation 
and contract design? Do financial authorities 
employ proper accounting practices when 
considering fiscal and contingent liabilities? Do 
they have a reputation for designing contracts 
that reduce post-bid opportunism? (It is seen 
as positive if consultant use and training is 
engaged, but not as a crutch or substitute for the 
lack of public sector capacity, either.)
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Scoring: 
0=Agencies do not have any of the necessary 
expertise or experience; 
1=Agencies have very limited project expertise 
and experience; 
2=Agencies have some project planning, design 
and financing expertise or experience; and 
oversee service quality to a limited extent; 
3=Agencies generally have the necessary 
comprehensive project planning, design and 
financing expertise and experience, exhibiting 
moderate service quality oversight capacity; 
4=Agencies have the necessary expertise and 
experience and effectively regulate the sector on 
a consistent basis

(3.2) Methods and criteria for awarding 
projects: What is the track record of PPP agencies 
for using competitive bidding and objective 
economic factors as the primary consideration 
in final project selection and contract awards 
(e.g. qualitative assessments regarding quality 
and soundness of the project and quantitative 
tools such as value for money and public 
comparators)? Are incentive-efficient schemes 
used for allocating projects (for example, in toll-
road projects, using net present value of revenue 
with contract periods of variable length)?

Scoring: 
0=The granting agency awards projects based 
on subjective considerations and does not 
systematically use objective, economic variables; 
1=The granting agency has a poor track record, 
but does consider economic factors with some 
limits to discretion; 
2=The regulator considers economic criteria to 
award projects, although these are not always 
the most efficient and appropriate ones, and 
subjective factors still play an important role; 
3=The regulator has a good track record that 
could be improved (that is, it uses economic 
variables, but does not give these priority over 
other factors); 

4=The regulator has an excellent track record 
and uses economic criteria in an effective, 
transparent and consistent manner

(3.3) Regulators’ risk-allocation record: Has 
the allocation of risk between the state and 
private sector been successful in recent years so 
as to ensure value for money, reduce excessive 
contract renegotiations and reduce the likelihood 
of project defaults or bail-outs? How effective has 
the use of guarantees and performance bonds for 
project risk diversification been?

Scoring: 
0=Risk allocation is often handled inappropriate, 
and excessive, unnecessary renegotiations are 
common or likely; 
1=Risk has been allocated properly only on 
certain occasions, as evidenced by a high 
incidence of contract renegotiation, and hedging 
and insurance instruments have been minimally 
used; 
2=Risk is usually distributed fairly between the 
state and the operator, but renegotiations are 
still common and financial instruments, such as 
insurance, guarantees and performance bonds 
are occasionally used; 
3=Risk has been fairly distributed, renegotiations 
have been moderate and parties employ some 
financial risk-hedging practices; 
4=Risk has been consistently allocated correctly 
between the state and the private sector to 
minimise renegotiations, with extensive and 
effective use of financial instruments

(3.4) Experience with transport, water and 
electricity projects: This indicator shows the 
number of transport, water and electricity 
concession projects in the past ten years (2004-
2013) in each country as recorded by the World 
Bank’s Private Participation in Infrastructure 
(PPI) database. Scoring is conducted on the basis 
of raw data, where a higher number of projects is 
better.
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Scoring: 
This score is created directly by raw data; more 
projects indicate more experience. Projects 
are counted in the World Bank PPI database 
if: investment commitments exceed US$1m; 
private sponsors/consortiums own at least 25% 
of the PPI contract; the project reached financial 
closure between 2003 and 2012; and projects 
provide a significant share of services (at least 
20% of sales or installed capacity) to the public 
directly or indirectly. 

Serving the public directly involves projects 
with a retail component, such as electricity or 
water distribution. Qualifying transport facilities 
are those open for public use, such as airports, 
railways, roads, or seaports. Indirect services 
include stand-alone bulk facilities (ex. power or 
water treatment plants) that sell their output to a 
third party for distribution to the general public; 
transmission facilities that provide transport 
services between bulk and retail facilities; or 
railways and seaports that provide services 
to companies. Figures do not include projects 
serving a small number of clients on an exclusive 
basis (definition cited directly from PPI database 
web site).

(3.5) Quality of transport, water and 
electricity projects: This indicator shows the 
distress/failure rate of power, transport and 
water concessions and greenfield projects over 
the past ten years from 2004-2013. Please 
note that countries with less than five projects 
in the transport and water sectors are scored 
more critically than those with five or more (see 
scoring guide below for details).

Scoring: 
0=Country has no experience of PPP projects. For 
countries with five or more projects in the PPI 
database, this indicates a project failure/distress 
rate above 20%. For countries with fewer than 
five projects, this indicates a failure/distress rate 
of 25% or above; 

1=For countries with five or more projects 
in the PPI database, this indicates a project 
failure/distress rate between 14% and 20%. 
For countries with fewer than five water and 
transport projects, this indicates a 0% failure/
distress rate; 
2=Failure/distress rate between 8% and 14%; 
3=Failure/distress rate between 3% and 8%; 
4=Failure/distress rate between 0% and 3%

4. Investment climate
(4.1) Political distortion: Evaluates the level 
of political distortion affecting the country’s 
private sector. Each country’s score is a weighted 
average of the EIU’s political stability and 
government policy effectiveness risk scores, 
and the Transparency International Corruption 
Perceptions index. This indicator is a weighted 
average of the EIU’s political stability and 
government policy effectiveness risk scores 
and the Transparency International Corruption 
Perceptions index. Scores range from 0-100, 
where 0=worst and 100=best.

(4.2) Business environment: Evaluates the 
quality of the general business environment 
for infrastructure projects. Each country’s 
score is a weighted average of the EIU’s market 
opportunities and macroeconomic risk scores, 
and the goods and market efficiency ranking 
of the WEF Global Competitiveness Index. This 
indicator is a weighted average of the EIU’s 
market opportunities and macroeconomic risk 
scores and the goods and market efficiency 
ranking of the WEF Global Competitiveness 
Index. EIU Business Environment Rankings, 
Risk Briefing Service (Winter 2013) and WEF 
Global Competitive Index 2013-14, goods market 
efficiency ranking.

(4.3) Political will: This indicator evaluates the 
level of political consensus, or will, to engage 
private parties in concessions (PPPs) and to 
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provide favourable implementation frameworks 
across the water/sanitation, electricity and 
transport sectors.

Scoring:
0=The government has consistently expressed 
a lack of interest or inconsistent intentions 
in engaging private participation through 
concessions or improving frameworks. Conditions 
for private investment are hostile; 
1=The government has shown some reluctance 
to engage private participation through 
concessions (PPPs) and provide favourable 
frameworks, either because of disagreement 
among or explicit opposition from significant 
political groupings; 
2=There is political consensus surrounding the 
need to engage private participation through 
concessions (PPPs) and provide favourable 
frameworks, although implementation is slow; 
3=There is political consensus to maintain 
favourable frameworks and to be pro-active with 
concession projects, where appropriate, and the 
likelihood of major political delays is low.

5. Financial facilities
(5.1) Government payment risk: Does the 
government regularly fulfil obligations for PPP 
contracts or use liquidity-guarantee schemes 
to reduce non-payment risk? Also considers the 
EIU’s sovereign debt risk ratings and whether 
countries have had active partnerships with the 
World Bank’s Multilateral Investment Guarantee 
agency during the past five years to insure 
energy, transport or water projects.

Scoring: 
0=The government struggles to fulfil obligations 
to concessionaires; 
1=The government occasionally fulfils 
obligations; 
2=The government usually fulfils obligations; 
3=The government usually fulfils obligations, and 

provides some minimal guarantees to investors, 
4=The government has an excellent track record 
of fulfilling obligations, and provides strong 
guarantees to investors 

In certain cases where project or sector 
specific information was not obtainable, scoring 
considers EIU sovereign credit risk ratings. 

For these instances scoring employs the 
following guidelines: 0 = rating of CCC and below, 
1= B rating, 2= BB rating, 3 = BBB and A rating 
and 4 = AA or AAA rating.

(5.2) Capital market for private infrastructure 
finance: How available and reliable are long-term 
debt instruments for infrastructure financing? 
Is there a developed insurance and pension 
market with useful products for infrastructure 
risk reduction? Are interest-rate, exchange-rate 
hedging instruments available?

Scoring: 
0=The markets for finance and risk instruments 
are underdeveloped or non-existent, and only 
foreign sources provide project funding; 
1=The market for local finance is slowly 
developing, although most finance comes 
from international sources and risk-hedging 
instruments are not robust; 
2=Some finance and risk instruments exist, 
although financing still comes mainly from 
foreign and multilateral organisations; 
3=The domestic market presents a large, reliable 
financing market, but risk instruments are still 
developing in size and complexity; 
4=There is a deep, liquid finance market locally, 
as well as a reliable and large local market for 
hedging instruments

(5.3) Marketable debt: Is there a liquid, 
deep local-currency-denominated, fixed-
rate, medium-term (five yrs +) bond market in 
marketable debt (that is, debt that is traded 
freely)?
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Scoring: 
0=There is no securities market for fixed-rate 
financing of over one year; 
1=There is a government securities market in 
place, but for short maturities only; 
2=The government is fostering a medium-term 
market and it should be in place soon; 
3=There is a medium-term (five yrs +) debt 
market, but only for public sector (government 
bond) issuers; 
4=There is a medium-term (five yrs +) debt market 
for both public and private sector issuers 

(5.4) Government support for low-income 
users and infrastructure affordability: Does the 
government provide subsidies that allow low-
income users to better access water and transport 
services? The index considers a targeted, direct 
subsidy to be the preferable form of government 
support for low-income users. Cross subsidy is 
second best.

Scoring: 
0=The government does not subsidise the water, 
energy or transport sector, or has done so in an 
extremely distortionary manner; 
1=The government does not subsidise the water, 
energy or transport sector, or has done so in a 
moderately distortionary manner; 
2=The government occasionally provides 
subsidies for improved access for the poor 
in water, energy or transport, but these are 
infrequent or applied only in certain cases; 
3=The government usually provides satisfactory 
subsidies for low-income users, but this can vary 
by sector and project; 

4=Subsidies are common, reliable and effectively 
target low-income users

6. Sub-national adjustment
(6.1) Sub-national adjustment: This indicator 
evaluates whether infrastructure concessions can 
be carried out at a regional, state or municipal 
level, and the relative success and consistency of 
these frameworks.

Scoring: 
0=The legal framework does not allow regional 
or municipal entities to concession public works, 
or in practice the requirements are extremely 
cumbersome; 
1=The legal framework allows regional and 
municipal entities to concession public works, 
but technical capacity or political will is lacking; 
2=A few successful examples of regional or 
municipal concessions exist, but capacity and 
projects at this level across the country are 
generally weak; 
3=A significant concessions programme has been 
developed at a municipal or regional level, with 
good implementation capacity and institutional 
design; 
4=An important and diverse (in terms of sectors 
and locations) concession programme has been 
developed at the municipal or regional level, and 
it benefits from a homogeneous framework, good 
local implementation capacity and institutional 
design
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Appendix II 
Glossary 

Acts of authority: unilateral actions by 
the government to change the economic 
specifications and terms of a contract.

Build-Operate-Own (BOO): The granting of 
ownership rights to the private sector partner 
in perpetuity to develop, finance, build, own, 
operate, and maintain as an asset with no 
transfer to the public sector.

Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT): Transfer of 
responsibility for constructing, financing, and 
operating a single facility to a private sector 
partner for a fixed period of time.

Collusion risk: the risk that private sector 
bidders or operators will create agreements 
among themselves that do not benefit the 
sustainability of a project or the government-
financing portion.

Competitive bidding: Use of objective criteria 
during the selection process, requiring the 
publishing of necessary bidding documents, 
contracts and changes in contracts. 

Concession: A right granted from a government 
to a private sector actor.  

Contingent liabilities: A potential liability on 
the balance sheet which is dependent on the 
outcome of future events. 

Contract termination: Project facilities are 
transferred to the government, usually for nil 
or nominal consideration and up to conditions 
predefined in the PPP contract.  

Cost-benefit analysis: An evaluation of the 
potential costs and revenues that may be 
generated if the project is completed.  

Design-Build-Finance-Operate (DBFO): 
The private sector partner is asked to supply 
resources for having the project built, and his 
future revenue streams are usually based on 
payments made by the public sector or shadow 
tolls.  

Divestitures: Full divestiture, also known as, 
privatisation, occurs when all or substantially all 
the interests of a government in a utility asset or 
a sector are transferred to the private sector.

Economic criteria: criteria for selecting PPP 
projects based on economic factors, such as the 
net present value of a project’s revenue, the 
amount of subsidies requested by bidders or 
payments offered, among others. 

Equity arbitration: a more informal arbitration 
regime where parties attempt to resolve disputes 
based on fairness and equity considerations, 
rather than using a strict application of the law.

Feasibility study: An analysis of the ability 
to complete a project successfully, taking 
into account legal, economic, technological, 
scheduling, and other factors.

Financial or economic equilibrium: an 
equation that relates costs, revenue and return 
on investment for private sector participants. 
The equilibrium principle is specified in project 
contracts and makes important assumptions 
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about demand levels, proper service levels, a 
project’s financial stability (including transfer 
payments to the government) and project 
investment costs.

Hold-up risk: the risk that private sector actors 
will lengthen arbitration processes in order to 
skew outcomes in their favour.

Greenfield projects: new construction or the 
development of new infrastructure 

Lease contract: A contract type in which a public 
entity delegates management of the public 
service to a private operator. The public entity, 
owner of the assets, is responsible for new 
investments, major repairs, debt service, tariffs 
and the cost recovery policy. The private operator 
is responsible for operating and maintaining the 
service, billing and investment needed for the 
upkeep and renewal of certain existing assets 
(electromechanical and may also be responsible 
for the renewal of part of networks). The operator 
advises the public sector for investments and 
extensions to achieve. This type of contract is 
generally concluded for a period of 10 to 15 
years. 

Management contract: A contract type where 
public authorities transfer the responsibility 
for operating and maintaining the service to 
a private operator for a period of three to five 
years. A team of managers, seconded by private 

enterprise, is placed in leadership position in the 
public entity to support in managing the service. 
In this type of contract, the contractor has no 
legal relationship with the consumer. In addition, 
the operator has no investments to pay, this 
remains the responsibility of public authorities.

