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Foreword
With increased urbanization, an acceleration in the pace of economic change, and increased demands
on government budgets, growing infrastructure deficits have emerged in many of Asian Development
Bank (ADB) developing member countries (DMCs). Due to both historical underinvestment and poor
maintenance of existing infrastructure assets, new solutions are being sought as countries seek to attract
the private sector to address this infrastructure investment gap.
Public–private partnerships (PPPs) are an important infrastructure and service procurement option for
countries in the Asia and Pacific region. Well designed and implemented PPPs can transfer risks from the
public sector and effectively mobilize private-sector-led design, construction, operational, maintenance,
and financial expertise to deliver greater efficiency gains and service quality. That said, experience with
PPPs in both developed and developing economies has often been challenging. Lessons from previous
experience with PPPs need to be applied with care in order to deliver the intended benefits.
This evaluation covers the period 2009–2019 and provides guidance to enable ADB to provide more
effective support for PPPs. The evaluation examines ADB’s PPP activities in four operational areas:
advocacy and capacity development, policy development and the enabling environment, project
development and transaction advice, and project financing and credit enhancement. The evaluation
assesses how effective ADB has been in supporting these operational areas and examines how ADB can
best position itself to respond to demands for PPP policy guidance, transaction-specific advisory work,
and investment opportunities in different country contexts and across sectors.
The evaluation found that ADB’s support for PPPs has delivered mostly positive developmental outcomes
through both upstream interventions and downstream investments. The nonsovereign PPP projects that
have been evaluated have performed particularly well, with an average success rate of 91%. ADB’s
sovereign-led work in support of PPPs, combining both upstream and downstream activities, had a
success rate of 65%. ADB’s work was assessed as relevant but has on occasion fallen short of facilitating
the transformational change required to crowd in the private sector and promote quality infrastructure
outcomes.
In the context of ADB’s corporate Strategy 2030, this evaluation calls for the preparation and
implementation of an updated public–private partnership directional guidance paper that is consistent
with ADB’s revised operational priorities and the G20 principles for quality infrastructure. The evaluation
calls for proactive engagement by ADB with DMC governments at an early stage of infrastructure
planning and for the development of local capacity to screen and select projects using cost–benefit and
value-for-money analysis. If ADB is to achieve long-term beneficial outcomes through PPPs, it needs to
expand the use, scale and scope of its risk mitigation products and improve its monitoring and evaluation
systems. Lastly, the evaluation recommends some organizational changes so ADB can deliver more
effective support to external clients and optimize developmental outcomes through PPPs.

Marvin Taylor-Dormond
Director-General
Independent Evaluation

THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF

Independent

Evaluation

ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships,
2009–2019
RECOMMENDATIONS
Strategic
1.

2.

ADB should prepare a PPP directional guidance
paper, including a PPP strategic approach, a clear
underlying theory of change, a results framework and
implementation guidelines that takes into account
the need for an increased focus on Pillars 1 and 2
and ex ante value addition in line with Strategy 2030
Operational Priorities and Quality Infrastructure
outcomes.
ADB should strategically engage with DMC
client governments from an early stage of project
development to enhance local capacity for screening
and selection of projects for alternative procurement
modes, including public, Official Development
Assistance supported and PPP, using cost benefit and
value-for-money analysis.

Operational
3.

ADB should seek to rapidly expand the use and scale of
available risk mitigation products and provide political
risk and partial credit guarantees to facilitate private
sector investment in PPP infrastructure projects.

4. ADB should improve its monitoring and evaluation
systems for PPP transactions to document outcomes
across the entirety of the project cycle and cover
long-term outcomes beyond project closure (RDs),
early operating maturity (PSOD) and commercial close
(OPPP).

This evaluation covered the extent, nature, and
development results of ADB’s support for public–
private partnerships during 2009–2019. The evaluation’s
overarching question was: “To what extent has ADB’s
facilitation of private sector participation in the provision
of quality infrastructure and social services through public–
private partnerships in Asia and the Pacific delivered the
intended results?”
During 2009–2018, ADB approved $22.1 billion of PPP
interventions spread across 278 projects and technical
assistance projects. These interventions comprised
$10.8 billion in 66 sovereign loans, $11.1 billion in 86
nonsovereign operations (NSO) facilities and $226 million
in 126 TA projects with significant PPP elements. The PPP
Operational Plan was approved by management in 2012
and the Office of Public–Private Partnership was formed in
2014.
Five countries accounted for 65% of total PPP-related
project approvals during 2009–2018: India (21.4%),
Indonesia (14.3%), PRC (13.8%), Bangladesh (7.9%) and the
Philippines (7.8%). By region, Southeast Asia (33.6%) and
South Asia (31.1%). had the biggest shares. The shares by
sector were energy (41%), followed by finance (14%), water
and other urban infrastructure and services (14%), public
sector management (9%), and transport (8%).

OVERALL ASSESSMENT
1.

ADB support for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific has
delivered mostly positive developmental outcomes
through targeted downstream investments. Evaluated
nonsovereign PPP projects performed particularly well
(an average success rate of 91%); significantly higher
than sovereign PPP-related projects, which involved a
combination of upstream and downstream activities
(65%).

2.

While ADB’s upstream work in support of PPPs
was relevant, it has not been able achieve the
transformational change needed to crowd in the
private sector and promote quality infrastructure
outcomes. Lack of VFM, high associated risk, high costs
in relation to benefits of PPP projects and minimal
advocacy for linked sectoral and SOE reform have
undermined ADB’s contributions.

Organizational
5.

6.

ADB should operationally and organizationally separate
the PPP Thematic Group Secretariat from OPPP to
strengthen its cross institutional role and function
in the promotion of a holistic One ADB approach to
PPPs aligned with Quality Infrastructure principles and
to avoid any potential conflict of interest, in fact or
appearance.
ADB should assign the management of Asia Pacific
Project Preparation Facility (AP3F) funds and other key
donor and institutional relationships in support of PPPs
to the newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat.

3.

Engagement with policy, sectoral and regulatory reform
requires long-term support if the beneficial outcomes that
PPPs can deliver are to be achieved. ADB has delivered
strong support for institutional capacity building in key
markets such as the People’s Republic of China, India,
Indonesia, and the Philippines, including developing PPP
centers, supporting the development of governmentled infrastructure funds, and training local government
officials. However, it has not consistently supported the
long-term enabling environment for by promoting policy,
sectoral and regulatory reforms.

4.

A wide range of downstream ADB operational outputs
supporting PPPs have been identified, but clear links with
positive and measurable development outcomes aligned
with improved accessibility or sustainable infrastructure
and services have been only weakly documented.

5.

ADB’s work on the upstream enabling environment has
not been consistently coordinated with downstream
advice and financing activities. A “One ADB” approach to
delivering optimal results for DMC clients has produced
good collaboration between the regional departments,
OPPP, and PSOD on some PPP projects, but it has not
been consistently demonstrated.

6.

ADB’s organizational arrangements for the delivery
of support for PPPs are geared toward downstream
interventions. They fall short of the PPP Operational Plan’s
strategic vision for holistic life-cycle support to DMCs and
proactive engagement with PPP development programs
outlined in country partnership strategies.

ISSUES
External
Interventions in support of PPPs are affected by policy
risks, political risks, and weak regulatory frameworks.
If there is no political will, local capacity, or enabling
environment to utilize PPPs, deals will not close.
Risk mitigation products designed to address the needs
of private project developers and institutional investors
in PPP projects are not sufficiently available. Availability of
finance is not the main issue in delivering PPP infrastructure
projects; managing and appropriately pricing project risk in a
way that can mobilize existing private sector capital resources
is a much more substantive challenge.
A lack of updated sector regulatory and policy
frameworks has slowed the pace of PPP investments in
DMCs. Incorporating the private sector and accommodating
rapid technological change in areas such as energy generation,
digital communications, and urban transport infrastructure
requires a flexible regulatory environment.

Evaluation in Brief is a handy, two-page quick reference designed to feed findings
and recommendations fromindependent evaluations to a broader range of clients.