Public comparator: a method of evaluating 
PPP projects where the costs of contracting 
infrastructure projects through full public 
provision and financing are used as a benchmark 
to assess the value for money benefits offered by 
PPP alternatives.

Risk allocation: Distribution of proportional risk 
to parties in a contract.

Technical criteria: criteria for selecting PPP 
projects based on engineering, architectural 
design and technological aspects.

Single-source bidding: Contract awarded by way 
of soliciting and negotiating with one entity.  

Value for money analysis: an analysis 
that compares the benefits of contracting 
infrastructure projects through PPP with the 
benefits of traditional public sector procurement 
and investment.

Viability gap funding: a grant provided 
to support infrastructure projects that are 
economically justified but fall short of financial 
viability.



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

57

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Bibliography

ADB Asia-Pacific Infrascope 2015

Bibliography: Country analysis

General Bibliography

EIU (The Economist Intelligence Unit). 2014. “Marketable debt score.” www.eiu.com.
_________. (2014): “2014 Risk Briefing.” www.eiu.com.
_________. (2014.):“EIU Macroeconomic Risk.” www.eiu.com.
_________. (2014): “EIU Market Opportunities Forecast.” www.eiu.com.
_________. (2014): “Sovereign Debt Risk Ratings.”[www.eiu.com.

The World Bank (2014): “Private Participation in Infrastructure Database.” http://ppi.worldbank.org/.  
[Accessed: 16 September 2014]
_________.(2014): “World Development Indicators.” http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/
world-development-indicators.  
_________.(2014): “Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) database.” http://www.miga.
org/  [Accessed: 31 October 2014]
_________. (2014): “Doing Business 2014” http://www.doingbusiness.org/reports/global-reports/
doing-business-2014.  [Accessed: 31 October 2014]

The World Economic Forum (WEF) (2014): The 12 Pillars of Competitiveness: Pillar 6 - market goods 
efficiency.” http://reports.weforum.org/global-competitiveness-report-2014-2015/methodology/.  

Transparency International (2013): “Transparency International Corruption Transparency Index.” 
http://cpi.transparency.org/cpi2013/results/. 

Country-Specific Bibliography

ARMENIA

Sources

Bertelsmann Stiftung’s Transformation Index(BTI) (2014): “Armenia country report”. http://www.bti-project.org/uploads/
tx_itao_download/BTI_2014_Armenia.pdf. [Accessed:13 December 2014]

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2012): “Concession/PPP laws assessment 2011: Cover analysis report”. 
http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/legal/concessions/pppreport.pdf. [Accessed: 13 December 2014]

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and Gide Loyrette Nouel (2011): “Armenia: Assessment of the quality of 
the PPP legislation and of the effectiveness of its implementation”. http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/legal/concessions/
armenia.pdf.[Accessed: 15 December 2014]

Economic Development and Research Center (2007): “Subsidies in Armenia”. White paper No. 1. http://old.edrc.am/WP/
WhitePaper1.ENG.pdf. [Accessed: 15 December 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

58

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

European Investment Bank (2013): “Armenia: Private sector financing and the role of risk-bearing instruments.  http://www.
eib.org/attachments/efs/econ_report_psf_and_the_role_of_rbi_armenia_en.pdf. [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

Freedom House (2014): “Freedom in the World 2014: Armenia.[https://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/2014/
armenia-0#.VI3kGSusXKg.  [Accessed: 14 December  2014]

Government of the Republic of Armenia (2002): “Water Code of the Republic of Armenia”.  http://www.parliament.am/law_
docs/290602HO373eng.pdf. [Accessed: 14 December 2014]

Government of the Republic of Armenia (2007): “The Law of the Republic of Armenia on Foreign Investments”. Unofficial 
translation. http://www.parliament.am/legislation.php?sel=show&ID=1552&lang=eng [Accessed: 14 December 2014]

Government of the Republic of Armenia (2011): “Law on Procurement”. http://gnumner.am/en/category/6/1.html. [Accessed: 
14 December 2014]

Heritage Foundation (2014): “Index of Economic Freedom: Armenia”. http://www.heritage.org/index/country/armenia.  
[Accessed: 14 December 2014]

IMF (2011): Republic of Armenia: Poverty reduction strategy paper—progress report. IMF Country Report No. 11/191. https://
www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2011/cr11191.pdf. [Accessed: 3October 2014].

Ministry of Economy, Armenia (2013): “Investment guide: Armenia 2013”. http://mineconomy.am/
uploades/20120211155136922.pdf. [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Ministry of Economy, Armenia (2014): “Investment policy”. http://mineconomy.am/eng/508/gortsaruyt.html. [Accessed: 3 
October 2014]

Ministry of Economy, Armenia and World Bank. 2014. “Armenia Trade Promotion and Quality Infrastructure Project (2014-
2019): Resettlement policy framework”. http://mineconomy.am/uploades/TPQI_RPF_ENG.pdf. [Accessed: 14 December 2014]  

Moody’s (2013): “Moody’s assigns Ba2 rating to Armenia’s US$700 million 6% notes due 2020”. https://www.moodys.com/
research/Moodys-assigns-Ba2-rating-to-Armenias-US700-million-6-notes--PR_283235.  [Accessed: 6 October 2014]

Nixon, F. and Walters, B (2005): “Utilities’ pricing and the poor: the case of Armenia”. UNDP White Paper. http://www.undp.
org/content/dam/aplaws/publication/en/publications/poverty-reduction/poverty-website/utilities-pricing-and-the-poor-
the-case-of-armenia/UtilitiesPricingArmenia.pdf. [Accessed: 6 October 2014]

Nordic Consulting Group (2013): “Program management and institutional strengthening, Armenia”. http://www.ncgsw.
se/2013/04/05/program-management-and-institutional-strengthening,-armenia-16341673. [Accessed: 6 October 2014]

Procurement Support Centre, Ministry of Finance, Government of the Republic of Armenia. 2012. “Armenian e-procurement 
system”. Presentation for 8th Regional Public Procurement Forum (Tirana, Albania):  

State Commission for the Protection of Economic Competition, Government of the Republic of Armenia (2011): “Law of the 
Republic of Armenia on Protection of Economic Competition”  http://www.competition.am/index.php?menu=147&lng=2. 
[Accessed: 13 December 2014]

Traceca (2006): “Country report on infrastructure finance: Armenia”. http://www.traceca-org.org/fileadmin/fm-dam/
Investment_Forum/110506_ARM%20country%20report.pdf. [Accessed: 13 December 2014]

Transparency International (2013): “Abstract of policy paper on single source procurement in the Republic of Armenia”. http://
transparency.am/files/publications/1404844666-1-257067.pdf.[ Accessed: 14 Dec ember 2014] 

Transparency International (2014): “Abstract of policy paper on public procurement appeals system in the Republic of 
Armenia”. http://transparency.am/files/publications/1404845506-1-140999.pdf.[ Accessed: 14 December 2014]

Transparency International (2014): “Monitoring of public procurement system in 2011-2013: Working papers”. http://
transparency.am/files/publications/1410540481-0-216794.pdf. [Accessed: 14 December 2014]

UNECE (2014): “Innovation performance review of Armenia”. http://www.unece.org/index.php?id=35916. [Accessed: 15 Dec 
ember 2014]

US Department of State (2013): “Investment climate statement: Armenia”. http://www.state.gov/e/eb/rls/othr/
ics/2013/204593.htm. [Accessed: 14 December 2014]

World Bank (2014): “Country program snapshot.” October 2014. http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/
document/Armenia-Snapshot.pdf.  [Accessed: 11 November 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

59

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Yerevan Municipality (2012): “Detailed terms of reference for program management and institutional strengthening (PMIC) for 
the Sustainable Urban Development Investment Program - Project 1. http://www.sipu.se/media/34542/section5-tor_pmic.

pdf.[ Accessed: 13 December  2014]

AUSTRALIA

Sources

Arioka, M. and Black, J. (2006): “Two pentagonal top models for project management in private finance initiatives and public-
private sector partnerships”. 3rd International Conference on Project Management (ProMAC2006), 27-29 September 2006 , 
Australia.

Australian Trade Commission (2014): “Infrastructure Finance Capability Report  2014”, http://www.austrade.gov.au/
ArticleDocuments/1358/Infrastructure-Finance-Capability-Report-2014-08.pdf.aspx.  [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Australian Government, Department of Social Service (2014): “Communities and Vulnerable People: Financial Management 
Program.”  https://www.dss.gov.au/our-responsibilities/communities-and-vulnerable-people/programs-services/financial-
management-program/home-energy-saver-scheme/home-energy-saver-scheme.¬ [Accessed: 3 October 2014].

Bank of Tokyo Mitsubishi (2012): “Australian PPP Market - Funding and Finance”. http://www.austrade.gov.au/
ArticleDocuments/2816/Malaysia-PPP-2012-Bank-of-Tokyo-Presentation.pdf.aspx. [Accessed: 6 October 2014]

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Australia (2014): LegalSystem. https://www.dfat.gov.au/facts/legal_system.html. 
[Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Infrastructure Australlia (2014): PPP Projects in the Market as at November 2014. http://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/
public_private/market.aspx. [Accessed: 14 December  2014]

Infrastructure Australia (2014): Public Private Patnerships: NSW Projects. http://www.treasury.nsw.gov.au/ppp/nsw_projects.  
[Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Infrastructure Australia (2008): Public Private Partnerships: National Public Private Partnership Policy and Guidelines 2008, 
Volume 2: Practitioner’s Guide.  http://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/public_private/ppp_policy_guidelines.aspx . 
[Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Infrastructure Australia (2008): “National Public Private Partnership Policy and Guidelines”.  http://www.
infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/public_private/ppp_policy_guidelines.aspx. [Accessed: 25 November 2014]

Infrastructure Australia (2013): “State of Play Report, 2013”. http://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/state-of-play/
files/2013_State_of_Play_Report_on_Australias_Key_Economic_Infrastructure_Sectors_FINAL.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

M5 Southwest Motorway (2014): Fees. http://www.m5motorway.com.au/toll-price/fees. [Accessed: 10 October 2014].

NSW Government  (2012): “NSW Public Private Partnerships Guidelines”.  http://www.treasury.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/
pdf_file/0015/22605/NSW_PPP_Guidelines_2012_Final_Version_14_August_2012_dnd.pdf.  [Accessed: 25 November 2014]

New South Wales Government (2014): “Unsolicited proposals: Guide for submission and assessment”. http://www.nsw.gov.au/
sites/default/files/miscellaneous/Updated-Unsolicited-Proposals-Guide-February-2014.pdf. [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Peter E. D. (2011): “Impact of the Capital Market Collapse on Public-Private Partnership Infrastructure Projects”. Journal of 
Construction Engineering and Management , January, 2011, pp. 6-16. http://bond.edu.au/prod_ext/groups/public/@pub-
sda -gen/documents/genericwebdocument/bd3_021916.pdf 

Practical Law (2012): “Construction and projects in Australia: Overview”. http://uk.practicallaw.com/7-519-4527?source=relat
edcontent#a588467. [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Queensland Government (2012): “Public Private Partnerships Policy and Value for Money”. http://www.treasury.qld.gov.au/
projects-queensland/policy-framework/public-private-partnerships/. [Accessed: 25 November 2014]

Quick, Roger (2003): Long-term ties: Managing PPP contracts. Public Infrastructure Bulletin: Vol. 1: Iss. 2, Article 5. http://
epublications.bond.edu.au/pib/vol1/iss2/5.  [Accessed: 25 November 2014]

Seniors’ Card (2014), http://www.seniorscard.nsw.gov.au.  [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

The Guardian (June 2014): “Is Australia’s government debt really as bad as Tony Abbott claims?”. http://www.theguardian.
com/business/grogonomics/2014/jun/09/government-debt-it-all-depends-on-how-you-look-at-it. [Accessed: 11 October 
2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

60

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

BANGLADESH

Sources

Ahmed, I. (2013): “Financing Infrastructure in Bangladesh - Some Options”, ISAS Working Paper No. 169. www.isas.nus.edu.
sg. [Accessed: 10 October 2014].

Asian Development Bank (2012): “Public-private partnership programme operationalization”. http://adb.org/projects/
details?page=details&proj_id=44316-012. [Accessed: 16 March 2015]

Bangladesh International Arbitration Centre (2001): Bangladesh Arbitration Act 2001. http://biac.org.bd/bangladesh-
arbitration-act-2001/. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Bangladesh Securities and Exchange Commission (2014):  Annual Report 2012-2013. http://www.sec.gov.bd/. [Accessed: 10 
October 2014]

BDNews24.com (2015): PP Bill tabled. http://bdnews24.com/bangladesh/2015/02/02/ppp-bill-tabled. [Accessed: 16 March 
2015]

Board of Investment Bangladesh, Prime Minister’s Office (2008): “Public Procurement Rules 2008”. http://www.boi.gov.bd/
index.php/component/businesslaws/?view=legislationdetails&legislation_id=4078&task=law. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Department of Public Health Engineering, Bangladesh (2005): “Pro-poor strategy for Water and Sanitation”. http://www.
dphe.gov.bd/pdf/Pro-poor-Strategy-for-Water-and-Sanitation.pdf. [Accessed: 20 October 2014]

Dhaka Tribune (2014): “Government plans to boost bond market”, 19 January 2014. http://www.dhakatribune.com/
money/2014/jan/19/government-plans-boost-bond-market. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Forbes Magazine (2014): “On Investing In Bangladesh’s Stock Markets With Shahidul Islam”.  http://www.forbes.com/sites/
jonspringer/2014/09/27/on-investing-in-bangladeshs-stock-markets-with-shahidul-islam/ .[Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Infrastructure Development Company Limited (2014): www.IDCOL.org . [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Ministry of Finance, Bangladesh (2014):  Budget in Brief 2014-2015. http://www.mof.gov.bd/en/index.php?option=com_cont
ent&view=article&id=235&Itemid=1. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Planning Commission, Ministry of Planning, Bangladesh (2013): National Sustainable Development Strategy. http://www.
plancomm.gov.bd/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/National-Sustainable-Development-Strategy.pdf. [Accessed: 10 October 
2014]

Public Private Partnership Office, Prime Minister’s Office, Bangladesh (2014): “PPP Processes”.  http://www.pppo.gov.bd/
ppp_processes.php. [Accessed: 15 October 2014]

_________(2012) “Guideline for PPPTAF 2012 & Scheme for PPPTAF”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/government_policy.php. 
[Accessed: 15 October 2014]

_________ (2012): “Guideline for VGF for PPP Project, 2012 PPP”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/government_policy.php. 
[Accessed: 15 October 2014].

_________ (2014): “The Procedures for Implementation of PPP and Strategy for Unsolicited Proposals”. http://www.pppo.gov.
bd/download/ppp_office/PPP-Unsolicited-Proposals-2014.pdf. [Accessed: 15 October 2014]

_________ (2013): “Pre-Bid Meeting held for Development of Jetties at Mongla Port through PPP”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/
events2013_pre-bid-meeting_jetties-at-mongla-port.php. [Accessed: 5th November 2014]

_________ (2013): “PPP Project Screening Manual 2013”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/download/ppp_office/PPP-Screening-
Manual_Final-Draft_09April2013.pdf. [Accessed: 5th November 2014]

_________ (2014): “Guide to PPP in Bangladesh 2014”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/download/ppp_office/Your-Guide-to-PPP-
in-Bangladesh.pdf. [Accessed: 5th November 2014]

_________ (2014): “PPP Projects”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/projects.php. [Accessed: 5th November 2014]

_________(2014): “PPP Stakeholder Workshop with Senior GoB Officials”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/events2014_ppp-
stakeholders-workshop-with-Senior-GoB-Officials.php.  [Accessed: 5th November 2014]

_________(2010): “Policy and strategy for public-private partnership (PPP)”. http://www.pppo.gov.bd/download/ppp_
office/Policy-Strategy-for-PPP-Aug2010.pdf . [Accessed: September 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

61

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

The Financial Express (2013):  “Attracting investments through PPP initiatives”, 13 January 2013. http://www.
thefinancialexpress-bd.com/old/index.php?ref=MjBfMDFfMTNfMTNfMV82XzE1NjU3OA==. [Accessed: 10 October 2014] 

Time (2012): “The Rise and Fall of One of the World’s Worst-Performing Stock Markets”. http://content.time.com/time/world/
article/0,8599,2105845,00.html.  [Accessed: October 2014].

UNCTAD (2013): Investment Policy Review: Bangladesh. Chapter 2, pp 59.  http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/
diaepcb2013d4_en.pdf. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA*

Sources

ADB (2014): “Public-Private Partnerships in the Urbanization in the People’s Republic of China.” http://www.adb.org/
publications/public-private-partnerships-urbanization-peoples-republic-china-workshop-proceedings. [Accessed: 2 
December 2014]. 

APEC (2014): “Annex B - Report of APEC finance ministers process initiatives”. http://www.apec.org/Meeting-Papers/
Ministerial-Statements/Finance/2014_finance/annexb.aspx.  [Accessed: 2 December 2014]

Australian Trade Commission (2013): “Resolving Commercial Disputes in the People’s Republic of China”. http://www.austrade.
gov.au/Export/Export-Markets/Countries/China/Doing-business/Resolving-commercial-disputes#.VHbKPEsxHFI . [Accessed: 
20 November 2014]

Browder, G., & Xie, S. (2007): Stepping up: improving the performance of the People’s Republic of China’s urban water utilities. 
World Bank Publications.

Caixin Online (2014): “Ministry of Finance seeks new model for local governments to finance projects”. [Online] available at 
URL: http://english.caixin.com/2014-04-14/100664670.html [Accessed: 2 December 2014] 

Chan, A. P., Yeung, J. F., Yu, C. C., Wang, S. Q., & Ke, Y. (2010): Empirical study of risk assessment and allocation of public-
private partnership projects in People’s Republic of China” Journal of management in engineering, 27(3), 136-148.

China Times (2014): “Experts debate VFM evaluation MOF CDM Fund (PPP Centre) hopes to release draft PPP operational 
guidance by the end of the month”.  http://www.cdmfund.org/newsinfo.aspx?m=20120903150547653144
&n=20141124143800823868. [Accessed: 3 December 2014].

Ehlers, T. (2014): Understanding the challenges for infrastructure finance. BIS Working Papers No 454.

Herbert Smith Freehills (2014): “Dispute Resolution and Governing Law Clauses in the People’s Republic of China-related 
Commercial Contracts”. http://sites.herbertsmithfreehills.vuturevx.com/20/6452/landing-pages/apb146090-a5-guide-
teaser.pdf.  [Accessed: 4 December 2014]

_________ (2013): “Amendments to the PRC Civil Procedure Law and their effect on arbitration in Mainland China.” http://
www.herbertsmithfreehills.com/locations/china/tabs/news.  [Accessed: 4 December 2014]

_________ (2013):  “People’s Republic of China Disputes E-Bulletin, 6 May 2013. http://www.herbertsmithfreehills.com/
locations/china/tabs/news. [Accessed: 4 December 2014]

_________ (2012):. “Judicial mediation in the People’s Republic of China explained”, 30 July 2012. http://hsfnotes.com/
adr/2012/07/30/judicial-mediation-in-mainland-china-explained/ [Accessed: 4 December 2014] 

HG.org (2014): “Alternative Dispute Resolution in People’s Republic of China ”. http://www.hg.org/article.asp?id=20650 
[Accessed: 4 December 2014]

Law of the People’s Republic of China (2014): “Government Procurement Law of the People’s Republic of China (2014 
Amendment)”. http://www.lawinfochina.com/display.aspx?lib=law&id=17639.  [Accessed: 20 November 2014] 

Ministry of Finance, People’s Republic of China (2014): “Notice No. 113 of 2014, Guidance on PPPs”. http://jrs.mof.gov.cn/
zhengwuxinxi/zhengcefabu/201412/t20141204_1162965.html. [Accessed: 3 January 2015]

Ministry of Finance (2014) Ministry of Finance establishes PPP Centre. [Online] available at URL: http://jrs.mof.gov.cn/ppp/
gzdtppp/201412/t20141202_1162189.html [Accessed: 17 February 2015]

Moser, M.J. (Ed.) (2012): “Dispute resolution in the People’s Republic of China”. Juris Publishing, Inc.

National Development and Reform Commission (2014): “Guiding Opinions on Carrying Out Public-Private Partnerships” Notice 
No. 2724 of 2014. http://www.sdpc.gov.cn/zcfb/zcfbtz/201412/t20141204_651012.html. [Accessed: 3 January 2015] 

*ADB refers to “China” as the 
People’s Republic of China.



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

62

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Public Private Partnerships Research Committee of People’s Republic of China Public Finance Academy. http://www.mofppp.
org/. [Accessed: December 2014].

Reuters (2014): “People’s Republic of China reform plan to loosen grip on some state firms”. http://uk.reuters.com/
article/2014/11/04/china-soe-idUSL5N0SO2AZ20141104 [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

State Council (2014): “Document No. 60: Guiding opinions of the State Council on creating financial mechanisms in 
key areas to encourage private investment”. http://www.cdmfund.org/newsinfo.aspx?m=20120903150547653144
&n=20141127132331840883. [Accessed: 3 December 2014]

UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office, People’s Republic of China (2014): “British embassy’s prosperity fund supports PPP”. 21 
October 2014. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/china-british-embassys-prosperity-fund-supports-ppp/china-
british-embassys-prosperity-fund-supports-ppp . [Accessed: 2 December 2014]

Wilkins, K. and Zurawski, A. (2014): “Infrastructure Investment in the People’s Republic of China”. Reserve Bank of Australia 
Bulletin, June Quarter, pp. 27-35. http://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2014/jun/pdf/bu-0614-4.pdf. [Accessed: 20 
November 2014]

People’s Republic of China Clean Development Mechanism Fund (2014): www.cdmfund.org/eng/ . [Accessed: December 2014]

People’s Republic of China Clean Development Mechanism Fund (2014): “Deputy Finance Minister Wang Baoan: Vigorously 
promote the application of PPP Model”. http://www.cdmfund.org/eng/NewsInfo.aspx?m=20121025104855060637
&n=20140911084159013462. [Accessed: 2 December 2014]

People’s Republic of China Clean Development Mechanism Fund (2014): “Notice No. 76: Notice on issues related to 
promoting the use of public-private partnerships”. http://www.cdmfund.org/newsinfo.aspx?m=20120903150547653144
&n=20140925101230607563 [Accessed: 3 December 2014]

Taylor Wessing (2014): “International dispute resolution: A reality check – People’s Republic of China”. http://www.
taylorwessing.com/uploads/tx_siruplawyermanagement/NB_000828_International_Disputes_Group_All_pdf.pdf . 
[Accessed: 4 December 2014] 

UNEP (2014): “UNEP-IMF-GIZ-GSI Workshop: Reforming Fossil Fuel Subsidies for an Inclusive Green Economy”, April 28-29, 
2014 Nairobi, Kenya. .http://www.unep.org/greeneconomy/Portals/88/Conferences/Fossil%20fuel%20workshop/Final%20
Summary%20Report_Nairobi%20Workshop_27%20August.pdf. [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Wall Street Journal (2014): “APEC Finance Ministers Look to Infrastructure to Boost Growth”. [http://online.wsj.com/articles/
apec-finance-ministers-look-to-infrastructure-to-boost-growth-1413970982.  [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

GEORGIA

Sources

European Investment Bank (2014): “Georgia, Private Sector Financing and the Role of Risk-bearing Instruments”. http://www.
eib.org/infocentre/publications/all/econ-report-psf-and-the-role-of-rbi-georgia.htm. [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Georgian Stock Exchange (2014)  http://www.gse.ge/Staff/staff.htm. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

International Finance Corporation (2014): “IFC Projects Database”.  http://ifcext.ifc.org/ifcext/spiwebsite1.nsf/
ProjectDisplay/ERS24628 . [Accessed: 3 November 2014].

International Container Terminal Serivces (2014): “Batumi International Container Terminal LLC (BICTL), Batumi, Georgia”. 
http://www.ictsi.com/operations/batumi-international-container-terminal-llc-bictl-batumi-georgia/. [Accessed: 3 November 
2014]

Invest in Georgia (2014): http://www.investingeorgia.org/index.php?m=194. [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

International Monetary Find (2013): “Georgia: 2013 Article IV Discussions Concluding Statement of the IMF Mission”. http://
www.imf.org/external/np/ms/2013/061013.htm . [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

World Bank (2014): “Georgia Public Expenditure Review”. http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/
WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2014/07/31/000333037_20140731104244/Rendered/PDF/781430GE0v10RE0Box0385291B00P
UBLIC0.pdf  [Accessed: 11 October 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

63

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

INDIA—GUJARAT STATE

Sources

Bhattacharya, n.d. “PPP experience in Roads: Gujarat State.”. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/
INTSARREGTOPTRANSPORT/3221770-1165232837016/21148055/23-Gujarat_PPP-Bhattacharya.pdf [Accessed: November 
2014]. 

Business Standard (2014): “Saving PPP projects: Flexibility in terms and conditions could preserve contract sanctity”. http://
www.business-standard.com/article/opinion/saving-ppp-projects-114072700713_1.html [Accessed: November 2014]. 

Government of Gujarat (2012): “12th Five Year Plan. Gujarat: The Growth Engine of India.” Speech of Narendra Modi. http://
planningcommission.gov.in/plans/stateplan/Presentations12_13/gujrat_1213.pdf . [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Gujarat Infrastructure Development Board (2014): http://www.gidb.org. [Accessed: October 2014] 

_________.(1999): Gujarat Infrastructure Development Act 1999. http://www.gidb.org/Document/2014-12-31_22.pdf. 
[Accessed: 11 October 2014]

_________.(2014): “Public Private Partnership: PPP Scenario in the state of Gujarat.” http://www.gidb.org/cms.
aspx?content_id=300.  [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

_________.(2006); GID Amendment Act.  http://www.gidb.org/downloads/act_2006_n.pdf [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

_________ .(2014); PPP project database. www.gidb.org/ppppppprojectdatabase. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

_________.(2014): Process framework. http://www.gidb.org/gidb/cms.aspx?content_id=8  .[Accessed: 11 October 2014]

]_________.(2014): “Roads: Regulatory Framework.” http://www.gidb.org/regulatoryframework. [Accessed: 11 October 
2014]

_________.(2012): Infrastructure Initiatives in the State of Gujarat. [Online] available at URL: http://www.ppiaf.org/sites/
ppiaf.org/files/documents/Infrastructure-Initiatives-in-The-State-of-Gujarat.pdf. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

_________. (2009):  “Review of Blueprint for Infrastructure in Gujarat: (BIG 2020)”. Final Report. http://www.rnbgujarat.
org/document/vol_1B_summary_2020.pdf . [Accessed: 3 November 2014]. 

Gujarat Maritime Board (1999) “Model concession agreement: Ports.” http://www.gmbports.org/downloads/
modelconcessionagreement.pdf. [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

_________.(2013): “Request for Proposal”. http://www.gmbports.org/downloads/rfp_for_swiss_challenge_final_14082013.
pdf [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Harisankar, K.S. & Sreeparvathy, G. (2013): “Rethinking dispute resolution in public-private partnerships for infrastructure 
development in India.” Journal of Infrastructure Development, 5(1), pp. 21-32. India Development Foundation . : http://www.
nlujodhpur.ac.in/downloads/JOI_5-1_02.pdf . [Accessed: 8 December 2014]

Hindustan Times (2014): “Gujarat one of the most water-starved states in India: UN report”. http://www.hindustantimes.
com/india-news/gujarat-one-of-the-most-water-starved-states-in-india-un-report/article1-1205787.aspx . [Accessed: 3 
November 2014]

India Urban Portal. Thakkar, L., n.d. “Ppp Options For SWM: Gujarat Experience”. http://www.indiaurbanportal.in/pdf/swm_
sess1_3.pdf. [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Maurya, A. K., & Kumar, R. (2012): “Corporate Debt Market in India: An Overview”. Available at SSRN 2258350.

Official Gujarat State Portal. http://www.gujaratindia.com/ [Accessed: October 2014]

The International Institute for Sustainable Developments (2012): “A Citizens’ Guide To Energy Subsidies In India”. http://www.
iisd.org/gsi/sites/default/files/ffs_india_czguide.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

The Economic Times (2012): “Gujarat has a strong system to enable PPP projects.” http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.
com/2012-09-18/news/33925879_1_ppp-projects-top-investment-destination-gidb [Accessed: November 2014].