As a result of the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic,
pressures on government budgets will increase. PPP
projects, particularly in demand-sensitive sectors such as
transport, will likely be adversely impacted. Careful selection
and prioritization of projects must be undertaken to maximize
beneficial development outcomes and minimize placing
additional strain on government finances.
Internal
ADB PPP Operational Plan has not been updated.
ADB’s activities in support of PPPs lack a clearly articulated
connection with ADB Strategy 2030 operational priorities
and outcomes. The PPP Operational Plan’s results and
monitoring framework covering Pillar 1-4 activities was set
aside when OPPP was formed in 2014, and it was replaced with
key performance indicators (KPIs) focused primarily on the
number of PPP transaction advisory mandates signed in a year.
ADBs upstream PPP activities are compromised by
a lack of a coordinated “One ADB” approach. Not all
ADB country directors, who are the government client’s
first point of contact for PPP support, are well versed in the
complexities of PPP as an infrastructure procurement option.
OPPP’s coordination and support role for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2
activities as well as its knowledge management and capacity
development role were de-emphasized in 2019 when OPPP
was reorganized with most staff allocated to the transaction
advisory services (TAS) business.
A potential conflict of interest hampers OPPP’s ability to
deliver upstream policy or advocacy support. OPPP’s KPIs,
which emphasize the number of signed transaction advisory
mandates, are prioritized over coordinating and supporting
the regional departments Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 work. ADB’s
honest broker role has the potential to be compromised by the
desire to consistently promote and secure PPP-focused TAS
mandates. The TAS divisions’ operational control over AP3F
introduces a potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be
screening applications to AP3F, there will be a natural tendency
to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates over
applications that are stand-alone Pillar 1 or Pillar 2 projects.
ADB’s current PPP monitoring system and transaction
databases are not suited to the task of monitoring the full
scope of ADB’s PPP interventions. Monitoring often stops at
the completion of project outputs, whether that is completion
of a TA project (for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities), achievement
of commercial closure (for transaction advisory services) or
completion of project construction (for Pillar 4 financing).
Long-term results such as the achievement of financial closure
(for TAS), the amount of private sector resources crowded
in by Pillar 1–3 activities, and the longer term operational
performance of projects are not monitored and recorded.
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Executive Summary
Introduction
This evaluation covers ADB’s activities under four
public–private partnership (PPP) operational areas:
advocacy and capacity development, policy
development and the enabling environment, project
development and transaction advice, and project
financing and credit enhancement. The evaluation
seeks to assess the effectiveness of ADB support in
these areas and to understand how ADB can best
position itself to respond to the demand for PPP
policy, transaction-specific advisory work, and
investment opportunities in different country
contexts and sectors. The effectiveness of ADB’s
operations in addressing PPP implementation
bottlenecks is examined. In addition, ADB technical
assistance (TA) support and transaction advisory
services (TAS) to both sovereign and nonsovereign
PPP interventions in larger developing member
countries (DMCs) and smaller countries is assessed to
identify how ADB can best leverage its PPP
knowledge, risk appetite, and financial resources to
deliver optimal development outcomes.
The adoption of new operational priorities under the
ADB corporate Strategy 2030 provides an
opportunity to reassess ADB’s support for PPPs. The
evaluation reviews how the strategic and operational
context for ADB support for PPPs has changed over
the past decade and examines the ADB PPP
Operational Plan and the results of 10 years of
implementation of a diverse portfolio of ADB PPP
projects. The findings and recommendations of this
evaluation are designed to inform the ADB Board of
Directors and Management and to provide actionable
guidance for future directions. The report examines
the portfolio until 2018 as well as the most recent
developments and ADB actions. This is the second
evaluation of ADB’s support to PPPs. The first was
completed in 2009, covering the period 1988–2008.

Evaluation Approach
The evaluation’s overarching question was: To what
extent has ADB’s facilitation of private sector
participation in the provision of quality infrastructure
and
social
services
through
public–private

partnerships in Asia and the Pacific delivered the
intended results? This question is underpinned by five
subsidiary questions. (i) Has ADB’s support for PPPs in
Asia and the Pacific been responsive to the needs of
stakeholders, both sovereign and nonsovereign? (ii)
Has ADB’s strategy to foster the PPP enabling
environment in ADB’s DMCs been relevant and
effective? (iii) To what extent has ADB’s support for
downstream PPP interventions improved the
accessibility and delivery of sustainable infrastructure
and services? (iv) Has ADB’s upstream work on PPPs
been coordinated with downstream, more
transaction-oriented advisory or project financing?
(v) To what extent does ADB’s current organizational
setup and resources improve the delivery of support
for PPPs?
The evaluation analyzed the development rationale
for ADB’s support for PPPs and reviews ADB’s
strategies, programs of assistance, and their results.
It assesses the development effectiveness, value
addition, and financial returns of ADB PPP
interventions. Based on an assessment of ADB’s past
PPP operations, market needs, supply, and practices,
including those of other MDBs, the evaluation seeks
to define the key elements of value creation at various
stages of the PPP project life cycle and to determine
where ADB has the best opportunity to demonstrate
institutional leadership. The evaluation also
compared ADB operations with those of other MDBs.
The evaluation team conducted a desk review of the
792 ADB projects and technical assistance projects
approved during 2009–2018 that supported PPP
interventions in DMCs. The review involved: (i) a
thorough cleanup of the database and classification
of projects into Group A (significant PPP elements),
Group B (some PPP elements), and Group C
(negligible or no PPP elements); (ii) a descriptive
analysis of the portfolio by PPP operational areas,
types of operation, modalities, sectors, and countries;
and (iii) a qualitative analysis of products, investment
choices, and the underlying factors driving value
addition, development success, and financial returns.
Only the 278 Group A projects and TAS, totaling
$22.1 billion, were included in the final portfolio
review. Also, the report considers most recent
developments in the space and activities at ADB.

xiv

ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
The evaluation conducted extensive country case
studies in the People’s Republic of China (PRC), India,
Indonesia, and the Philippines, which together
accounted for more than half of ADB’s support for
PPPs. ADB’s support for PPP upstream and project
work in Armenia and Fiji was also examined to better
understand how ADB’s operational units are
responding to DMC client needs in smaller
economies. The evaluation undertook a complete
portfolio review and an extensive document review
and conducted staff interviews to identify
organizational issues for engaging with external
clients and delivering support for PPPs. It also
interviewed private sector market participants and
staff from other development financial institutions.
The evaluation had some limitations. ADB’s current
PPP monitoring system and transaction databases are
unsuited to the task of tracking the full scope of
ADB’s PPP interventions. PPP portfolio data provided
to IED required substantial revision so the evaluation
could apply a consistent classification for what did or
did not constitute a PPP project. The lack of consistent
reporting at the project level on development
outcomes also prevented an easy assessment of the
development
performance
of
ADB’s
PPP
interventions. Further, many projects and TA projects
did not have completion validation reports. To
consolidate the assessment, information obtained
from the document review was complemented by onthe-ground observations and interview-based reviews
of current and ongoing projects.

Public–Private Partnership Development
Context in Asia and the Pacific and ADB’s
Response
With increased urbanization and an acceleration in
the pace of economic change in Asia and the Pacific,
a growing infrastructure deficit has emerged. This is
a result of both historical underinvestment and poor
maintenance of existing infrastructure assets. Large
infrastructure gaps have impeded inclusive economic
growth and restricted access to basic services.
Inadequate and unreliable energy, transport, and
water and sanitation systems have increased the costs
of doing business, undermined productivity and
trade, and reduced access to health and education for
many of the most economically vulnerable people in
the region. According to ADB’s 2017 publication
Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs, developing Asia
will need to invest $26 trillion between 2016 and

2030, or $1.7 trillion per year, on infrastructure,
including that associated with climate mitigation and
adaptation.
Governments decide to use PPPs to provide public
infrastructure such as highways or utilities and social
services such as water provision, education and
health care for a variety of reasons. PPPs can provide
procurement solutions that minimize negative
impacts on government budgets whilst leveraging
the skills of the private sector to deliver efficiency
gains, reallocate risks, and improve service quality.
PPPs need a robust and stable enabling environment
and risks have to be optimally allocated between the
public and private parties engaged. A stable political
and regulatory context is often a critical precondition
for attracting private sector participation in capitalintensive infrastructure projects as the revenue
streams that will pay back construction and operating
costs can stretch over many decades.
ADB’s response to the PPP context in Asia and the
Pacific has been articulated in a range of operational
documents, most importantly the PPP Operational
Plan published in 2012. This set out a framework for
client engagement and has served well as a template
for organizing various ADB operational activities in
support of PPPs. The PPP Operational Plan identified
four key challenges that have held back greater
private sector participation in the provision of quality
infrastructure and social services: (i) a weak
commitment to and lack of capacity for
implementing PPPs in DMCs, (ii) an underdeveloped
enabling and legal environment for PPPs in DMCs,
(iii) poor PPP project preparation, and (iv) insufficient
project financing. The PPP Operational Plan identified
four pillars of activity, with a combination of
upstream and downstream engagement. Upstream
work was mainly sovereign interventions through
policy-based loans and TA projects promoting
advocacy and capacity development (Pillar 1) and
targeted support for the PPP enabling environment
(Pillar 2). Sovereign downstream operational
activities in support of PPPs were led by the regional
departments and transaction services were led by
OPPP (Pillar 3). Project financing (Pillar 4) was led by
PSOD and the regional departments.
The
evaluation
examined
relevant
country
partnership strategies (CPSs) and found that ADB has
consistently sought to mainstream PPPs into its
operations and activities in its DMCs, although the
CPS language relating to PPP interventions was often
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generic and light on both policy recommendations
and details of transactions. ADB’s articulation of
support for PPPs in a given DMC is often only weakly
connected to the developmental goals of ADB or the
DMC or attuned to local capacity and fiscal contexts.
CPSs still reflect the fact that ADB is operationally
geared to delivering sovereign financing for
infrastructure and government-led institution
building rather than to developing beneficial
partnerships with the private sector.
ADB’s operational framework for organizing
institutional support to PPPs has both similarities with
and differences from that provided by other
multilateral development banks (MDBs). The strategic
focus at the World Bank Group and other institutions
has recently emphasized the importance of upstream
policy and regulatory reform work to crowd in the
private sector.