The Indian Express (2013): “Over 9.66 lakh farmers benefit from power subsidy in state”. http://archive.indianexpress.com/
news/over-9.66-lakh-farmers-benefit-from-power-subsidy-in-state/1083278/  [Accessed: November 2014].



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

64

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

INDIA

Sources

Athena Infonomics (2012): “Public Private Partnerships: Lessons from experiences”. https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/186989/Report-PPPLessonsFromExperiences270812.pdf [Accessed: 11 
October 2014]. 

CAPA Report (2014): “India airports Public Private Partnership model is transformational but key lessons to be learned”. 
http://centreforaviation.com/analysis/india-airports-public-private-partnership-model-is-transformational-but-key-
lessons-to-be-learned-176264 [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Committee on Infrastructure, India (2014): “Compendium of PPP Projects in Infrastructure.” [Online] available at URL: http://
www.infrastructure.gov.in/pdf/Compendium_PPP_Project_In_Infrastructure.pdf  [Accessed: 20 September 2014]

Ernst & Young (2012): “Accelerating public private partnership in India”.  http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/
Accelerating_PPP_in_India/$FILE/Accelerating%20PPP%20in%20India%20-%20FINAL%28Secured%29.pdf . [Accessed: 20 
October 2014]

Global Legal Group (2011): “The International Comparative Legal Guide to: Public Procurement 2011.” http://www.jsalaw.com/
Admin/uplodedfiles/PublicationFiles/Public%20Procurment%20Laws_India_2011-.pdf [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Government of India, n.d: “Publication-List of Documents.” http://www.infrastructure.gov.in/publications.php [Accessed: 11 
October 2014]

Haldea, G. (2013): “Public Private Partnership In National Highways: Indian Perspective”. http://www.
internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/DiscussionPapers/DP201311.pdf [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

IDFC Foundation (2011): “National PPP Capacity Building Programme”. http://www.idfc.com/foundation/capacity-building-
initiatives/national-PPP-capacity-building-programme.htm [Accessed: October 2014]

LiveMint (2013). “Government for a new law to address disputes in public contracts”. http://www.livemint.com/Politics/
JLUAdSqGUSIsvXnqwSwUON/Govt-for-new-law-to-address-disputes-in-public-contracts.html [Accessed: 11 October 2014]. 

Mahalingam, A., (2008): “PPP Experiences In Indian States: Bottlenecks, Enablers And Key Issues”. http://www.epossociety.
org/LEAD2008/Ashwin.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

Mahalingam, A. (2012): “Collaborating to Construct India: The Role of Public-Private Partnerships in Infrastructure 
Development”.  http://www.nbr.org/research/activity.aspx?id=248 [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Maurya, A. K., & Kumar, R. (2012): “Corporate Debt Market in India: An Overview”. Available at SSRN 2258350.

Ministry of Finance (2006). “Viability Gap Funding Scheme.” http://finmin.nic.in/the_ministry/dept_eco_affairs/ppp/
GuidelinesPPPapp250106.pdf . [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Ministry of Finance, India (2011): “Draft National PPP Policy.” http://www.pppinindia.com/pdf/draftnationalppppolicy.pdf 
[Accessed: 11 October 2014]

______.(2008): “Scheme and Guidelines for Financial Support to Public Private Partnerships in Infrastructure.” http://www.
pppinindia.com/pdf/scheme_Guidelines_Financial_Support_PPP_Infrastructure-english.pdf. [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

______. (2008): “Guidelines Formulation, Appraisal and Approval of Public Private Partnership Projects.” http://pppinindia.
com/pdf/guidelines_approval_central_sector_ppp_projects_english.pdf [Accessed: 20 November 2014]

______. (2014): “Public Private Partnership Approval Committee (PPPAC).”http://www.pppinindia.com/approval-committees.
php [Accessed: 5 October 2014]

______.(2011): “Draft National PPP Policy.” [http://www.pppinindia.com/pdf/draftnationalppppolicy.pdf [Accessed: 11 
October 2014]

______.(2011): “Draft PPP Rules.” http://www.pppinindia.com/pdf/Discusssion_Draft_PPP_Rules_2011.pdf [Accessed 11 
October 2014]

______.(2011): “National PPP Capacity Building Programme”. [Online] available at URL: http://www.pppinindia.com/NPCBP_
Home.php [Accessed October 2014].

______.(2007): Public Private Partnership Approval Committee (PPPAC). [Online] available at URL: http://www.pppinindia.
com/approval-committees.php.  [Accessed: 5 October 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

65

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

______.(2009): Mainstreaming Public Private Partnerships. [Online] available at URL: http://www.pppinindia.com/
mainstreaming-ppp.php [Accessed: October 2014]

______.(2009): “Guidelines for Request for Pre-Qualification (RfQ) for PPP projects.” [Online] available at URL: http://www.
infrastructure.gov.in/pdf/PreQualif_bidders.pdf [Accessed: October 2014].

Ministry of Finance (2013): “Economic Survey 2013-14: Energy, Infrastructure and communication.” http://indiabudget.nic.
in/es2013-14/echap-11.pdf . [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Ministry of Law and Justice (2013): “The Right to Fair Compensation and Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and 
Resettlement Act, 2013”. http://indiacode.nic.in/acts-in-pdf/302013.pdf . [Accessed: October 2014]

Planning Commission of India (2011): “Faster, Sustainable and More Inclusive Growth: An Approach to the Twelfth Five Year 
Plan”. http://planningcommission.gov.in/plans/planrel/12appdrft/appraoch_12plan.pdf. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Planning Commission of India (2012): “Guideline Mechanism for Monitoring of PPP projects.” [Online] available at URL: http://
www.infrastructure.gov.in/pdf/Guidelines_Monitoring.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

Rajiv, K. (2012): Annual conference of Chief Secretaries-Background Paper: Issues in Infrastructure Development in India. 
http://www.ficci.com/SEdocument/20180/csc_background_paper_ficci.pdf [Accessed: 20 October 2014]. 

Ramakrishnan, T. & Raghuram, G. (2012): “Evolution of Model Concession Agreement for National Highways in India”; Working 
Paper,  Ahmedabad: Indian Institute of Management. 

Sri Kumar, T. (2010): “Overview of PPP Experience in South Asia: Focus on India PPP Story”. http://www.ppiaf.org/sites/ppiaf.
org/files/documents/2-PPPs-in-South-AsiaandIndia-Sirikumar-Tadimalla.pdf [Accessed:  20 October 2014]

The Economic Times (2014): “NHAI dispute settlement panel resolves 124 claims at 10 per cent of the original cost.” http://
articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2014-05-15/news/49873234_1_nhai-panipat-jalandhar-national-highways-
authority. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

The Financial Express (2013): “Government proposes Bill to fast-track infrastructure PPP dispute resolution.” http://archive.
financialexpress.com/news/govt-proposes-bill-to-fasttrack-infra-ppp-dispute-resolution/1136757 [Accessed: 11 October 
2014]

The Hindu Business Line (2014): “Warring road developers join hands to lower arbitration costs.” http://www.
thehindubusinessline.com/economy/warring-road-developers-join-hands-to-lower-arbitration-costs/article60019 
[Accessed: 3 November 2014]

The International Institute for Sustainable Developments (2012): “A Citizens’ Guide To Energy Subsidies In India”. http://www.
iisd.org/gsi/sites/default/files/ffs_india_czguide.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

The Secretariat for the Committee on Infrastructure (2009). “Frequently Asked Questions on Model RFQ Document”. [Online] 
available at URL: http://www.infrastructure.gov.in/pdf/Final_FAQ.pdf [Accessed on October 2014]

Vishnu, S. & Kartikeya, G., (2012): “A Shot In The Arm ? Reforms for the highways sector.” http://www.jsalaw.com/Admin/
uplodedfiles/PublicationFiles/A%20Shot%20in%20the%20Arm%20%20Reforms%20for%20the%20Highways%20Sector.pdf 
[Accessed: October 2014]

Water and Sanitation Program (2011): “Trends in Private Sector Participation in the Indian Water Sector: A Critical Review”. 
http://www.wsp.org/sites/wsp.org/files/publications/WSP-Trends-Private-Sector-Participation-India-Water.pdf [Accessed: 3 
October 2014]

World Bank, National Institute of Urban Affairs (2002): “Water Tariffs and Subsidies in South Asia: A scorecard for India”. 
http://www.wsp.org/sites/wsp.org/files/publications/418200752957_scorecard.pdf.  [Accessed: 3 October 2014] 

INDONESIA

Sources

ASEAN Law Association (2003): “The implementation of ADR in Indonesia.” http://www.aseanlawassociation.org/9GAdocs/
w4_Indonesia.pdf . [Accessed: 13 December 2014] 

Aswicahyono, H., & Friawan, D. (2007): Infrastructure Development in Indonesia. Nagesh Kumar (Ed.). International 
Infrastructure Development in East Asia - Towards Balanced Regional Development and Integration. 



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

66

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Bappenas (2011): ”Presidential Regulation Number 56 Year  2011”. http://pkps.bappenas.go.id/attachments/article/874/
Presidential_Regulation_No__56_Year_2011%28English%20Version%29.pdf. [Accessed: 28 September 2014] 

Bappenas (2011): “Infrastructure Development Strategy in Indonesia”. Presentation in Jakarta, 13 January 2011. [Online] 
available at URL: http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/47377678.pdf . [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Bappenas (2012): “Regulation of the State Minister of National Development Planning/ Head of National Development 
Planning Agency number 3 of 2012 on General Guidelines of Implementation of Cooperation Between the Government and 
Business Entities in Provision of Infrastructure”. http://pkps.bappenas.go.id/attachments/article/1038/Permen%20
Bappenas%20No%203%20Tahun%202012%20(English%20Version).pdf. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Bappenas (2012): “Regulation of State Minister of PPN/Head of BAPPENAS No. 3 of 2012.” [http://pkps.bappenas.go.id/
attachments/article/1038/Permen%20Bappenas%20No%203%20Tahun%202012%20%28English%20Version%29.pdf . 
[Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Bappenas (2013):  PPP Book 2013. http://pkps.bappenas.go.id/attachments/article/1154/PPP%20BOOK%202013.pdf. 
[Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Bappenas. (2013): PPP Book 2013. Jakarta: Bappenas. http://pkps.bappenas.go.id/index.php/en/ppp-book/1154-ppp-
book-2013. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Corrs, Chambers, Westgarth (2014): “Dispute resolution in Indonesia”. http://www.corrs.com.au/thinking/insights/dispute-
resolution-in-indonesia-arbitration-vs-litigation/. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

DBS Treasury (2014). “ID: Fiscal prudence still warranted”. DBS Group Research, 2 July 2014. http://www.dbs.com.sg/
treasures/aics/. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

ERIA (2014): “ASEAN PPP at a glance.”  http://www.eria.org/projects/PPP_ComparativeTable_March_2014.pdf . [Accessed: 28 
September 2014]

Global Water Intelligence (2012): “Suez exits Jakarta concession after 14 years.” [http://www.globalwaterintel.com/
archive/13/11/general/suez-exits-jakarta-concession-after-14-years.html. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

International Financial Law Review (2012): “Dispute resolution in Indonesia.” http://www.iflr.com/Article/3121386/Dispute-
resolution-in-Indonesia.html [Accessed: 14 December 2014]

Jakarta Globe (2014): “Jokowi Eyes Infrastructure Focus With Fuel Subsidy Cut”. 18 November 2014.  http://thejakartaglobe.
beritasatu.com/business/jokowi-eyes-infrastructure-focus-fuel-subsidy-cut/. [Accessed: 13 December 2014]

Jakarta Post (2012): “Pelindo II to Take Over Kalibaru Project”. 2 February 2012. http://www.thejakartapost.com/
news/2012/02/02/pelindo-ii-take-over-kalibaru-project.html. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

KPMG (2013): “Investing in Indonesia.” http://www.kpmg.com/Ca/en/External%20Documents/investing-in-indonesia-2013.
pdf . [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Norton Rose Fullbright (2010): “Arbitration in Asia Pacific: Indonesia.” http://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/files/
indonesia-26266.pdf . [Accessed: 13 December 2014]

Merdeka.com (2014): “Ahok Will Summon PT. Jakarta Monorail to Renegotiate Contract.” 18 February 2014. http://www.
merdeka.com/jakarta/ahok-akan-panggil-pt-jakarta-monorail-dan-perbaiki-kontrak.html. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Minister of Finance of the Republic of Indonesia (2012):  “Regulation of the Minister of Finance of the Republic Of

Indonesia Number 223/Pmk.011/2012.” http://www.kemenkeu.go.id/sites/default/files/pdf-peraturan/223_PMK_011_2012.
pdf.[ Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Ministry of Finance, Republic of Indonesia (2014): “ Accelerating Infrastructure Priorities, President Establishes KPPIP”. 12 
August 2014. http://www.kemenkeu.go.id/en/Berita/accelerating-infrastructure-priorities-president-establishes-kppip. 
[Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Ministry of Finance, Republic of Indonesia (2014): “State Budget Plan 2015”. http://www.kemenkeu.go.id/en. [Accessed: 13 
December 2014]

OECD (2012): “Indonesia Regulatory Policy.”  http://www.oecd.org/gov/regulatory-policy/Chap%206%20PPPs.pdf. 
[Accessed: 13 December 2014]

Prakarsa (2010): “Public Service Obligation and Pioneer Service Policy in the Transport Sector”. www.indii.co.id/publications-
detail.php?id_news=128. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

67

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Prakarsa (2014): “Local Service Delivery in the Water and Sanitation Sector”. Journal of Infrastructure Initiative; Issue 18, July 
2014. www.indii.co.id/publications-detail.php?id_news=353. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Reuters (2013). “Fitch Affirms Sarana Multi Infrastruktur”. 16 October 2013. http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/10/16/
fitch-rates-indonesias-pt-sarana-multi-i-idUSFit67250720131016. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Strategic Asia (2012): “PPP in Indonesia: Opportunities from the Economic Master Plan.” http://www.strategic-asia.com/pdf/
PPP%20%28Public-Private%20Partnerships%29%20in%20Indonesia%20Paper.pdf. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Tempo Magazine (2013): “Banyak PDAM Merugi Akibat Tarif Rendah” 25 February 2013. http://www.tempo.co/read/
news/2013/02/25/090463697/Tarif-Rendah-Dinilai-Bikin-PDAM-Merugi-Terus. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