ADB Support for Public–Private
Partnership
The current operational databases used to document
ADB support for PPPs do not provide a useful tool for
understanding the scope or scale of ADB
interventions. After conducting an extensive review
of the available project data in partnership with
operations units, the evaluation determined that,
during 2009–2018, ADB approved $22.1 billion of
PPP interventions, totaling 278 projects and TA
projects. This comprised $10.8 billion in 66 sovereign
loans, $11.1 billion in 86 nonsovereign operations
(NSO) facilities, and $226 million in 126 TA projects
with significant PPP elements (Group A). There was
an uptrend throughout the period in approvals of
Group A sovereign and nonsovereign projects with
PPP components or PPP-related outcomes. However,
annual approval of PPP-related TA projects peaked at
$58 million in 2013 and dropped to an all-time low
of $13 million in 2018.
Five countries accounted for 65% of total PPP-related
project approvals during 2009–2018: India (21.4%),
Indonesia (14.3%), PRC (13.8%), Bangladesh (7.9%)
and the Philippines (7.8%). By region, Southeast Asia
(33.6%) and South Asia (31.1%) had the biggest
shares. By sector, the shares were energy (41%),
finance (14%), water and other urban infrastructure
and services (14%), public sector management (9%),
and transport (8%).

The 66 Group A sovereign projects consisted of 29
project loans and 13 financial intermediation loans
that mainly supported Pillar 4 and 14 policy-based
loans (PBLs) that mainly supported Pillar 2. All 86 NSO
projects supported Pillar 4 interventions. Of the TA
projects, 66 supported Pillar 1, 30 supported Pillar 2,
and 30 supported Pillar 3.

Development Performance and Results of
Public–Private Partnership Operations
ADB’s PPP portfolio response was generally aligned
with the PPP Operational Plan, but, in the absence of
more systematic project screening and engagement
on regulatory and policy issues, it was not always fully
responsive to the needs of governments or the
private sector during the evaluation period. However,
ADB’s upstream support did help to address a
number of governments’ policy, regulatory and
institutional weaknesses through a combination of (i)
policy-based loans, (ii) capacity development TA
projects, and (iii) policy and advisory TA projects. For
downstream support, ADB provided (i) project
preparatory TA and transaction advisory services to
prepare PPP projects, (ii) project finance and
corporate finance in one or two priority sectors in
each country, and (iii) financial intermediation loans
to selected infrastructure finance institutions in India
and Indonesia.
The evaluated Group A PPP sovereign projects had an
average success rate of 65%, compared with 67% for
all ADB sovereign projects, whereas NSO projects
performed well above the ADB average. The eight
sovereign projects supporting mainly Pillar 2 activities
had a success rate of 50% while the 11 sovereign
projects supporting Pillar 3 activities had a success
rate of 82%. The Infrastructure Reform Sector
Development Program in Indonesia, for example,
supported the adoption of a landmark presidential
regulation, and the establishment of innovative
financial sector mechanisms to support private sector
participation (PSP) infrastructure projects. Although
not part of the assessed project portfolio, sovereign
TA projects also contributed to improved policy and
processes in Cambodia, Bangladesh, India, Mongolia,
Nepal, and PRC. Although most sovereign projects
were assessed relevant (an average of 85%), they
scored less well on effectiveness (62%), efficiency
(58%), and sustainability (62%).
The 41 sovereign and nonsovereign projects
supporting Pillar 4 activities had a high average
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success rate (85%). The 34 NSO projects supporting
this pillar performed even better (a success rate of
91%) compared with the rate for the seven sovereign
projects (57%). Overall, ADB upstream support (Pillar
2) had a success rate of 50% while downstream
support (Pillars 3 and 4) had a success rate of 85%.
The OPPP Pillar 3 performance was not analyzed
separately in these results as its TAS portfolio is still
at too early a stage for a meaningful assessment to
be made.

However, ADB’s support has had less impact on DMC
policy, sectoral and regulatory reform. State-owned
enterprise (SOE) reform has rarely featured in the
energy, utility or transport PPP initiatives.
Government departments responsible for PPP
initiatives and PPP regulators have not received
appropriate support on managing PPP contract
renegotiations, how to consider and assess
unsolicited infrastructure bids, or how to address the
risk of regulatory capture.

NSO projects were well designed and implemented,
reflecting the maturity of the selected projects. The
projects were often able to attract commercial
lenders alongside PSOD. The projects rated highly for
development results (91%), ADB additionality (91%),
and ADB investment profitability (94%). The overall
performance of NSO PPP projects was higher than
that for NSO projects overall during 2009–2018
(62%) and sovereign PPP-related projects (65%).
Individual nonsovereign stakeholders in India, the
Philippines, Thailand, and elsewhere have been well
supported
through
PSOD
project
funding.
Nonsovereign PPP projects contributed consistently
to the outcomes they were expected to contribute to:
(i) increased private sector participation in the
provision of public infrastructure and services,
(ii) green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure,
(iii) demonstration of PPP contractual viability, and
(iv) increased adoption of new technology.

ADB has not consistently monitored, documented or
incentivized PPP projects towards clear mobilization
of third-party capital targets, improved accessibility
or more sustainable quality infrastructure objectives.
A greater focus on delivering optimal development
outcomes through PPPs would align operational
activities much better with ADB’s strategic goals.

Sustainability has been problematic. Of the 79 direct
NSO and sovereign projects, 13 had operational or
financial issues (16.7%). There was limited
information on the sustainability of subprojects
financed by the seven financial intermediation loans.
The sovereign projects and TA projects contributed
significantly to improving PPP policies and processes,
but they were limited to Bangladesh, India,
Mongolia, Nepal, and PRC. However, there was little
evidence that they contributed substantially to other
outcomes, including the maintenance of government
fiscal discipline, improved public sector management,
or the delivery of taxpayer value-for-money (VFM).
ADB’s work on the PPP enabling environment was
relevant, but not sufficiently effective in mobilizing
capital and bringing in the private sector. ADB has
provided support for institutional capacity building in
key markets, including India, PRC, Indonesia and the
Philippines, where PPP centers have been set up,
government-led infrastructure funds developed, and
training for local government officers provided.

There was no evidence that Value-For-Money analysis
(VFM) had been undertaken in any of the sovereign
or nonsovereign projects. Promoting the use of VFM
analysis was one of the main recommendations of the
2009 IED PPP study. Such analysis provides an early
check on the associated costs and benefits and
financial viability of any given infrastructure
procurement option.
Nearly all ADB downstream support helped improve
the delivery of infrastructure and services in varying
degrees. Most results were in the energy sector,
especially in power generation. There was limited
support and hence results in the health and
agriculture sectors and none in education.

ADB’s Organization for Delivery: Public–
Private Partnership
ADB is organized to provide support for downstream
activities rather than for upstream engagements.
Project preparation and project financing are
prioritized
over
capacity
development
and
strengthening
the
enabling
environment.
Institutional arrangements such as the creation of
OPPP, the reallocation of most PPP-related resources
toward TAS, and an output-based performance
metric system that highlights the number of PPP
project contracts signed in a year have all emphasized
downstream work.
While the preparation of bankable projects and the
financing of projects are important, the emphasis on
downstream activities currently makes ADB a deal
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follower. ADB could be a market maker and add more
value by working on upstream interventions at an
earlier stage of the PPP project development cycle.
ADB’s honest broker role is a uniquely valuable asset
that it can use to help DMC clients to assess
regulatory and sectoral impediments to greater
private sector investments in infrastructure.
Such upstream activities are happening, although on
an opportunistic and ad hoc basis. Coordination of
upstream activities with downstream work has been
limited. In countries where ADB resident mission staff
have less exposure to ADB nonsovereign operations,
more support is needed to enable staff to lead
conversations with both sovereign and nonsovereign
actors on the suitability of proposed PPP
interventions. Constructive and valued upstream
support for PPPs is taking place in a number of DMCs
where individual staff have prior NSO experience,
OPPP’s ability to coordinate upstream activities and
effectively disseminate PPP knowledge both internally
and
externally
is
currently
hampered
by
inappropriately focused key performance indicators
(KPIs) which emphasize TAS mandates above all other
concerns.

Nine of OPPP’s TAS mandates (30%) are supported by
the Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F).
AP3F is a $72.2 million multi-donor fund established
in 2014 to provide financial assistance to
governments to support the legal, technical, and
financial advisory services required to prepare and
structure PPP transactions. As of end 2019, AP3F had
committed $38.2 million to fund 41 projects. In
slightly more than half of the projects by dollar
amount (34% by number of projects) the allocations
were for project preparation, while in 35% by dollar
amount, they were for capacity building or building
an enabling environment.
A recent change in AP3F has led to more direct
support for TAS project preparation. Operational
control of AP3F shifted in 2019 from the defunct
Operations and Resource team to the TAS divisions.
The number of approved transactions in 2019 more
than doubled. Project preparation was prioritized
over general capacity building to accelerate taking
projects to market. While the synergy between TAS
work and AP3F support is understandable, giving the
TAS divisions operational control over the AP3F
introduces a potential conflict of interest.

Office of Public–Private Partnership

Conclusions

The absence of an updated PPP Operational Plan has
led to a concentration of staffing resources focused
on Pillar 3 activities in OPPP. By contrast, Pillar 1 and
2 activities have suffered from unclear performance
measures. None of the pillars has a consistently
applied results and monitoring framework.

In answering the overarching question of this
evaluation, the evaluation found that ADB’s
facilitation of private sector participation in the
provision of quality infrastructure and social services
through public–private partnerships has produced
modest results. While downstream operational
activities have delivered many of the intended
outcomes, upstream activities have been less than
effective due to ADB’s lack of early engagement in the
assessment of procurement alternatives, VFM
analysis, and substantive discussions on sector,
regulatory and policy reform.