Tribun Network (2014): “Ahok: PT. Jakarta Monorail is Unfit.” 24 May 2014.  http://www.tribunnews.com/
metropolitan/2014/05/24/ahok-pt-jakarta-monorail-memang-tak-layak.  [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

World Bank (2013). “Indonesia Second Connectivity Development Loan Report No. 76870-ID”. https://www.gtai.
de/:PRO201401085000. [Accessed: 28 September 2014]

JAPAN

Sources

Baker & Mackenzie (July 2013: “Airport Concession Client Alert No.1”. http://www.bakermckenzie.co.jp/e/material/dl/
supportingyourbusiness/newsletter/bankingfinance/ClientAlert_AirportConcessionClientAlert_No1_E.pdf [Accessed 
December 2014]

Clifford Chance (28 February 2014): “Is Japanese PPP/PFI set to take off?” http://www.cliffordchance.com/
briefings/2014/02/is_japanese_ppp_pfisettotakeoff.html [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Development Bank of Japan (July 2014): “Introduction of infrastructure finance in Japan: Recent issues of PPP/PFI”.  http://
www.ajbcc.asn.au/uploads/5/6/2/3/5623680/2_dbj_final.pdf [Accessed September 2014]

Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO) Asia and Oceania Division, Overseas Research Department (2010): “Public Private 
Partnerships in Australia and Japan: Facilitating Private Sector Participation”

Japan Times (2013).”Banks get behind private financing for infrastructure”. http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2013/06/25/
business/economy-business/banks-get-behind-private-financing-for-infrastructure/#.VE3tdvmUfhg  [Accessed: October 
2014]

Matsumoto, T. (2012). “Risk management and governance for PFI project: Technology policy lessons from the case of Japan”. 
http://ardent.mit.edu/real_options/Real_opts_papers/Matsumoto%20thesis.pdf [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

OECD Competition Committee Working Party 2 (16 June 2014): “The PFI in Japan”. http://www.oecd.org/daf/competition/
COMP%20PPPs_The%20PFI%20in%20Japan_June14.pdf [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Private Finance Initiative Promotion Office, Cabinet Office, Government of Japan  (n.d.): “Guidance on PFIs (in Japanese only)” 
http://www8.cao.go.jp/pfi/tebiki/index.html [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Private Finance Initiative Promotion Office, Cabinet Office, Government of Japan  (2009): “Procurement procedures”. http://
www8.cao.go.jp/pfi/e/5procurement_procedures.html [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Private Finance Initiative Promotion Office, Cabinet Office, Government of Japan (2012): “Act on Promotion of Private Finance 
Initiatives”. http://www8.cao.go.jp/pfi/e/english_pfi.pdf [Accessed: 11 December 2014]

Private Finance Initiative Promotion Office, Cabinet Office, Government of Japan (2014): “The PPP/PFI in Japan”. Tokyo: Private 
Finance Initiative Promotion Office, Cabinet Office, Government of Japan. 

Reuters (13 November 2013): “Japan passes law to launch reform of electricity sector”. URL: http://www.reuters.com/
article/2013/11/13/us-japan-power-deregulation-idUSBRE9AC08N20131113 [Accessed December 2014]

Sato, M. and Shigeki, O. (2014):  “Recent developments in public-private partnerships (PPP) in Japan”. http://www.iflr1000.
com/NewsAndAnalysis/Recent-developments-in-public-private-partnerships-PPP-in-Japan/Index/630) [Accessed December 
2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

68

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

KAZAKHSTAN

Sources

Asian Development Bank (2012): “Country Partnership Strategy: Kazakhstan 2012-2016”. www.adb.org/.../kazakhstan-
country-partnership-strategy-2012-2016. [Accessed: 20 November 2014]

Bloomberg (2014): “Kazakhstan sells first overseas dollar bonds in 14 years”. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/
articles/2014-10-06/kazakhstan-sells-first-overseas-dollar-bonds-in-14-years [Accessed: 17 March 2015]

CIS- Legislation.com (2014): “The Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan from July 7, 2006 of No. 167-III ZRK “About concessions” 
(As on 29.09.2014)”. https://cis-legislation.com/. [Accessed: 20 December 2014]

______.(2013): ”The order of the Chairman of Agency of the Republic of Kazakhstan on regulation of natural monopolies from 
July 31, 2013 of No. 239-OD “About approval of Rules of conducting separate accounting of the income, costs and the involved 
assets subjects of the natural monopoly rendering services on the sphere of the airports”. https://cis-legislation.com/. 
[Accessed: 1 January 2015]

______.(2014): ”The order of the Minister of national economy of the Republic of Kazakhstan from December 22, 2014 of 
No. 157 “About some questions of planning and implementation of concessionary projects”  https://cis-legislation.com/. 
[Accessed: 1 January 2015]

______.(2014): “The order of the Government of the Republic of Kazakhstan from December 10, 2010 of No. 1343 “About some 
questions of planning and implementation of concessionary projects” (As on 09.10.2014).” https://cis-legislation.com/. 
[Accessed: 1 January 2015]

Dalrymple et al. (2013). “Public-Private Partnerships in Kazakhstan: An Evaluation of the Framework and Risks of Public-
Private Partnerships”.  http://ellisoncenter.washington.edu/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Dalrymple_KazPPPs.pdf. 
[Accessed: 20 December 2014]

Emerging Markets (2014): “Kicking Kazakhstan back into gear - Nazarbayev tries again at transformation”. 12 October 2014. 
http://www.emergingmarkets.org/Article/3387801/KAZAKHSTAN-Kicking-Kazakhstan-back-into-gear-Nazarbayev-tries-
again-at-transformation.html.  [Accessed: 20 November 2014]

Financial Times (2014): “Kazakhstan hopes PPP will unblock roads and unlock finance.” http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-
brics/2014/12/08/kazakhstan-hopes-ppp-will-unblock-roads-and-unlock-finance/ . [Accessed: 20 December 2014]

Freedom House (2014): “Kazakhstan”. https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2014/kazakhstan#.VIqK2DGUeCk . 
[Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Grata Law Firm (2014): “Brief Summary of the Major Novelties of the Draft PPP Law In Kazakhstan”.

http://www.mondaq.com/x/331794/Government+Contracts+Procurement+PPP/Brief+Summary+Of+The+Major+Novelties+Of
+The+Draft+PPP+Law+In+Kazakhstan. [Accessed:10 December 2014]

Kazakhstan PPP Center (2014):  http://kzppp.kz/en/page/view?id=9  

Kazakhstan Stock Exchange (2014): “Draft law allowing state holdings to participate in PPP projects developed in Kazakhstan”.
http://fininfo.kz/iris/news/513782;jsessionid=F348C7E4397A4CADA3F6143F78A61EF8. [Accessed: 20 November 2014]

OECD (2010): “Guidelines for Performance-Based Contracts between Water Utilities and Municipalities”. http://www.oecd.org/
env/outreach/47425194.pdf. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

Traceca (2005): “Country Report on Infrastructure and Finance Kazakhstan”. http://www.traceca-org.org/fileadmin/fm-dam/
Investment_Forum/110405_KAZ%20country%20report.pdf . [Accessed:10 December 2014]

UNECE (2008): “Kazakhstan Public-Private Center”. http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/ceci/ppt_presentations/2008/
ppp/Moscow/tilebaldinov.pdf. [Accessed: 20 December 2014]

US AID (2008): “Kazakhstan: PPP Opportunities in a Young Country”.  http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADN511.pdf . 
[Accessed: 20 November 2014]

Zakon (2006): “Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan: On Project Financing and Securitization (with amendments dated 
01.12.2012)”.  http://www.zakon.kz/69507-zakon-respubliki-kazakhstan-ot-20.html



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

69

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Sources

ACCA Global (2012): “Taking Stock of PPP and PFI around the World”. http://www.accaglobal.com/content/dam/acca/global/
PDF-technical/public-sector/rr-126-001.pdf. [Accessed: 26 November 2014]

Australian Government Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2014): “Republic of Korea Country Brief”. http://www.dfat.
gov.au/geo/rok/brief_index.html. [Accessed: 26 November 2014]

Dinghem, Severine and Um (Noumba), Paul (2005): “Private Participation in Infrastructure Projects In The Republic Of Korea”. 
http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/book/10.1596/1813-9450-3689.  [Accessed: October 2014]

Economist Intelligence Unit-Country Risk Briefing (Winter 2014): “Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index 
2013”. 

Herbert Smith Freehills (2013): “Arbitration in the Republic of Korea: A new phase begins”. Japan Dispute Avoidance 
Newsletter, no. 126, April 2013.  

Index Mundi (2014): “Republic of Korea Political parties and leaders”. http://www.indexmundi.com/south_korea/political_
parties_and_leaders.html. [Accessed:  26 November 2014]

KCAB (2011): International Arbitration Rules. http://www.kcab.or.kr/jsp/kcab_eng/index.jsp. [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Lee, Jongyearn (2013): “Making Public-Private Partnerships Work: Republic of Korea’s Experience”. http://www.imf.org/
external/np/seminars/eng/2013/kenya/pdf/lee.pdf.  [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

NCEE: Republic of Korea System and School Organization. http://www.ncee.org/programs-affiliates/center-on-international-
education-benchmarking/top-performing-countries/south-korea-overview/south-korea-system-and-school-organization/.  
[Accessed:  26 November 2014]

Park, Nowook (2013): “Performance Budgeting in the Republic of Korea”. The World Bank Prem Notes. Number 28. http://www.
worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/Poverty%20documents/Nuts%26Bolts_28_Dec_2013.pdf. [Accessed: 1 
December 2014]

PIMAC (2014): “Funding Infrastructure Through PPP”. Powerpoint presentation provided by Soojin Park.  

PIMAC (2014): Public and Private Infrastructure Investment Management Center. http://pimac.kdi.re.kr/eng/about/organiz.
jsp. [Accessed: 1 December 2014] 

PIMAC (2014): Request for Proposal web page. http://pimac.kdi.re.kr/eng/rfp/announce.jsp?showListSize=10&pageNo=1. 
[Accessed: 17 November 2014]

Practical Law (2014): “Construction and projects in Republic of Korea: Overview”. http://uk.practicallaw.com/4-385-
8638?q=&qp=&qo=&qe=#a651138.  [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Republic of Korea (2011): “Act on Public-Private Partnerships in Infrastructure”. http://pimac.kdi.re.kr/eng/mission/ppp_
guide.jsp. [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Republic of Korea (2011): “Basic Plan for PPP”. http://pimac.kdi.re.kr/eng/mission/pdf/Basic_Plans_for_PPP(2011).pdf. 
[Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Republic of Korea (1948): Constitution and government. http://www.korea.net/Government/Constitution-and-Government. 
[Accessed: 1 December 2014] 

Republic of Korea (2011):  “Enforcement Decree of The Act on Public-Private Partnerships in Infrastructure”. http://pimac.kdi.
re.kr/eng/mission/ppp_guide.jsp. [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Republic of Korea Ministry of Strategy and Finance (2013): “Act on Public Private Partnerships in Infrastructure”. Ministry of 
Strategy and Finance brochure. http://english.mosf.go.kr/. [Accessed: 1 December 2014]

Republic of Korea Water Resources Corporation (2014): “Investor Presentation”. http://english.kwater.or.kr. [Accessed:  26 
November 2014)

Reuters (2013): “Republic of Korea hikes power prices to avoid black outs”. http://in.reuters.com/article/2013/11/19/energy-
korea-electricity-idINL4N0J412S20131119. [Accessed: 1 December 2014] 

Tafesse, Teshome (2014): “Public Private Partnership in Development: Lessons in Devising Legal and Institutional Framework 
from Republic of Korea”. Public Policy and Administration Research. Vol.3, No.4, 2014.  



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

70

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

World Bank Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) database. http://www.miga.org/projects/.  [Accessed: October 
2014]

Wall Street Journal (2014): “Republic of Korea to Raise Power Tariff”. http://online.wsj.com/articles/SB100014240527023039
85504579206984261797524.  [Accessed: 1 December 2014] 

KYRGYZ REPUBLIC

Sources

Asian Development Bank (2012): “Enabling Identification of Public-Private Partnership (PPP) Projects and

Capacity Building in Kyrgyz Republic”. http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/project-document/73681/45133-001-kgz-tacr.
pdf [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

Asian Development Bank (2014): ““Capacity Building for Subprogram 3, Facilitating Public Private Partnerships: Investment 
Climate Improvement Program”. http://adb.org/sites/default/files/projdocs/2014/41544-084-rrp.pdf [Accessed:  December 
2014]

Central Asia Online (July 2014). “Kyrgyz PM calls for public-private healthcare partnerships”. http://centralasiaonline.com/
en_GB/articles/caii/newsbriefs/2014/07/25/newsbrief [Accessed: September 2014]

IMF (28 January 2013): “Energy subsidy reform: Lessons and implications”. http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/
eng/2013/012813.pdf  [Accessed: September 2014]

Investment Promotion Agency under the Ministry of Economics of the Kyrgyz Republic (2014): “PPP Strategy”. http://www.ppp.
gov.kg/en/regulatory-framework/ppp-strategy/  [Accessed: August 2014]

Kyrgyz Stock Exchange (n.d.): http://www.kse.kg/en/History [Accessed: October 2014]

Nurbek, M (n.d.): “Public-private partnership in the Kyrgyz Republic”. http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/ceci/
documents/2013/PPP/High-level_Consultations/6_Kyrgyzstan.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

The Times of Central Asia (2014): “Implementation of National Sustainable Development Strategy discussed in Kyrgyzstan”. 
http://www.timesca.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=14449:implementation-of-national-sustainable-
development-strategy-discussed-in-kyrgyzstan&catid=79&Itemid=567 [Accessed: August 2014]

Toyo University (November 2012): “PPP Project Possibilities in Kyrgyz Republic”.  http://www.apppi.net/uploaded/
attachment/10042.pdf [Accessed: September 2014]

UNECE (2013): “Public-Private Partnerships: Legislative Review”. [Online] available at URL: file:///C:/Users/
RenukaRajaratnam/Downloads/PPPs_Legislative_Review_UNECE_Eng_04042013%20(1).pdf [Accessed: August 2014]

UNECE (May 2013): “UNECE National PPP Readiness Assessment Report: Kyrgyzstan”. http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/
ceci/documents/UNDA_project/PPP_Readiness_Assessment_Kyrgyzstan.pdf [Accessed: August 2014]

World Bank Group (2014): “World Bank Group - Kyrgyz Republic Partnership Program Snapshot”. http://www.worldbank.org/
content/dam/Worldbank/document/Kyrgyzrepublic-Snapshot.pdf [Accessed: October 2014]

World Bank (2015): “Supports Energy Sector Development in the Kyrgyz Republic”. http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/
press-release/2015/01/29/world-bank-supports-energy-sector-development-in-the-kyrgyz-republic [Accessed: January 
2015]

MONGOLIA

Sources

Batbayar, Ts,  Department of Innovation and Public Private Partnerships, Ministry of Economic Development, Mongolia (2013): 
“Public Private Partnerships in Mongolia.” 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2009): “Commercial Laws of Mongolia, An Assessment”. 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2012): “Managing Mongolia’s Resource Boom, Working Paper No.138” 
http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/research/economics/workingpapers/wp0138.pdf [Accessed 8 September 2014]

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2013): “Strategy for Mongolia” http://www.ebrd.com/downloads/
country/strategy/mongolia.pdf [Accessed August 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

71

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Government of Mongolia (2010): “Law on Concessions”.