Transaction advisory services (TAS) are a cost center.
OPPP’s measurement of its own TAS results is
inconsistent with those at other MDBs. Fees covered
only 25% of TAS expenses in 2019. Eleven out of 28
full mandates have closed or were terminated during
the review period, and approximately 36% of these
achieved commercial closure. The performance of
TAS is currently measured by the number of projects
achieving commercial closure (i.e., a concession is
awarded to a winning bidder) and by the amount of
private sector resources projected to be mobilized at
commercial closure. However, a mobilization
measure based on private sector debt or equity that
is expected to be made at the time of commercial
closure is not meaningful as these amounts are not
truly mobilized if financial closure (i.e., the winning
bidder secures financing) is not achieved.

The scale and urgency of the infrastructure and social
services provision gap in Asia and the Pacific
necessitates a strong and concerted institutional
response from ADB. The evaluation concludes that
the PPP Operational Plan and associated operational
documents set out a framework for client
engagement that has served well as a template for
organizing ADB operational activities in support of
PPPs. However, operational implementation of ADB’s
strategy has often been uneven. There has been
insufficient
early
engagement
with
DMC
development partners to assess infrastructure
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procurement alternatives, address policy and
regulatory bottlenecks, and prioritize potential
infrastructure on a development needs basis. In the
light
of
these
operational
implementation
shortcomings the evaluation considers ADB’s support
for PPPs has been only partially responsive to the
needs of sovereign and nonsovereign stakeholders.
ADB’s downstream support for PPPs in Asia and the
Pacific has delivered mostly positive developmental
outcomes through targeted investments. Evaluated
nonsovereign PPP projects performed particularly
well with a success rate of 91%; significantly higher
than the ADB-wide average. Nevertheless, ADB has
not consistently monitored, documented, or
incentivized its PPP project. It needs clearer objectives
for the mobilization of third-party capital and for the
accessibility and sustainability of high-quality
infrastructure. ADB has not consistently articulated
the need for life-cycle costs and benefits of PPP
infrastructure investments to be taken into
consideration. An emphasis on environmental
concerns, building disaster resilience, and integrating
social considerations is needed at an early stage in
PPP projects so positive developmental outcomes can
be maximized.
While ADB’s upstream work in support of PPPs was
relevant, it has fallen short of facilitating the
transformational change required to crowd in the
private sector and promote quality infrastructure
outcomes. While recent efforts regarding the
prioritization of OPPP transaction advisory activities
has yielded some promising initial results, ADB’s
support for PPPs has not sufficiently focused on
leveraging its core institutional attributes: its local
insights; government relationships grounded on
mutual trust; its capacity to provide candid feedback
on the suitability of PPP as a procurement option for
any given project; its commitment to quality
infrastructure outcomes that address specific
Strategy 2030 targets and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs); and its differentiated risk
appetite and catalytic ability to mobilize knowledge
and funding partnerships with external PPP
consultants, donors and long-term institutional
investors. Lack of VFM and associated risk, and cost–
benefit analysis of proposed PPP projects and minimal
advocacy for linked sectoral and SOE reform has
undermined ADB’s contributions. Current ADB
operational outputs for PPPs, particularly within
OPPP, are too narrowly focused on winning
transaction advisory mandates. Mobilization targets,
strategic partnerships, and the crowding in of

external private sector expertise and funding to
address infrastructure needs have not been well
developed.
Engagement with policy, institutional, sectoral, and
regulatory reform is a long-term effort. ADB has
delivered strong support to institutional capacity
building in key markets, including the PRC, India,
Indonesia, and the Philippines, developing PPP
centers, supporting the development of governmentled infrastructure funds and training local
government officers. What has not happened in
terms of ADB’s support for the long-term enabling
environment for PPPs is the consistent promotion of
DMC policies and sectoral and regulatory reform. SOE
reform has rarely featured as an integral part of
discussions on proposed energy, utility or transport
sector PPP initiatives. Government departments
responsible for PPP initiatives and PPP regulators have
not received sufficient support on how to manage
PPP contract renegotiations, unsolicited PPP
infrastructure bids, or the risk of regulatory capture.
ADB’s upstream work on the enabling environment
has not been well coordinated with its downstream
advisory and financing activities. A “One ADB”
approach to delivering optimal results for DMC clients
has produced good collaboration between the
regional departments, OPPP, and PSOD on some PPP
projects, but it has not been consistently
demonstrated. ADB’s support for downstream
interventions through TAS has achieved financial
closure in only a few projects. On balance, ADB has
provided significantly better support for downstream
activities, particularly project financing, than for
upstream activities such as capacity development and
supporting the enabling environment.
ADB’s organizational arrangements for the delivery of
support to PPP are geared toward downstream
interventions. They fall short of the PPP Operational
Plan’s vision of holistic life-cycle support to DMCs and
proactive engagement with PPP development
programs outlined in country partnership strategies.

Issues
External
Interventions in support of PPPs are affected by policy
risks, political risks, and weak regulatory frameworks.
If there is no political will, local capacity, or enabling
environment to utilize PPPs, deals will not close.

Executive Summary
Risk mitigation products designed to address the
needs of private project developers and institutional
investors in PPP projects are not sufficiently available.
Availability of finance is not the main issue in
delivering PPP infrastructure projects in ADB DMCs.
Managing and appropriately pricing project risk in a
way that can mobilize existing private sector capital
resources is a much more substantive challenge.
The lack of updated sector regulatory and policy
frameworks has slowed the pace of PPP investments
in ADB DMCs. Incorporating the private sector and
accommodating rapid technological change in areas
such as energy generation, digital communications,
and urban transport infrastructure will require a
flexible regulatory environment.
The coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic will inevitably
increase pressures on government budgets. PPP
projects, particularly in demand-sensitive sectors such
as transport, will likely be adversely impacted. Careful
selection and prioritization of projects must be
undertaken to maximize beneficial development
outcomes and minimize the strain on government
finances.
Internal
ADB’s PPP Operational Plan has not been updated.
ADB activities in support of PPPs lack a clearly
articulated connection with ADB Strategy 2030
operational priorities and outcomes. The PPP
Operational Plan’s results and monitoring framework
covering Pillar 1-4 activities was set aside when OPPP
was formed in 2014 and replaced by KPIs focused
primarily on the number of PPP project contracts
signed in a year. This output-oriented performance
metric, combined with the absence of a clear results
and monitoring framework, risks promoting shortterm gains at the expense of quality and meaningful
results in DMCs. It has also led to an unclear
allocation of roles and responsibilities across the PPP
delivery chain. Institutional leadership is lacking in
terms of showing how PPPs can positively contribute
to addressing such issues as economic and gender
inequality or making cities more livable.
ADB’s upstream PPP activities are compromised by
the lack of a coordinated “One ADB” approach.
Country directors in resident missions are the
government’s first point of contact in ADB for PPP
support, but not all directors are well versed in the
complexities of PPP as an infrastructure procurement
option. OPPP’s coordination and support role for

Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities as well as its knowledge
management and capacity development role were
de-emphasized in 2019 when the OPPP office was
reorganized with most staff allocated to the
transaction advisory services business.
Potential conflicts of interest hamper OPPP’s ability to
deliver upstream policy or advocacy support. OPPP’s
KPIs, which emphasize the number of signed
transaction advisory mandates, are prioritized over
coordinating and supporting regional departments’
Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 work. ADB’s honest broker role has
the potential to be compromised by the desire to
consistently promote and secure PPP-focused
transaction advisory mandates. TAS divisions have
operational control over AP3F, which introduces a
potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be
screening applications to AP3F, there will be a natural
tendency to favor applications that are tied to TAS
mandates over applications that are stand-alone Pillar
1 or Pillar 2 projects.
ADB’s current PPP monitoring system and transaction
databases are unsuited to the task of monitoring the
full scope of ADB’s PPP interventions. Monitoring
often stops at completion of project outputs,
whether that is completion of TA (for Pillar 1 and Pillar
2 activities), achievement of commercial closure (for
transaction advisory services), or completion of
project construction (for Pillar 4 financing). Longterm results such as achievement of financial closure
(for TAS), the amount of private sector resources
crowded in by Pillar 1-3 activities, and the longer term
operational performance of projects are not
monitored and recorded.

Recommendations
Strategic
ADB should prepare a PPP directional
1.
guidance paper, including a PPP strategic approach,
a clear underlying theory of change, a results
framework and implementation guidelines that takes
into account the need for an increased focus on Pillars
1 and 2 and ex ante value addition in line with
Strategy 2030 Operational Priorities and Quality
Infrastructure outcomes. Pillar 1 and 2 work needs to
be tailored to specific DMC country and fiscal
contexts and incorporate institutional capacity
building elements alongside proper sequencing of
support. The updated PPP directional guidance paper
should promote continuous engagement with DMC
governments to first identify systematically, then
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support, high-priority projects through full
implementation. Ex ante value addition in line with
Strategy 2030 Operational Priorities and Quality
Infrastructure outcomes implies sustainable, climate
resilient, infrastructure projects aligned with SDG
goals that benefit the widest possible user base. The
PPP directional guidance paper should include a welldeveloped implementation guidelines and Theory of
Change that recognizes the importance of policy,
institutional, regulatory, SOE and sectoral reform to
effectively crowd in the private sector. The PPP
directional guidance paper should include clear KPIs
across all Pillars that go far beyond near term outputs
such as numbers of TAs approved or TAS mandates
signed, to measure financial closure, mobilization of
external capital, and targeted development
outcomes.
2.
ADB should strategically engage with DMC
client governments from an early stage of project
development to enhance local capacity for screening
and selection of projects for alternative procurement
modes, including public, Official Development
Assistance supported and PPP, using cost benefit and
value-for-money analysis. Early-stage engagement
with infrastructure sector, planning and development
will help client DMCs and ADB to prioritize both
projects and resources and maximize developmental
outcomes. A metric for ex ante value addition should
be articulated as a part of project selection criteria
and ADB’s envisaged role in support of specific PPP
infrastructure projects should be included in CPS.
Operational
ADB should seek to rapidly expand the use
3.
and scale of available risk mitigation products and
provide political risk and partial credit guarantees to
facilitate private sector investment in PPP
infrastructure projects. ADB should seek to expand
use and scale of risk mitigation schemes and blended
finance interventions in partnership with other MDBs
and the wider donor community. In line with the
vision of the PPP OP and in response to the demands
of market participants, mobilization of third-party
capital must be reemphasized as a key measure of
evaluating PSOD’s operational support to PPPs.
ADB should improve its monitoring and
4.
evaluation systems for PPP transactions to document
outcomes across the entirety of the project cycle and
cover long-term outcomes beyond project closure
(RDs), early operating maturity (PSOD) and
commercial close (OPPP). The system should include

consistent tracking and recording of all inputs,
outputs, and outcomes as well as indicators with
baselines and target values.
Organizational
ADB
should
operationally
and
5.
organizationally separate the PPP Thematic Group
Secretariat from OPPP to strengthen its cross
institutional role and function in the promotion of a
holistic One ADB approach to PPPs aligned with
Quality Infrastructure principles and to avoid any
potential conflict of interest, in fact or appearance.
The current OPPP setup has worked well in terms of
prioritizing transaction advisory activities and has
yielded some promising initial results. However, in
order to realize greater value addition in support for
PPPs, ADB needs to significantly raise its institutional
voice in support of the acceleration and expansion of
infrastructure sector reforms, the upgrading of sector
regulatory environments, the strengthening of
regulators, the support of SOE restructuring and the
encouragement of competition and innovation. The
newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat will
help fulfil this role and should be the first place of call
for RDs and country directors seeking advice, support
and training for local screening of potential PPP
transactions. The newly created PPP Thematic Group
Secretariat should also seek to develop sector risk
matrices and heat maps in partnership with RDs,
PSOD, OGC, OPPP TAS, peer institutions, technical,
legal, and financial advisors. The PPP Thematic Group
Secretariat should have sufficient budget and
authority to support its coordinating role across the
bank.
6.
ADB should assign the management of Asia
Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F) funds and
other key donor and institutional relationships in
support of PPPs to the newly created PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat. OPPP TAS divisions operational
control over AP3F introduces a potential conflict of
interest. As TAS staff will be the ones screening
applications to AP3F, there will be a natural tendency
to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates
over applications that are stand-alone projects. OPPP
has yet to make use of alternative donor trust funds
that could also be used to support ADB’s work with
PPPs such as the Global Environment Facility (GEF).
The newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat
will be better placed to manage donor funding in
support of PPP related initiatives and promote ADB’s
work with key external audiences.

Executive Summary
Linkage Between Findings and Recommendations
Findings and Issues
Although the decision to establish OPPP was a consequence
of a planned review highlighted in ADB’s PPP Operational
Plan, the Operational Plan itself was not updated when OPPP
was created in 2014. This has resulted in unclear
performance measures for upstream Pillar 1 and Pillar 2
activities and a lack of a meaningful results and monitoring
framework across all pillars. It has also led to an unclear
allocation of roles and responsibilities across the PPP delivery
chain.

Recommendations
1. ADB should prepare a PPP directional
guidance paper, including a PPP strategic
approach, a clear underlying theory of change,
a results framework and implementation
guidelines that takes into account the need for
an increased focus on Pillars 1 and 2 and ex ante
value addition in line with Strategy 2030
Operational Priorities and Quality Infrastructure
outcomes.

ADB’s support for PPPs has not always addressed the needs
of sovereign stakeholders for access to experienced advice on
the suitability of procurement structures. Lack of value-formoney analysis of PPP projects and minimal advocacy for
linked sectoral and SOE reform has undermined ADB’s
contributions.

2. ADB should strategically engage with DMC
client governments from an early stage of
project development to enhance local capacity
for screening and selection of projects for
alternative procurement modes, including
public,
Official
Development
Assistance
supported and PPP, using cost benefit and
value-for-money analysis

The provision of impartial advisory support to DMC
governments to help them review multiple possible
infrastructure procurement options has been neglected.
PPP market participants are keen to access more risk products
such as partial risk and credit guarantees and blended
finance interventions. This is more important than funding
from MDBs, since funding is available from banks and
institutional investors.

3. ADB should seek to rapidly expand the use
and scale of available risk mitigation products
and provide political risk and partial credit
guarantees to facilitate private sector
investment in PPP infrastructure projects.

ADB’s current PPP monitoring system and transaction
databases are unsuited to the task of monitoring the full
scope of ADB’s PPP interventions.

4.
ADB should improve its monitoring and
evaluation systems for PPP transactions to
document outcomes across the entirety of the
project cycle and cover long-term outcomes
beyond project closure (RDs), early operating
maturity (PSOD) and commercial close (OPPP).
5.
ADB
should
operationally
and
organizationally separate the PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat from OPPP to strengthen its
cross institutional role and function in the
promotion of a holistic One ADB approach to
PPPs aligned with Quality Infrastructure
principles and to avoid any potential conflict of
interest, in fact or appearance.

While recent efforts regarding the prioritization of
transaction advisory activities has yielded some promising
initial results, OPPP’s role as a knowledge and coordination
center in support of the regional departments has been
weakly pursued and is often seemingly in conflict with OPPP’s
emphasis on winning TAS mandates.
ADB’s honest broker role may be tainted by the appearance
of a conflict of interest between upstream work and
transaction advisory work undertaken by OPPP.
The operational control over AP3F by the TAS divisions
introduces a potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be
screening applications to AP3F, there will be a natural
tendency to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates
over applications that are stand-alone projects.

6. ADB should assign the management of Asia
Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F) funds
and other key donor and institutional
relationships in support of PPPs to the newly
created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat.
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Introduction, Methodology,
and Theory of Change

2 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
Highlights
The adoption of new operational priorities under Strategy 2030 provides an important opportunity to reassess
ADB’s support for public–private partnerships (PPPs).
This evaluation assessed: (i) the PPP development context in the Asia and Pacific region and the relevance of the
Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020 and other PPP-related documentation; (ii) the relevance,
operational performance, and results of ADB’s support for PPPs; and (iii) the organizational aspects that affected
ADB’s support for PPPs during the evaluation period (2009–2019). The report examines the portfolio until 2018
as well as the most recent developments and ADB actions.
Using a theory of change and an adaptive methodology, the evaluation sought to understand how ADB can best
position itself to respond to the demand for PPP policy or transaction-specific advice and investment
opportunities in different country contexts and across key sectors. The effectiveness of ADB operations in
addressing PPP implementation bottlenecks was also examined. Technical assistance (TA) support and transaction
advisory services (TAS) to both sovereign and nonsovereign PPP interventions in larger developing member
countries (DMCs) and smaller DMCs were reviewed with the aim improving how ADB can leverage its PPP
knowledge, risk appetite, and financial resources to deliver optimal development outcomes.

1.
This paper presents the results of an independent evaluation of Asian Development Bank (ADB)
support for public–private partnerships (PPPs). Focusing on the period 2009–2019, the evaluation
examined how ADB’s revised strategic and operational approach to PPPs has addressed challenges and
contributed to evidence-based outcomes over the past decade.
2.
The evaluation covers ADB’s approach to PPPs and its operational activities under four
operational areas (based on the four pillars in the Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–
2020): advocacy and capacity development, policy development and enabling environment, project
development and transaction advice, and project financing and credit enhancement. It also identified
links or supportive connections between the work undertaken under each of these pillars. The evaluation
team examined the implementation of the Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020 as
well as the use of the Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F), a multi-donor trust fund. The
evaluation sought to understand how ADB could best position itself to respond to the demand for PPP
policy or transaction advice and investment in different country contexts and across key sectors. The
effectiveness of ADB operations in addressing PPP implementation bottlenecks was examined. The
effectiveness of ADB technical assistance (TA) and transaction advisory services (TAS) as shown in both
sovereign and nonsovereign PPP interventions in larger developing member countries (DMCs) and
smaller DMCs was examined with the aim of improving how ADB could best leverage its PPP knowledge,
risk appetite, and financial resources to deliver optimal development outcomes.
3.
The adoption of new operational priorities under Strategy 2030 provides an important
opportunity to reassess ADB’s support for PPPs. The objective of the evaluation is to derive lessons from
past PPP strategies and operations to guide the use of ADB resources in the years ahead. The evaluation
reviewed how the strategic and operational context of ADB’s support for PPPs has changed over the
past decade and examined in detail the results of 10 years of evaluations of a diverse portfolio of ADB
PPP projects. The findings and recommendations of this evaluation aim to inform the ADB Board of
Directors and Management and to provide actionable recommendations and guidance for the future
direction of ADB’s PPP activities.