Government of Mongolia (2012): “Budget Law “.

Government of Mongolia (2013): “Law on Investment”. 

International Monetary Fund (1 November 2013): “Mongolia, Staff Report for the 2013 Article IV Consultation – Debt 
Sustainability Analysis”. https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/dsa/pdf/2014/dsacr1464.pdf [Accessed November 2014]

KPMG (2012): “Investment in Mongolia”. http://www.kpmg.com/MN/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/
Investment-2012/Documents/InvestmentInMongolia2012.pdf [Accessed November 2014]

Lkhagvadorj, A. (2012):  “An Analysis of the New Budget Law of Mongolia of 2011.”

Lim, S. H. (2014): “The Asia-Pacific Arbitration Review”.2015http://globalarbitrationreview.com/reviews/64/sections/222/
chapters/2561/introduction-siac/[Accessed: 9 Dec 2014]

Ministry of Economic Development of Mongolia and Fifth Combined Heat and Power Plant LLC (2014):  “Concession Agreement 
relating to the design, financing, build, operation, maintenance and transfer of a 450 MW combined heat and power 
cogeneration facility known as CHP5, at Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia”.   http://www.med.gov.mn/mn/images/kontsess/CHP5_
Concession%20Agreement_20140620_redacted.pdf [Accessed November 2014]

Mongolian National Chamber of Commerce and Industry (n.d.): “Commercial Dispute Mediation Centre”. http://www.
mongolchamber.mn/en/index.php/departments-divisions/308-2014-10-14-095107 [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

Mongolian National Chamber of Commerce and Industry (n.d.): “Mongolia International and National Arbitration Centre 
(MINAC)”. http://www.mongolchamber.mn/en/index.php/departments-divisions/126-2011-12-21-114136 [Accessed: 9 Dec 
2014]

The Office of the President of Mongolia, Public Relations and Communications Division (2011):	  “Draft reconciliation 
mediation law.” [Online] available at URL: http://www.president.mn/eng/newsCenter/viewEvent.php?cid=22&newsId=610&n
ewsEvent=Drafts%20laws%20on%20judiciary%20reformp [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

World Bank, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Sector Unit East Asia and Pacific Region (2013): “Mongolia: 
Improving public investments to meet the challenge of scaling up infrastructure”.  https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
bitstream/handle/10986/13256/749440REVISED00ic0Investment0Report.txt?sequence=2 [Accessed October 2014]

PAKISTAN

Sources

Dawn.com (2013): “Infrastructure projects under PPP mode”. http://www.dawn.com/news/778514/infrastructure-projects-
under-ppp-mode [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

Dawn.com (2014): “Drastic cut in subsidies planned”. http://www.dawn.com/news/1108291 [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Financial Times (2011): “Energy subsidies cripple Pakistan economy, says study” http://blogs.ft.com/energy-
source/2011/07/27/energy-subsidies-cripple-pakistan-economy-says-study/#axzz3IK1YbwzF [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Government of Pakistan (2013): “National Power Policy 2013”. http://www.ppib.gov.pk/National%20Power%20Policy%20
2013.pdf [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

Government of Pakistan (2014): “The Punjab Public Private Partnership Act, 2014”. http://ppp.punjab.gov.pk/sites/ppp.pitb.
gov.pk/files/Punjab%20PPP%20Act%20%28IX%20OF%202014%29.doc.pdf [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

Hussain, R. (2013): “International arbitration in Pakistan”. https://ranarizwanhussain.wordpress.com/2013/04/10/
international-arbitration-in-pakistan/comment-page-1/ [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

IFC (2014): “IFC in Pakistan”. http://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/region__ext_content/regions/europe+middle+east+and
+north+africa/ifc+middle+east+north+africa+and+southern+europe/countries/pakistan+country+landing+page  [Accessed: 
31 October 2014]

Infrastructure Project Development Facility (2014):  http://www.ipdf.gov.pk/ [Accessed: 4 November 2014]  

Infrastructure Project Development Facility (2014): “Facilitating and promoting viable, sustainable and affordable public 
private partnerships in Pakistan” [Accessed: 4 November 2014] 



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

72

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

 Infrastructure Project Development Facility (IPDK): “Facilitating and Promoting Viable, Sustainable and Affordable Public 
Private Partnerships in Pakistan”.  http://www.ipdf.gov.pk/docs/about/company_brief.pdf  [Accessed: 1 February 2015]

Institute of Business Administration (2012): “Procurement Policy and Procedures Manual”. https://iba.edu.pk/News/PP_P_
ver3_0.pdf [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

IPDK (May 2010): “Pakistan Policy on Public Private Partnerships”. http://www.ipdf.gov.pk/prod_img/PPP%20Policy%20
FINAL%2014-May-2010.pdf [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

National Highway Authority (2014): “Progress Report” http://nha.gov.pk/progress-report/ [Accessed: 4 November 2014]

Official News.pk (2014): “Sindh government restores subsidy of Karachi Water Sewage Board and and Water and Sanitation 
Agency Hyderabad”. http://www.officialnews.pk/55484/sindh-government-restores-subsidy-of-karachi-water-sewerage-
board-and-water-and-sanitation-agency-hyderabad/ [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Pakistan Engineering Council.  http://www.pec.org.pk/ [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

Pakistan Senate Secretariat (2011): “Recognition and Enforcement (Arbitration Agreements and Foreign Arbitral Awards)”. 

Private Power & Infrastructure Board, Government of Pakistan (2014):  http://www.ppib.gov.pk/index.htm [Accessed: 4 
November 2014]  

Private Power and Infrastructure Board (2014): “Commissioned IPPs” http://www.ppib.gov.pk/N_commissioned_ipps.htm 
[Accessed: 4 November 2014] 

Provincial Assembly of Sindh (2010): “The Sindh Public-Private Partnership Act” http://www.pas.gov.pk/uploads/acts/
Sindh%20Act%20No.V%20of%202010.pdf [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

Public Procurement Regulatory Authority Pakistan. http://www.ppra.org.pk [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

The Express Tribune (2013): “The IMF wants Pakistan to phase out power subsidies”. http://tribune.com.pk/story/530337/
imf-wants-pakistan-to-phase-out-power-subsidies/ [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

The International News (2012): “Political Risk is a major concern for PPP projects” http://www.thenews.com.pk/Todays-News-
3-111409-Political-risk-major-concern-for-public-private-partnership-projects-ADB [Accessed: 18 November 2014]  

The International News (2013): “Public-private partnership key for infrastructure projects”. http://www.thenews.com.pk/
Todays-News-3-153298-Public-private-partnership-key-for-infrastructure-projects [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

The International News (2013): “Public-private partnership key for infrastructure projects”. http://www.thenews.com.pk/
Todays-News-3-153298-Public-private-partnership-key-for-infrastructure-projects [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

Toulson, T. (2011): “Pakistan enacts New York Convention”. http://www.newyorkconvention.org/news/pakistan-enacts-new-
york-convention [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

WaterAid (2010): “Pakistan Country Strategy 2010 - 2015” http://www.wateraid.org/~/media/Publications/annual-reports-
and-strategies/WaterAid-pakistan-country-strategy-2010-2015.pdf [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

World Bank (2009): “Pakistan: Public expenditure and financial accountability assessment of Federal Government”. Report No. 
48652-PK. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/2862/486520ESW0Whit1FA010Printed0Version.
pdf?sequence=1 [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

World Bank (2013): “Pakistan transport: public private partnership”.  http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/
COUNTRIES/SOUTHASIAEXT/0,,contentMDK:22021263~pagePK:146736~piPK:146830~theSitePK:223547,00.html [Accessed: 
30 September 2014]

PAPUA NEW GUINEA 

Sources

ANZ (2014): “Asia Pacific Economics: Pacific Quarterly”. https://anzlive.secure.force.com/servlet/servlet.FileDownload?file=0
0PD000000Ymzb4MAB [Accessed: 29 November 2014]

Asia Development Bank (2014): “ADB Welcomes New PPP Act in PNG”. http://www.adb.org/news/adb-welcomes-new-public-
private-partnership-act-png [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Asian Development Bank (2014): “Papua New Guinea”. http://www.adb.org/countries/papua-new-guinea/main [Accessed: 
October 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

73

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Bank of Papua New Guinea (2012): “Financial Statements”. http://www.bankpng.gov.pg/images/stories/0NewBPNGWebsite/
Annual_Reports/2012%20Annual%20Report.pdf  [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Business Advantage PNG (2013): “Papua New Guinea turns to the private sector for electricity”. http://www.
businessadvantagepng.com/papua-new-guinea-turns-to-the-private-sector-for-electricity/ [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Chambers and Partners (2014): “Papua New Guinea - Law and Practice”. http://www.chambersandpartners.com/guide/
practice-guides/location/241/7317/1550-200  [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Government of Australia, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2014): “Overview of Australia’s 	aid program to Papua New 
Guinea”. hhttp://dfat.gov.au/geo/papua-new-guinea/development-assistance/pages/papua-new-guinea.aspx  [Accessed: 
16 November 2014].

Government of Australia, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2014): “Australia’s aid program”. http://aid.dfat.gov.au/
Publications/Documents/MLW_VolumeTwo_CaseStudy_11.pdf [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Government of Papua New Guinea (2008): “National Public Private Partnership Policy”.http://www.ipbc.com.pg/PDF_files/
PPP%20Policy%20Final%20-%2009%20Dec%2008.pdf [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Government of Papua New Guinea (2014): “Public Private Partnership Act 2014”. http://www.treasury.gov.pg/html/misc/
Special%20Projects/PPP/PNG%20PPP%20Act%202014.pdf  [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Government of Papua New Guinea (2014): “The Supreme and National Courts of Papua New Guinea (2014) About ADR”. http://
www.pngjudiciary.gov.pg/home/index.php/national-court/civil-cases/adr [Accessed: 23 November 2014] 

Government of Papua New Guinea (2014): Various articles. http://www.officeofprimeminister.com/#!september-2014/c8t2 
[Accessed: 28 November 2014]

Government of Papua New Guinea, Ministry of Finance (2014): “Financial Management Manual”. http://www.finance.gov.pg/
Fin_Framework_Legislations [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

Government of Papua New Guinea. http://www.pngjudiciary.gov.pg/home/ [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Government of PNG, Independent Consumer and Competition Commission (2014): “Annexure A”. http://www.iccc.gov.pg/
images/Draft%20Report%20Issues%20Paper%20PNG%20Ports%20Regulatory%20Contract%20Review%2030%20June%20
2014.pdf [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

IFRAsia (2014). “IFC eyes Asia’s Local Markets”. http://www.ifrasia.com/ifc-eyes-asia%E2%80%99s-local-markets/21144855  
[Accessed: 15 November 2014]

Independent Consumer and Competition Commission (2014): “Electricity”. http://www.iccc.gov.pg/index.php/regulated-
industries/electricity [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

International Monetary Fund (IMF) (2014): “Papua New Guinea: 2014 ARTICLE IV CONSULTATION - STAFF REPORT AND PRESS 
RELEASE”. https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/cat/longres.aspx?sk=42483.0  [Accessed: 25 October 2014]

Island Business (2014): “Energy poverty and access to electricity in the Pacific”. http://www.islandsbusiness.com/news/
viewpoint/5369/energy-poverty-and-access-to-electricity-in-the-pa/ [Accessed: 29 October 2014]

PNG Power Ltd (2012): “Tariffs and Rates”. http://www.pngpower.com.pg/index.php/2012-01-06-00-27-04/tariffs-a-rates 
[Accessed: 29 October 2014]

PWC (2013): “2014: National Budget”.http://www.pwc.com/en_PG/pg/publications/assets/2014-png-budget-commentary.
pdf [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

PHILIPPINES

Sources

Asian Development Bank (2015): “ADB Supports Cebu Airport Upgrade in Philippines First Large PPP Project”, http://www.adb.
org/news/adb-supports-cebu-airport-upgrade-philippines-first-large-ppp-project [Accessed: 27 January 2015]

Bayos, Kris (2014). “NLEX-SLEX connector road project faces further delays, needs NEDA reconfirmation”. Manila Bulletin, 06 
October 2014. [Online] available at URL: http://www.mb.com.ph/nlex-slex-connector-road-project-faces-further-delays-
needs-neda-reconfirmation/  [Accessed: 06 October 2014]. 