Terminology
4.
This evaluation used established ADB terminology for defining a public–private partnership
intervention in order to identify the projects to be included in the study. In ADB, the definition of a PPP
is “a contractual arrangement between public (national, state, provincial, or local) and private entities
through which the skills, assets, and/or financial resources of the two parties are allocated in a
complementary manner, thereby sharing the risks and rewards, to provide optimal service delivery and
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good value to citizens.” 1 At ADB, PPPs are most commonly associated with large-scale infrastructure
development where public sector institutions seek to enlist private sector finance and specialist expertise
to realize projects in the energy, transport, and public utility service sectors. PPPs are also increasingly
being used in the development of welfare services and social infrastructure, including basic health care,
education, and elder care facilities and housing.
5.
ADB’s definition of a PPP is in line with those used by other multilateral development banks
(MDBs). As noted in the third edition of the Public–Private Partnerships Reference Guide published by
the World Bank Group (WBG) and written in partnership with ADB, there is no single internationally
accepted definition of a public–private partnership. 2 The World Bank Group (WBG) has adopted a
working definition of PPPs as: “A long-term contract between a private party and a government entity,
for providing a public asset or service, in which the private party bears significant risk and management
responsibility and remuneration is linked to performance.” 3 This definition covers a broad spectrum of
contractual arrangements for both new and existing assets and related services. Provision of these
services is usually long-term in nature and involves bundling of design, construction, maintenance and
possibly operational elements with private capital at stake. It includes PPPs in which the private party is
paid entirely by service users, and those in which a government agency makes some or all payments. As
in the ADB definition, other forms of private sector project participation such as short-term outsourcing,
turnkey design and construction contracts, and arrangements without incentives or capital at stake are
excluded.
6.
Figure 1 illustrates the PPP interventions that fall within the scope of the definition of PPPs
adopted by ADB and most MDBs.
Figure 1: Public–Private Partnership Interventions

Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). Adapted from World Bank Group Public-Private Partnerships Legal
Resource Center Diagram. https://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/agreements.

7.
PPPs are considered a subset of private sector participation at ADB. PPPs are distinct from
corporate or project finance provision in terms of the long-term partnership arrangements they seek
and the nature of contractual risks assumed. The ADB PPP definition encompasses all delivery modalities
that assume some form of partnership or contractual relationship between the public and private sector
entities with the aim of delivering a public service, such as service and management contracts; leases;
1
2
3

ADB. 2012. Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020. Manila. p. 2.
IBRD. 2017. Public–Private Partnerships Reference Guide, Version 3. Washington, DC. p.1.
World Bank Group PPP Knowledge Lab Reference Guide https://pppknowledgelab.org/guide/sections/1-introduction
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build-operate-transfer (BOT) projects and other forms of concessions; and joint ventures. Within ADB
operations, all contracts, including performance-based (management and service contracts), leaseoperate-transfer (LOT), build-own-operate-transfer (BOOT), design-build-finance-operate (DBFO),
contracts, and concessions are considered to be various forms of PPP.4 Contracts involving public sector
utility restructuring or turnkey design and construction as a part of public procurement (engineering,
procurement and construction contracts for civil works) or full privatization of publicly owned assets are
excluded from consideration in this evaluation.

Multilateral Development Bank Support for Public–Private Partnerships
8.
MDBs have a shared understanding that inadequate infrastructure and social service provision
is a constraint on growth and can negatively impact quality of life in developing countries. They have a
long track record of supporting PPPs. Dissemination of knowledge about PPPs has been an integral part
of many MDBs’ operational activities since the early 1990s. Transaction advice in support of either
sovereign or nonsovereign PPP contract parties, risk mitigation interventions through guarantee and risk
insurance products, and direct financial support for specific transactions has also grown substantially.
ADB, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), the WBG, and others have
published and made publicly available extensive online libraries of information on the practical
implementation of PPPs, including online training through the AMPG-International PPP certification
program. 5 Complementing the work of MDBs, the G20 added its own voice in support of PPPs by
establishing the Global Infrastructure Hub in 2014.
9.
In common with the WBG, African Development Bank (AfDB) and the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), ADB has stressed the importance of upstream as well as downstream support
for PPPs. The WBG provides support to the enabling environment and policy advice to member
governments through its sovereign lending operations. Through the International Finance Corporation
(IFC), WBG emphasizes work on upstream interventions that create, deepen and expand opportunities
for the private sector to address identified infrastructure and development gaps. IFC also has a dedicated
private sector advisory business line for PPP project preparation. It finances PPPs directly with a range of
financial product interventions. EBRD works in countries that mainly have relatively advanced
institutional capacities and has focused its PPP interventions on financing downstream transactions.
Many of the leading MDBs, including ADB, also pool PPP funding and technical resources through
initiatives such as the Global Infrastructure Facility based in Singapore. 6
10.
Guarantee and risk insurance products provided by MDBs play an important role in improving
the bankability of PPP infrastructure projects in countries with impaired credit risk ratings.7 Structured
credit support to infrastructure PPPs can be used to mitigate sovereign, currency, macroeconomic, or
project-specific risks. For example, guarantee and risk insurance products can cover the failure of a public
sector entity or private sector contractor to meet specific contractual obligations within a PPP project.
By mitigating critical government or project contractor performance risks, MDBs can help to close key
financing gaps, attract new stakeholders to PPP projects and maximize available funding from
institutional investors.

4

Footnote 1. p.3.
https://ppp-certification.com/
6
Global Infrastructure Facility https://www.globalinfrafacility.org/partners.
7
“Bankability” is the willingness or otherwise of investors and lenders to commit equity or debt to a project.
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Box 1: Public–Private Partnership Evaluations Conducted by Multilateral Development Banks
A number of MDBs have recently conducted evaluations of their PPP operations. In 2014, the WBG published

Lessons from Experience from Client Countries on World Bank Group Support to Public –Private Partnerships
during FY2002–2012. In 2016, it published a Study on Public–Private Partnerships in Health. The key findings
from these two studies included the following: (i) the WBG had made significant contributions to capacity
building for PPPs, but continued lack of local capacity for the preparation of a feasible PPP pipeline of projects
has caused many reform efforts to be abandoned; (ii) IFC Advisory Services had played an important role in
advising on PPP structuring, despite the fact that only about half the projects resulted in the award of a contract,
mostly due to volatile levels of government commitment; and (iii) IFC added value when investing in PPPs during
due diligence and implementation, but a higher share of its PPP portfolio could have been located in countries
and markets with less developed PPP frameworks.
The WBG study also noted that IFC-supported PPPs tended to be less risky than other infrastructure investments,
because they required extensive due diligence and project designs that actively mitigated project risks. IFCsupported PPPs had consistently higher development outcome ratings than those of other infrastructure
investments and significantly higher ratings than the rest of the WBG portfolio. Risks tended to be allocated
appropriately and properly priced in IFC’s PPP deals, resulting in higher-than-average business success and
investment outcomes.
In 2017, the Inter-American Development Bank Group (IDBG) prepared a thematic evaluation of its work on
PPPs in infrastructure in Latin America and the Caribbean. The evaluation reviewed IDBG’s support for
infrastructure PPPs at three levels: enabling environment, project preparation, and financing of PPP projects.
IDBG’s objectives in its work to strengthen the enabling environment were mostly achieved, but project
financing had difficulties achieving its objectives in countries with weak enabling environments. In these cases,
IDBG was unable to make the required changes to the projects (or contracts) to make them viable. IDBG did not
routinely conduct value-for-money assessments in early decision-making processes, which reduced the
opportunities for the institution to contribute its own expertise in project design and financial structuring. PPPs
supported by IDBG were often assessed as having high levels of environmental and social risks, and requirements
for environmental impact assessments often did not correspond to IDBG’s own stated quality standards.
In 2018, EBRD conducted a thematic evaluation of the Infrastructure Project Preparation Facility (IPPF) to provide
an early assessment on the viability of the IPPF and its contribution to EBRD’s work with PPPs. The conclusions
included the following: (i) EBRD’s PPP work needs to move upstream to address the constraints inhibiting efforts
to establish better enabling environments and should focus on creating project pipelines and fiscal support and
risk management capacity, (ii) transaction advisory services should not be dependent on the volume of EBRD
loan financing, and this function needed to be transferred to a non-lending operation where fees and grant
funding are primarily based on cost of service provision, (iii) infrastructure projects larger than €50 million should
require a detailed risk and value-for-money analysis early in the project loan cycle to determine whether the
project should be developed as a public sector project or a PPP, and (iv) EBRD would benefit from applying a
diagnostic framework at the country level that identified gaps, and assessed the readiness of countries to utilize
different forms of procurement and financing instruments.
In 2019, the African Development Bank (AfDB) conducted a thematic evaluation of its support for PPP
interventions. While the evaluation found AfDB’s PPP interventions to be largely relevant and effective, it
concluded that their financial and non-financial additionality was limited, mainly because of the late stage of
AfDB’s involvement, which typically came after the structuring and procurement stages. AfDB does not currently
have an office to act as a focal point for PPP interventions or to provide transaction and advisory services in the
same way as ADB or IFC, but it does host some knowledge creation and information sharing activities. The
report made several recommendations at the strategic and operational levels, including the need to: clearly
define a strategic framework for PPP interventions, adopt a standard classification for PPPs, and intervene at an
earlier stage of the project cycle.
Source: Asian Development Bank.
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Evaluation Methodology
1.

Objective of the Evaluation

11.
The objective of this thematic evaluation of ADB support for PPPs is to inform the ADB Board
and Management of the extent, nature, and past performance of this support during 2009–2019, as
well more recent transactions, TA and TAS related PPP work to suggest future strategic directions and
offer recommendations. This is the second evaluation of ADB’s support to PPPs, the first, covering the
period 1988–2008, having been completed in 2009.
2.

Key Evaluation Questions

12.
The evaluation’s overarching question was: To what extent has ADB’s facilitation of private
sector participation in the provision of quality infrastructure and social services through public–private
partnerships in Asia and the Pacific delivered the intended results?
13.
This question was underpinned by five subsidiary questions assessing ADB’s support to PPPs
through both upstream and downstream operations and along dimensions of value addition,
sustainability and developmental outcomes:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

3.

Has ADB’s support for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific been responsive to the needs of
stakeholders both sovereign and nonsovereign?
Has ADB’s strategy to foster the PPP enabling environment in ADB’s DMCs been relevant
and effective?
To what extent has ADB’s support for downstream PPPs interventions resulted in
improved accessibility and delivery of sustainable infrastructure and services?
Has upstream work on PPPs been coordinated with downstream, more transactionoriented advisory or project financing?
To what extent does ADB’s current organizational setup and resources improve the
delivery of support for PPPs?
Evaluation Criteria

14.
The evaluation analyzed the development rationale for ADB’s support for PPPs and reviewed
ADB’s strategies, programs of assistance, and their results. It assessed the development effectiveness,
value addition, and financial returns of ADB PPP interventions. To the extent possible, the evaluation
sought to establish the demand and supply for PPPs in various regions of Asia and the Pacific and in key
sectors. Based on this assessment of ADB’s past PPP operations, market needs, supply and practices,
including those of other MDBs, the evaluation sought to define key elements of value creation at various
stages of the PPP project life cycle and to determine where ADB has the best opportunity to demonstrate
institutional leadership. The evaluation also compared ADB operations with the PPP advisory and
funding interventions by other MDBs.
15.
Development results, ADB additionality, and ADB work quality are the key criteria in evaluating
ADB’s nonsovereign support for PPPs. Relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability are the key
criteria for sovereign operations. The report reviews ADB’s past PPP operational activities, determines
their value addition, profitability and development effectiveness, and examines the extent to which the
recommendations offered in the earlier evaluations have been implemented. 8 In doing so, the report
provides specific project examples, positive and negative, to support the findings. For operations
approved more recently, performance is assessed by analyzing the value addition delivered by ADB
investments as perceived by its stakeholders, while results are assessed in real time for those PPP projects
8

Independent Evaluation Department. 2009. Special Evaluation Study: ADB Assistance For Public–Private Partnerships In
Infrastructure Development. Potential for More Success. Manila: ADB.
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that have had about 4 years or more of operational maturity since effectiveness. The main purpose of
such a comprehensive assessment of past PPP operational activity was to identify lessons for future ADB
operations.
4.

Approach

16.
The evaluation conducted a literature review and an examination of the need for additional
infrastructure in Asia and the potential for PPPs to address the development deficit. With this external
operational context established, the evaluation reviewed ADB’s strategic response. The portfolio was
examined in terms of development performance and results of ADB operations supporting PPPs, country
case assessments, and an assessment of ADB’s organization for delivery of results. Extensive interviews
with ADB staff and other stakeholders were held.
a.

Literature Review and Public–Private Partnership Development Context in the
Asia and Pacific Region

17.
The evaluation reviewed the development context for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific. A literature
review revealed the rationale for PPP activities and challenges associated with them. An assessment of
infrastructure needs and gaps and PPP readiness in selected DMCs was carried out. Current impediments
to private sector participation in infrastructure and funding environments were identified.
b.

ADB Response

18.
The evaluation conducted a desk analysis of ADB operational guidelines, and business plans
governing ADB support for PPPs in the light of the regional context. This involved reviewing all applicable
policies, guidelines, country partnership strategies, and documents relating to ADB’s operations
supporting PPPs to determine their relevance to the PPP implementation challenges that had been
identified. The evaluation team also examined how ADB’s institutional response had changed over the
period under review.
c.

Portfolio Review of ADB Public–Private Partnerships

19.
The evaluation team conducted a desk review of the 792 ADB projects and technical assistance
projects approved during 2009–2018 that supported PPP interventions in DMCs, using the transaction
database provided by the Office of Public–Private Partnership. The review involved: (i) a thorough cleanup of the database and classification of projects into Group A (significant PPP elements), Group B (some
PPP elements), and Group C (negligible or no PPP elements); (ii) a descriptive analysis of the portfolio by
PPP pillars, types of operation, modalities, sectors, and countries; and (iii) a qualitative analysis of
products, investment choices, and the underlying factors driving value addition, development success,
and financial returns. Only the 278 Group A projects and TA projects, amounting to $22.1 billion, were
included in the final portfolio review.
d.

Performance and Results Assessment of Public–Private Partnership Operations
Supported by ADB

20.
The evaluated PPP-related portfolio consisted of 26 Group A sovereign projects and 34 Group A
NSO projects approved between 1998 and 2018 and evaluated by IED from 2009 to 2018. In the same
period, the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) completed 25 PCR validation reports, 20 extended
annual review report (XARR) validation reports (XVRs), and 15 project performance evaluation reports
(PPERs), including 8 PPERs for projects that did not have XARRs, for PPP-related projects. In addition, 70
TA completion reports (TCRs) were examined, although these were not formally validated by IED.
Fourteen of the sovereign projects were project loans, six were policy-based loans, four were
21.
financial intermediation loans, and two TA projects were loans. The transport sector had the most
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projects at 12, followed by public sector management (4), water supply and sanitation (3), energy (2),
and agriculture and natural resources, finance, health, industry and trade, and multisector (all 1 each).
By pillar, the projects were divided as follows: Pillar 2 (8), Pillar 3 (11), and Pillar 4 (7). Eight projects
were in India, six in Pakistan, and three in the Philippines, two each in Indonesia, PRC, and Sri Lanka,
and one each in Bhutan, PNG, and Uzbekistan.
22.
Most NSO projects involved direct infrastructure investment support but one was a loan and an
equity investment to a financial intermediary supporting infrastructure companies. Most projects were
in the energy sector, with others in transport, water and other urban infrastructure and services,
telecommunications, and finance. All NSO projects were Pillar 4 interventions.
23.
Thirty-two of the TCRs supported Pillar 1 activities, 21 supported Pillar 2, and 17 supported Pillar
3. By sector, energy (5) and multisector (5) TA projects topped the list. The PRC, with 8 TA projects, led
the country list and 11 TA projects were regional.
24.
The portfolio performance assessment focused on reviews of project documents for all 60
sovereign and nonsovereign projects evaluated during 2009–2018 to determine their development
performance and ADB additionality and work quality. To assess development results, the evaluation
looked at the contributions of the 60 evaluated sovereign and nonsovereign projects to PPP outcomes.
The analysis of results was complemented by a real-time assessment of 14 sovereign projects and 46
NSOs currently disbursed and operational that have achieved sufficient maturity but had not yet been
independently evaluated.
e.

Country Case Assessments

25.
The evaluation conducted an in-depth review of ADB PPP-related operations in the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), India, Indonesia, and the Philippines. These four countries were chosen because
they were totaled 57.3% of the number of approved PPP-related Group A projects. ADB’s support for
PPP upstream and project work in Armenia and Fiji were also examined in order to understand how
ADB’s operational units respond to DMC client needs in smaller economies. The review included
consultations with authorities, market players, and development partners. The case country portfolios
represented the different contexts in which ADB operates and the choice of modality. The purpose of
the country case assessments was to obtain contextual information and insights to show how ADB’s
operational activities in support of PPPs are aligned with desired development outcomes. The evaluation
sought to determine whether ADB upstream operational activities had enabled subsequent PPP
transactions and whether downstream work had promoted PPP transactions that were sustainable over
the long term. Country case assessments also produced valuable insights from the country perspective,
including private sector market participants. The country analysis also provided an opportunity to
compare ADB’s operational work with the work of MDB peer institutions.
f.

Assessment of ADB’s Organization for Delivery of Results

26.
This part of the evaluation focused on analyzing how ADB’s organizational structures and
processes are set up to deliver support for PPPs. It considered whether ADB was set up to work effectively
with DMC partners to examine procurement alternatives for key infrastructure projects and to develop
both value-for-money and cost–benefit analysis of proposed interventions. In cases where PPPs had been
judged the most appropriate procurement option, the evaluation considered whether ADB was set up
to originate, structure, advise, finance, or provide risk products to optimize positive development
outcomes. Within the assessment of organization for delivery the Office of Public–Private Partnership
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was assessed to determine its role as a coordination and knowledge hub for ADB’s PPP operations and
its role as a provider of TAS.
g.

ADB Staff and Other Stakeholder Interviews

27.
The evaluation conducted staff interviews to identify organizational issues for engaging with
external clients and delivering support for PPPs. Stakeholder feedback was collected from field missions
in the case study countries. Interviews were also conducted with private sector market participants and
staff from other development financial institutions.
5.

Limitations of the Evaluation

28.
The evaluation had a number of limitations. ADB’s current PPP monitoring system and
transaction databases are unsuited to the task of tracking the full scope of ADB’s PPP interventions. PPP
portfolio data provided to IED had to be substantially revised in order to apply a consistent classification
for what did or did not constitute a PPP project. (see also Chapter 3). However, the lack of consistent
reporting at the project level on development outcomes prevented an easy assessment of the
development performance of ADB’s PPP interventions. Further, many projects and TA projects did not
have completion validation reports.9 To consolidate the 2009–2018 portfolio assessment and take due
account of more recent transactions, information obtained from the document review was
complemented by on-the-ground observations and interview-based reviews of current and ongoing
projects. Overall, the evaluation was based on a rich body of information and drew on institutional
experiences over an extended period.