Llanto, G.M and Navarro, A.M (2014):  “Financing Infrastructure in the Philippines: Fiscal Landscape and Resources 
Mobilisation”. http://dirp4.pids.gov.ph/webportal/CDN/PUBLICATIONS/pidsdps1401.pdf  [Accessed: 06 October 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

74

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Maneja, A (2014): “Amended regulations on single borrower’s limit”. http://www.iflr.com/Article/2799744/Amended-
regulations-on-single-borrowers-limit.html [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

National Economic and Development Authority (2013): “Revised Guidelines and Procedures for Entering into Joint Venture 
Agreements between Government and Private Entities”. http://ppp.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/2013-Revised-JV-
Guidelines.pdf [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

National Economic and Development Authority- NEDA (2014): “Value Analysis Handbook” http://www.neda.gov.ph/wp-
content/uploads/2014/01/Value-Analysis-Handbook.pdf [Accessed: 25 November 2014]

PortCalls (2012): “PH government wins NAIA 3 case against Piatco”. http://www.portcalls.com/ph-government-wins-naia-3-
case-against-piatco/ [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Public-Private Partnership Center (2014). Status of PPP Projects (as of 10 November 2014). http://ppp.gov.ph/?page_id=5663 
[Accessed: 17 November 2014]

Public-Private Partnerships Center (Philippines) (2014): “Policy Briefs and Technical Papers” http://ppp.gov.ph/?page_
id=10878 [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

Public-Private Partnerships Center (Philippines) (2014): “PPP Manuals”. http://ppp.gov.ph/?page_id=25726  [Accessed: 25 
November 2014]

Quezon City Business (2014): “QC enacts public-private partnership ordinance”. http://quezoncitybusiness.com/index.php/
business-opportunities-2/174-qc-enacts-public-private-partnership-ordinance [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2000): “Republic Act 8975, An Act to Ensure the Expeditious Implementation and Completion 
of Government Infrastructure Projects by Prohibiting Lower Courts from Issuing Temporary Restraining Orders, Preliminary 
Injunctions or Preliminary Mandatory Injunctions, Providing Penalties for Violations Thereof, and for Other Purposes”. http://
ppp.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/R.A.-8975.pdf  [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2000): “Republic Act 8975. An Act to Ensure the Expeditious Implementation and Completion 
of Government Infrastructure Projects by Prohibiting Lower Courts from Issuing Temporary Restraining Orders, Preliminary 
Injunctions or Preliminary Mandatory Injunctions, Providing Penalties for Violations thereof, and for Other Purposes” http://
www.lawphil.net/statutes/repacts/ra2000/ra_8975_2000.html [Accessed: 16 October 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2010): “Executive Order 8 series of 2010 - Reorganizing and Renaming the Build-Operate and 
Transfer (BOT) Center to the Public-Private Partnership (PPP) Center of the Philippines and Transferring its Attachment from 
the Department of Trade and Industry to the National Economic and Development Authority and for other Purposes”. http://
www.gov.ph/2010/09/09/executive-order-no-8/ [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2012): “Executive Order No. 78 - Mandating the Inclusion of Provisions on the Use of Alternative 
Dispute Resolution Mechanisms in All Contracts Involving Public-Private Partnership Projects, Build-Operate-Transfer Projects, 
and Joint Venture Agreements between the Government and Private Entities and those Entered into by Local Government 
Units”.http://ppp.gov.ph/?p=9147 [Accessed: 23 November 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2012): “The Philippine Amended BOT Law, RA 7718, and its Implementing Rules and Regulations”. 
http://ppp.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/BOT-IRR-2012_FINAL.pdf [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2013): “Executive Order 136 series of 2013 - Amending certain sections of Executive Order No. 8 (S. 
2010)”. http://ppp.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Executive-Order-136.pdf  [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

Republic of the Philippines (2013): “Executive Order 136 series of 2013 - Amending certain sections of Executive Order No. 
8 (S. 2010) which reorganized and renamed the Build-Operate and Transfer Center to the Public-Private Partnership Center 
of the Philippines and transferred its attachment from the Department of Trade and Industry to the National Economic and 
Development Authority, and for other purposes”. http://ppp.gov.ph/?in_the_news=executive-order-136 [Accessed: 23 
November 2014]

The Philippine Stock Exchange. http://www.pse.com.ph/stockMarket/home.html  [Accessed: 06 October 2014]

PAKISTAN—SINDH STATE

Sources

ADB (2013): “Project information: Support for Efficient Structuring of Public-Private Partnership in Punjab and Sindh 
Provinces”. http://adb.org/projects/details?page=details&proj_id=47223-001 [Accessed: 10 December 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

75

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

ASER Pakistan: “Public Private Partnerships in Sindh”. http://www.aserpakistan.org/documents/learning_materials_/
PPPACT/Sindh/public-private-partnership-the-sindh-experience.pdf [Accessed: 2 October 2014]

Business Recorder (2014): “Strengthening of Public-Private Partnership: Federal, Sindh governments seek ADB assistance”. 
http://www.brecorder.com/money-a-banking/198/1198745/ [Accessed: September 30, 2014] 

Business Recorder (2014): “Strengthening of Public-Private Partnership: Federal, Sindh governments seek ADB assistance”. 
http://www.brecorder.com/money-a-banking/198/1198745 [Accessed: 30 September 2014]

Dawn.com (2013): “Infrastructure projects under PPP mode”. http://www.dawn.com/news/778514/infrastructure-projects-
under-ppp-mode [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Dawn.com (2014): “Drastic cut in subsidies planned”. http://www.dawn.com/news/1108291 [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Financial Times (2011): “Energy subsidies cripple Pakistan economy, says study”. http://blogs.ft.com/energy-
source/2011/07/27/energy-subsidies-cripple-pakistan-economy-says-study/#axzz3IK1YbwzF [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Government of Sindh (2010): “Policy for Public-Private Partnership”. http://www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/downloads/
PPP%20Policy.pdf [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

Government of Sindh (2010): “Policy for Public-Private Partnership”. http://www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/downloads/
PPP%20Policy.pdf [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

Government of Sindh (2010): “Sindh Public Procurement Rules”. http://www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/downloads/SPPRA%20
RULES%202010.pdf [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

Government of Sindh, Public Private Partnership Unit (2014): “Hyderabad Mirpurkhas Dual Carriage Way Project”. http://www.
pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/index.php?pid=26 [Accessed: 5 November 2014]

Government of Sindh, Public Private Partnership Unit (2014): “Institutional framework”. http://www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/
site/index.php?pid=25 [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Government of Sindh, Public Private Partnership Unit (2014): “Projects”. www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/index.php?pid=7 
[Accessed: 3 October 2014]

Official News (2014): “Sindh government restores subsidy of Karachi Water Sewage Board and and Water and Sanitation Agency 
Hyderabad”. http://www.officialnews.pk/55484/sindh-government-restores-subsidy-of-karachi-water-sewerage-board-and-
water-and-sanitation-agency-hyderabad/ [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Provincial Assembly of Sindh (2010): “The Sindh Public-Private Partnership Act” http://www.pas.gov.pk/uploads/acts/
Sindh%20Act%20No.V%20of%202010.pdf [Accessed: 1 October 2014]

Sindh Public-Private Partnership Act of 2010 (2010): [http://www.pppunitsindh.gov.pk/site/downloads/PPPAct.pdf 
[Accessed: 3 October 2014]

State Bank of Pakistan Annual Report 2012-2013. http://www.sbp.org.pk/reports/annual/arFY13/Fiscal.pdf [Accessed: 
3January 2015]

The Express Tribune (2013): “The IMF wants Pakistan to phase out power subsidies”.  http://tribune.com.pk/story/530337/
imf-wants-pakistan-to-phase-out-power-subsidies/ [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

The Sindh Public Procurement Act (2009): http://www.sindh.gov.pk/SPPRA%20ACT.pdf [Accessed: 3 October 2014]

The Sindh Public-Private Partnership Act (2010) http://www.pas.gov.pk/uploads/acts/Sindh%20Act%20No.V%20of%202010.
pdf [Accessed: 9 December 2014]

WaterAid (2010): “Pakistan Country Strategy 2010 - 2015” http://www.wateraid.org/~/media/Publications/annual-reports-
and-strategies/WaterAid-pakistan-country-strategy-2010-2015.pdf [Accessed: 3 November 2014]

Wigemark, L G. (2014): “Electoral reforms in Pakistan: Perspectives and opportunities.” http://www.undp.org/content/
pakistan/en/home/presscenter/our-perspective/electoral-reforms-in-pakistan--perspectives-and-opportunities.html 
[Accessed: 5 November 2014]

World Bank (2015): “Pakistan - Sindh Public Sector Management Reform Project”. http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
en/2015/03/24177113/pakistan-sindh-public-sector-management-reform-project-procurement-plan [Accessed: 3January 
2015]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

76

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

TAJIKISTAN

Sources

Asian Development Bank (2014): Country Assistance Program Evaluation Report: “Tajikistan: Responding to the Changing 
Development Conditions”. 

Asian Development Bank (2009): Project Completion Report: “Republic of Tajikistan: Road Rehabilitation Project”. 

Asian Development Bank (May 2014): “Target social protection in Tajikistan to where it is needed”. http://blogs.adb.org/blog/
target-social-protection-tajikistan-where-it-needed.

Consultative Council under the President of the Republic of Tajikistan (2013): “Improvement of Investment Climate.”

Government of Republic of Tajikistan (2004): “Decree of the government of Tajikistan: On approval of provision on 
determination and payment of compensation to low-income families for coverage of costs for usage of electricity and natural 
gas -42”. 

Government of Tajikistan (2007): “Decree of the government of Tajikistan: On improvement of the mechanism of payment of 
compensation to low-income families for compensation of costs for usage of electricity and natural gas- 145”.

International Monetary Fund (2013): “Overview of the Tajikistan Financial Sector”.  http://www.imf.org/external/country/
TJK/rr/2013/021413.pdf. 

Investment Council of Tajikistan (2014): “The President of the Republic of Tajikistan, His Excellency, Emomali Rahmon 
has signed a Law of the Republic of Tajikistan ‘On Public Private Partnership’”. http://investmentcouncil.tj/en/news/
events/2013/834/?sphrase_id=170. [Accessed: 18 December 2014]

Maplecroft (2013): “Maplecroft Political Risk Atlas for 2013.” http://maplecroft.com/about/news/pra_2013.html. [Accessed 
18 December 2014]

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Tajikistan (2014): http://mfa.tj/en/investment-climate/investment-climate-in-tajikistan.html. 
[Accessed 9 January 2015] 

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2013): “The Civil Code.”

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2007): “Law of the Republic of Tajikistan on Investment”.  

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2012): “Law of the Republic of Tajikistan on “Public Private partnership”.

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2013): “On the determination of the authorized government body on PPP of the 
Government of the Republic of Tajikistan” – 250”. 

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2013): “On Public-Private Partnerships Council -290”. 

Ministry of Justice Republic of Tajikistan (2013): “On the establishment of the State Institution Projects implementation Unit 
of PPP - 289.” 

National Information Agency of Uzbekistan (2014): http://khovar.tj/rus/economic/41742-rol-tpp-rt-v-sisteme-
mezhdunarodnogo-kommercheskogo-prava.html.  [Accessed 9 January 2015] 

UNDP Bratislava Regional Centre (2011): “Energy and Communal Services in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan: A Poverty and Social 
Impact Assessment”.

 United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) (2014): “Commentary on the draft PPP law of Tajikistan.” 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe UNECE (2014): “National PPP Readiness Assessment Report on 
Tajikistan.”http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/ceci/documents/UNDA_project/PPP_Readiness_Assessment_Tajikistan.
pdf. 

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe UNECE (2004): National PPP Readiness Assessment Report “Tajikistan 
Overview of Securities Market in the Central Asian countries, Azerbaijan and Mongolia, OECD”.  http://www.oecd.org/finance/
financial-markets/31738778.pdf. 

United States Department of State (2012): “Investment Climate Statement.”http://www.state.gov/e/eb/rls/othr/
ics/2012/191246.htm. [Accessed 17 January 2014] 

United States Department of State (2012): “Tajikistan: Overview”.



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

77

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

World Bank: “Private Sector Development Project in Tajikistan: Development of SCISPM staff capabilities and expertise”. 
http://www.pragmacorp.com/psdp.html. [Accessed 18 December 2014] 

World Bank (2014): Tajikistan Policy Notes on Public Expenditures. Policy Note No. 5 Fiscal Risks from State-Owned Enterprises. 
Report No. 89183-TJ. 

THAILAND

Sources

Asian Development Bank (February 2012): “Thailand Bond Market Guide”. http://www.waseda.jp/win-cls/CA_BMGS/
ABMF%20Vol1%20Part%202%20Sec%2010%20THA.pdf. 

Bangkok Post (2014): “Conditions set for free bus rides”. http://www.bangkokpost.com/news/transport/472378/conditions-
mooted-for-free-bus-riders. [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Bangkok Post (2014): “Lessons from loans bill”. http://www.bangkokpost.com/opinion/opinion/399797/lessons-from-loans-
bill.  [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Bangkok Post (2014): “Ministry sets priorities for infrastructure: Private sector can invest through PPPs”.  http://www.
bangkokpost.com/business/news/402761/ministry-sets-priorities-for-infrastructure. [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Bangkok Post (2014): “Transport plan takes lead from Pheu Thai”. http://bangkokpost.com/news/transport/423930/
transport-plan-takes-lead-from-pheu-thai. [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Business Anti-Corruption Portal (2014): Thai judicial system. http://www.business-anti-corruption.com/country-profiles/
east-asia-the-pacific/thailand/corruption-levels/judicial-system.aspx.  [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

Economist Intelligence Unit-Country Risk Briefing (Winter 2014): “Transparency International Corruption Perceptions Index 
2013”. 

European Commission (2014): “Public procurement - Thailand. Trade: Market Access Database”. http://madb.europa.eu/
madb/barriers_details.htm?barrier_id=970108&version=8.  [Accessed: 10 Dec 2014]

Herbert Smith Freehills (2014): “Thailand: Towards an arbitration-friendlier jurisdiction?” http://hsfnotes.com/
arbitration/2014/01/08/thailand-towards-an-arbitration-friendlier-jurisdiction/. [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

IMF (2013): “Thailand: 2013 Article IV consultation. IMF Country Report No. 13/323”. http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/
scr/2013/cr13323.pdf.  [Accessed: 10 December 2014]

IMF (2009): “Country Report No. 09/250”. http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2009/cr09250.pdf. [Accessed: 10 
December 2014] 

IMF (2009):  Thailand: “Report on Observance of Standards and Codes” Fiscal Transparency Module. 

Lienert, I. (2014): “Parliamentary budgeting and transparency in six ASEAN countries”. Working paper based on outcome of 
AIPA capacity building workshop held in Jakarta, Indonesia, September 2013. http://www.aipasecretariat.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/03/Parliamentary-Budgeting-and-Transparency-in-Six-ASEAN-Countries.pdf. [Accessed: 10 Dec 2014]

SEPO (2014): “Key Features of the Private Investment in State Undertaking Bill”. http://www.sepo.go.th/download/
category/1937-key-feature-of-the-private-investment-in-state-undertaking-bill/339-472541.htm.

SEPO (2014): “Private Investment in State Undertaking Act B.E. 2556”, unofficial translation”.  http://www.ppp.sepo.
go.th/2013-06-19-02-41-40/private-investment-in-state-undertakings-act-be-2556-2013.htm.

Thailand Bond Market Association (2014): “Thai Bond Market movement in 2014”.

Thailand Ministry of Finance (2012): “Infrastructure Project Financing: Thailand’s PPP Opportunities”. http://www.adbi.org/
files/2012.10.18.cpp.sess6.1.thomya.infra.proj.financing.thailand.ppp.pdf. [Accessed: October 14 2014]

Thailand Secretariat of the Cabinet (2012): “The summary of the cabinet resolution on the reducing cost of living measures” [in 
Thai].  [www.cabinet.thaigov.go.th/acrobat/cost_living.pdf. [Accessed: 14 October 2014]

TDRI (2014): “Corruption menu and rent seeking activities (in Thai)”, way magazine publisher, Bangkok. “PPP: Back on the 
agenda in Thailand”. http://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/knowledge/publications/75278/ppp-back-on-the-agenda-in-
thailand. 



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

78

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

TDRI (2011): Thailand Infrastructure Development in Transport, Energy, and Water Sectors with its Experiences in Public Private 
Participation, As a part of the ADB TA-7706 (REG): Comparative Infrastructure Development Assessment of the Kingdom of 
Thailand and the Republic of Korea, Unpublished Final Report. 

World Bank Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) database. http://www.miga.org/projects/. [Accessed: October 
2014]

World Finance (2014): “PPPs in the pipeline for Thailand”. http://www.worldfinance.com/infrastructure-investment/project-
finance/ppps-in-the-pipeline-for-thailand. [Accessed: October 2014]

UNITED KINGDOM

Sources

Allen & Overy (2013): “The UK Guarantees Scheme for infrastructure projects: A brief overview of the standard 
documentation”.

European Investment Bank (2013): “The Europe 2020 Project Bond Initiative”.  Innovative infrastructure financing. [http://
www.eib.org/products/blending/project-bonds/index.htm. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

European PPP Expertise Centre (EPEC): PPP Guide, A note on legal frameworks for PPPs. http://www.eib.org/epec/g2g/
annex/2-legal-frameworks/. [Accessed: 7 October 2014]

Government of the United Kingdom: “PM and Chancellor welcome £36 billion infrastructure projects”. https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/pm-and-chancellor-welcome-36-billion-infrastructure-projects. [Accessed: October 2014]

HM Treasury (2012): “A new approach to public private partnerships”. 

HM Treasury (2014). “Investing in UK infrastructure”.

HM Treasure (2013): “National infrastructure plan 2013”. 

HM Treasury (2012): “Standardisation of PF2 Contracts”. 

HM Treasury (2011): “The green book”. 

HM Treasury (2006): “Value for money assessment guidance”.

HM Treasury (2013): “Whole of government accounts, year ended 31 March 2013”. 

Infrastructure UK. https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/pfi-projects-data-march-2013. [Accessed: 10 October 2014]

National Audit Office (2013): “Planning for economic infrastructure, January 2013”.

Northern Ireland Government: Northern Ireland Guide to Expenditure Evaluation and Appraisal, 5.2 Public Private Partnership 
(PPP) Policy Framework and Guidance. http://www.dfpni.gov.uk/eag_ppp_policy_framework. [Accessed: 7 October 2014] 

Parliament (1997): Local Government (Contracts) Act. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1997/65/contents/. Accessed: 
16 October 2014]

The Guardian (2014): “The scandal of Britain’s fuel poverty deaths”. http://www.theguardian.com/big-energy-debate/2014/
sep/11/fuel-poverty-scandal-winter-deaths. [Accessed: 30 October 2014]

The Guardian (2012): “Wind power still gets lower public subsidies than fossil fuel tax breaks”. http://www.theguardian.com/
environment/2012/feb/27/wind-power-subsidy-fossil-fuels. [Accessed: 30 October 2014]

The Independent (2014): “Bus subsidies slashed leaving less used routes to close or cut back”. http://www.independent.co.uk/
news/uk/politics/bus-subsidies-slashed-leaving-lessused-routes-to-close-or-cut-back-9268274.html. [Accessed: 30 October 
2014]

The Public Contracts Regulations (2006): The Public Contracts (Miscellaneous Amendments) Regulations 2011. 

The Scottish Government and Scottish Futures Trust (2011): “Value for money assessment guidance, capital programmes and 
projects”.

The Telegraph (2014): “England lags behind over £4 billion subsidy cash”. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/road-
and-rail-transport/10768076/England-lags-behind-over-4-billion-rail-subsidy-cash.html. [Accessed: 30 October 2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

79

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

UK Parliament (2010): “Energy price rises and fuel poverty”.  http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/research/key-
issues-for-the-new-parliament/green-growth/energy-price-rises/. [Accessed: 30 October 2014]

UK Trade and Investment and HM Treasury (2014): Investing in UK infrastructure. 

World Bank Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) database. http://www.miga.org/projects/. [Accessed: October 
2014]

VIET NAM

Sources

Asian Development Bank (2012): “Assessment of Public-Private Partnerships in Viet Nam: Constraints and Opportunities”.
http://www.adb.org/publications/assessment-public-private-partnerships-viet-nam-constraints-and-opportunities. 
[Accessed: 6 October 2014] 

Economic Research Institute for ASEAN and East Asia (March 2014): “PPP Country Profile: Viet Nam”. http://www.eria.org/
projects/PPP_in_Vietnam_ERIAsummary_March_2014.pdf. [Accessed: 10 October 2014] 

ERIA (March 2014): “PPP Country Profile: Viet Nam”. http://www.eria.org/projects/PPP_in_Vietnam_ERIAsummary_
March_2014.pdf. [Accessed: 8 October 2014] 

Finance Asia (September 2014): “Without a King: Viet Nam SOE reform needs solidarity”. http://www.financeasia.com/
News/389537,without-a-king-vietnam-soe-reform-needs-solidarity.aspx. [Accessed: 11 October 2014]

Hogan Lovells (2013): “Arbitration in Viet Nam”. http://www.hoganlovells.com/files/Uploads/Documents/13.10_Hogan%20
Lovells%20-%20Arbitration%20in%20Vietnam.pdf. [Accessed: 8 October 2014] 

Hogan Lovells (2013): “Viet Nam’s new rules on the selection of investors for PPPs”. http://www.hoganlovells.com/files/
Publication/3ec517c7-f316-4d49-83be-a8e7b6d42495/Presentation/PublicationAttachment/96d1663f-8dd5-494f-
afba-b6cf86bf3814/Newsflash%20-%20Vietnam%E2%80%99s%20new%20rules%20on%20the%20selection%20of%20
investors%20for%20PPPs.pdf. [Accessed: 8 October 2014] 

IMF (2013): “Article IV Assessment”. http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2012/cr12165.pdf. [Accessed: 12 October 
2014] 

OECD (2013): “Structural Policy Country Notes: Viet Nam”. http://www.oecd.org/countries/vietnam/Viet%20Nam.pdf. 
[Accessed: 12 October  2014] 

Power Engineering International (2004): “Phu My 3: a model BOT”. [http://www.powerengineeringint.com/articles/print/
volume-12/issue-9/features/phu-my-3-a-model-bot.html. [Accessed: 10 October  2014] 

Power-Technology.com (2012): “Phu My Power Plants, Viet Nam”. http://www.power-technology.com/projects/phu-my-
power-plants/. [Accessed: 10 October  2014] 

Public Finance International (2014): “World Bank urges Viet Nam to seek private financing for infrastructure”. http://
www.publicfinanceinternational.org/news/2014/03/world-bank-urges-vietnam-to-seek-private-financing-for-
infrastructure/#sthash.QhgyUszd.dpuf. [Accessed: 8 October 2014]

Reuters (November 2013): “Not so fast: critics question Viet Nam road project, World Bank”. \http://uk.reuters.com/
article/2013/11/15/uk-vietnam-infrastucture-idUKBRE9AD1DE20131115. [Accessed: 6 October  2014] 

The Economist (August 2013):“A Heavy Load”. http://www.economist.com/news/asia/21584374-vietnams-power-grid-under-
strain-all-kinds-fuses-may-blow-heavy-load. [Accessed: October 11, 2014]

Thanh Nhien News (December 2013): “EC launches anti-subsidy probe”. http://www.thanhniennews.com/business/ec-
launches-antisubsidy-probe-against-polyester-fibre-imports-from-vietnam-288.html. [Accessed: 12 October 2014]

Viet Nam Bond Market Guide (2012): “ASEAN 3+ Bond Market Guide; Section 11”.

Viet Nam Investment Review (March 2014): “Towards completing Viet Nam’s framework on PPP”. http://www.vir.com.vn/
towards-completing-vietnams-legal-framework-on-ppp.html. [Accessed: 11 October  2014]

Viet Nam Office of the Prime Minister (2010): Decision 71 on the Regulation on pilot investment in the public-private 
partnership form. http://lawfirm.vn/?a=doc&id=1631. 



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

80

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Viet Nam Ministry of Justice (2006): Law No. 59-2005-QH11 on Investment. http://www.vietnamlaws.com/freelaws/
Lw59na29Nov05CIL%5B10Apr06%5D.pdf. 

Viet Nam Ministry of Justice (2007): Decree 108. http://www.moj.gov.vn/vbpq/en/Lists/Vn%20bn%20php%20lut/View_
Detail.aspx?ItemID=10522.

Viet Nam Ministry of Justice (2009): Law No. 108/2009/ND-CP on BOT, BTO and BT. http://www.moj.gov.vn/vbpq/en/Lists/
Vn%20bn%20php%20lut/View_Detail.aspx?ItemID=10522. 

Viet Nam Ministry of Justice (2014): Law No. 43/2013/QH13 on Bidding. http://www.itpc.gov.vn/investors/how_to_invest/
law/Law_No.43_2013/view. 

Viet Nam Ministry of Planning and Investment (March 2014): Draft Decrees on Public Private Partnership Forum, March 2014. 
http://www.auschamvn.org/VBF_2014/Draft%20Decree%20on%20PPP%20-%20ENG%201Apr.pdf.  

Viet Nam Ministry of Planning and Investment (March 2013): “The Second draft revisions of Decision No. 71/2010/QD-TTg”. 
http://www.mpi.gov.vn/portal/page/portal/mpi_en/gyhk#1,4832. [Accessed: 18 September  2014] 

Viet Nam News (August 2013): “Quang Ngai islanders get water subsidies”.  http://vietnamnews.vn/society/242949/quang-
ngai-islanders-get-water-subsidies.html. [Accessed: 12 October 2014]

World Bank Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) database. http://www.miga.org/projects/. [Accessed: October 
2014]



© The Economist Intelligence Unit Limited 2014

81

Evaluating the environment for public-private partnerships in Asia-Pacific 

The 2014 Infrascope 

Acknowledgements 

As part of the research process for this project, more than 80 in-depth telephone interviews were 
conducted with policymakers and country infrastructure experts from multilateral and consulting 
institutions and from the private sector. We would like to express our thanks to participants for their 
insights, and to all of the infrastructure and country experts for their advice and inputs. 

The following researchers, country analysts and specialists also contributed to this report. We thank 
them for their participation:

Project Advisor:
Michael Regan, professor of Infrastructure at Bond University, Queensland

Country analysis:
Diane Alarcon, Umid Abidhadjaev, Romina Bandura, John Black, Miguel Chanco, Astrid Dita, Susan 
Evans,  Filip Drapak, Camilo Guerrero, Richard Grieveson, Joan Hoey, Duncan Innes-Kerr, Aidan 
Manktelow, Dr. Adoracion M. Navarro, Malcolm Oei, Sumet Ongkittikul, Peter Power, Rachel Rae, Alpa 
Sancheti, Fung Siu, Jeffrey Sheldon and Yue Su

Model and report production:
Hilary Ewing, Marcus Krackowizer, Edelle Lorenzana and Gaddi Tam

For further information, please contact:

Economist Intelligence Unit
Leo Abruzzese, Project Director: leoabruzzese@eiu.com
Sumana Rajarethnam, Project Manager:sumanarajarethnam@eiu.com
Renuka Rajaratnam, Analyst: renukarajaratnam@eiu.com
Rachael Glynne, Marketing Executive: rachaelglynne@eiu.com



While every effort has been taken to verify the accuracy 
of this information, The Economist Intelligence Unit 
Ltd. cannot accept any responsibility or liability 
for reliance by any person on this report or any of 
the information, opinions or conclusions set out 
in this report.

Cover image - © Shutterstock



LONDON
20 Cabot Square
London
E14 4QW
United Kingdom
Tel: (44.20) 7576 8000
Fax: (44.20) 7576 8500
E-mail: london@eiu.com

NEW YORK
750 Third Avenue
5th Floor
New York, NY 10017, United States
Tel: (1.212) 554 0600
Fax: (1.212) 586 0248
E-mail: newyork@eiu.com

HONG KONG*
1301 Cityplaza Four
12 Taikoo Wan Road
Taikoo Shing
Hong Kong
Tel: (852) 2585 3888
Fax: (852) 2802 7638
E-mail: hongkong@eiu.com
*ADB recognises this member as Hong Kong, China.

GENEVA
Rue de l’Athénée 32
1206 Geneva
Switzerland
Tel: (41) 22 566 2470
Fax: (41) 22 346 9347
E-mail: geneva@eiu.com

ISBN: 978-0-86218-212-0


	Preface
	Executive summary
	Scoring criteria
	Overall scores and key findings
	Regional trends
	Index results
	Category scores
	Country summaries
	Appendix I: Methodology, sources and detailed indicator definitions
	Appendix II: Glossary
	Bibliography
	Acknowledgements