Theory of Change for ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships
29.
The evaluation team prepared a theory of change that outlined the causal chain implicitly
underlying ADB’s support to PPPs. The development of this evaluative tool was based on reviews of
ADB’s PPP publications and project documents, and on consultations with the operations teams during
the preparation of the evaluation approach paper. It shows the results chain from inputs to outputs
produced and desired outcomes targeted (Figure 2). The relevance of PPP interventions from a DMC
client perspective was taken into account: due to fiscal constraints, public funds are no longer able to
meet pressing infrastructure development needs. Figure 2 contains a number of “context assumptions.”
These include the need for political stability and a positive regulatory and policy environment for
infrastructure development. ADB’s capacity to engage productively with both the private and public
sector and to coordinate its operational teams effectively is another context assumption. ADB’s current
organizational framework for delivery is shown in the four operational pillars corresponding to:
(i) advocacy and capacity development; (ii) enabling environment; (iii) project development; and
(iv) project financing. The evaluation focused on the areas mapped in the theory of change that were
directly related to ADB’s operational activities to determine the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, value
addition, and sustainability of these interventions. The theory of change also highlights the importance
of aligning ADB operational activities with beneficial outcomes, including the establishment of an
enabling environment for PPPs and the improved provision of access to quality infrastructure and
services through PPP interventions.

9

As of 31 December 2018, only 24 sovereign projects and 36 NSO had validation reports or project performance evaluation
reports. Only one of the 70 TA projects with completion reports had been validated.

9

10 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
Figure 2: Theory of Change: ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, IED = Independent Evaluation Department, OPPP = Office of Public–Private Partnership, PPP =
public–private partnership, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department.
Source: Asian Development Bank.
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Previous Evaluation Work on Public–Private Partnerships
30.
In September 2009, IED concluded a special evaluation study of ADB assistance for PPPs in
infrastructure development (1988–2008). The evaluation found ADB support for PPPs to be successful,
pointing to the high percentages of successful ratings for both ADB’s public sector support for PPP and
PSOD support for PPP transactions. 10 The study concluded that, although ADB’s interventions were
relevant to country strategies and effective in that they achieved their intended outcomes, they were
less likely sustainable. Their economic impact and financial additionality were modest. The special
evaluation study had a significant impact: in the opening paragraphs of the PPP Operational Plan the
study was directly credited as an impetus for the development of this key strategy document approved
by Management in 2012.
31.
The special evaluation study identified issues concerning ADB’s support for PPPs in a number of
areas. These included: (i) impediments to private sector participation in infrastructure had not always
been systematically identified or effectively addressed, (ii) country partnership strategies had not always
identified the scope for and respective roles of the public and private sector in meeting infrastructure
investment and service provision needs, (iii) the identification of the potential and opportunities for PPP
had not always been an integral part of sector planning, (iv) ADB’s public sector operations had
gradually moved away from investment support to projects that encouraged greater private sector
participation, (v) support for PPP projects did not start at the sector planning stage, and (vi) outreach
to public sector entities needed to be better coordinated.

10
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Highlights
This chapter sets out the development context for public–private partnerships (PPPs) in Asia and the Pacific. It
examines the challenges associated with PPPs and assesses the infrastructure needs and gaps. PPP readiness
ratings in selected developing member countries (DMCs) are provided. Current impediments to greater private
sector participation in infrastructure and associated bottlenecks in infrastructure funding are outlined. ADB’s
support for PPPs is reviewed in the light of this context, focusing on the PPP Operational Plan, 2012–2020 and
ADB country partnership strategies. The chapter places all of these within the operational priorities identified in
Strategy 2030.

Rationale for Using Public–Private Partnerships and Associated Challenges
32.
Governments decide to use PPPs to provide public infrastructure such as highways or utilities and
social services such as water provision, education and health care for a variety of reasons. PPPs are
increasingly being utilized in ADB’s DMCs as they look for procurement solutions that will minimize
negative impacts on government budgets while leveraging the skills of the private sector to deliver
efficiency gains and improve service quality. By subjecting projects to the test of attracting private finance
through structured risk assessment and value-for-money (VFM) analysis, 11 PPPs can enhance project
selection and crowd in the skills and expertise of the private sector to address identified design,
engineering, project management and finance challenges. Value-for-money analysis combines a
qualitative and quantitative approach and presents practitioners with significant methodological
challenges, but for both governments and infrastructure users alike it provides an important early check
on the associated costs and benefits and the financial viability of any given infrastructure procurement
option. PPPs should only be pursued where a project’s underlying business case is sound and its valuefor-money basis is justified and when there are potential efficiency gains in design and construction,
operation and maintenance, and management above and beyond what a comparable public sector
agency could achieve.12 PPP structures can also align the incentives of the private sector with the interests
of the government contracting agency (GCA) throughout the entire life cycle of the project, ensuring
value-for-money for both taxpayers and project users.
33.
Within PPP structures, it is anticipated that private sector actors will have management skills and
innovation capacity that will allow them to improve service delivery and quality standards. PPP advocates
characterize traditional public provision of infrastructure in many developing economies as inefficient,
beset by lack of transparency in project selection and contract awards, and substandard in terms of both
maintenance and service quality. They argue that PPPs are preferable both because they filter out socalled infrastructure “white elephants” and because they provide a way to minimize life-cycle costs for a
given project. If private concessionaires are appropriately incentivized on long-term contracts, they will
seek to minimize building, operating, and maintenance costs over an extended period even if this leads
to higher initial construction costs. The rationale for adopting PPP business models as a procurement
option is that PPPs can deliver measurably improved outcomes and innovation, they transfer risk, and
they provide a higher certainty over the whole life costs of an infrastructure project. PPP bidders generally
are provided with flexibility to innovate within their proposed solution by GCAs and/or state-owned
enterprises (SOEs) where service delivery requirements are specified at an outcome level. PPPs are first
and foremost a procurement option; the successful implementation of a PPP will result in the private
sector financing a project, often through a limited or non-recourse financing structure. The cooperation
of both parties, the project sponsor and the private project developer, is crucial to ensure a PPP that
functions smoothly. In order to attract private capital and expertise, PPP contractual frameworks must

11
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Global Infrastructure Hub https://www.gihub.org/about/about/
World Bank Institute and Public-Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility. 2013. Value-for-Money Analysis. Practices and Challenges:
How Governments Choose When to Use PPP to Deliver Public Infrastructure and Services. Washington, DC.
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be flexible over the long term and properly balance the public interest with the requirement that investors
receive an appropriate risk-adjusted return on investment.
Challenges associated with PPPs include the need to establish a robust and stable enabling
34.
environment and to optimize the risk allocation between the public and private parties. A stable political
and regulatory context is often a critical precondition for attracting private sector participation in capitalintensive infrastructure projects as revenue streams to pay back construction and operating costs can
stretch over many decades. PPPs involve complexities at all stages of the project cycle, including
preparing, procuring, financing, and managing performance-based contracts requiring a wide range of
skills which may be new or difficult to attract and retain in the public sector. When the public contracting
authority has little to no prior PPP experience, engaging PPP transaction advisers is often necessary. Many
DMCs in which ADB operates have a limited domestic market in which to access experienced private
sector contractors or institutional capital. PPP projects also require an effective legal framework in case
projects do not develop according to plan; access to international arbitration is often sought if local court
systems are seen as unreliable. The skills of a broad range of material and technical service providers,
investors, lenders, lawyers are required to deliver PPPs.
35.
As studies by the WBG,13 Eduardo Engel,14 and the European Court of Auditors (ECA) 15 attest,
PPPs are not a universal solution to public infrastructure and public service delivery challenges. PPPs’ high
contracting costs restrict their use to large projects. They are often beset by opportunistic renegotiations
by private contractors once the initial concession terms are agreed. Successful PPPs require ongoing
appraisal throughout the life of the project to ensure that risk allocation is optimized between all parties
to the transaction. Recognition of government financial commitments, whether firm or contingent,
explicit or implicit, are just as important as the setting and monitoring of contracts or performance
targets for private sector contractors. Private investors will naturally seek protection against downside
risks, but there are often legitimate public concerns related to the profitability of some PPP infrastructure
projects which may be seen by the public as excessive, e.g., the imposition of new toll regimes for
upgraded roads or higher delivery charges for public utilities. Such perceptions can potentially undermine
the political sustainability of a project.

13
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World Bank Group Public-Private-Partnership Legal Resource Center: Government Objectives Benefits and Risks of PPPs
https://ppp.worldbank.org/public-private-partnership/overview/ppp-objectives
Eduardo Engel. 2014. The Economics of Public–Private Partnerships. Cambridge University Press.
European Court of Auditors. 2018. Public–Private Partnerships in the EU: Widespread Shortcomings and Limited Benefits .
Luxembourg.
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Public–Private Partnership Development Context in Asia and the Pacific
1.

Assessment of Infrastructure Needs and Gaps

36.
Increased urbanization and an acceleration of the pace of economic change in Asia and the
Pacific have led to the emergence of a growing infrastructure deficit. This has been caused both by
historical underinvestment and by poor maintenance of existing infrastructure assets. Large infrastructure
gaps have impeded inclusive economic growth and restricted access to basic services. Inadequate and
unreliable energy, transport, water and sanitation systems have increased the costs of doing business,
undermined productivity and trade, and reduced access to health and education for many of the most
economically vulnerable. ADB’s 2017 publication Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs is the most recent
and authoritative source for information on infrastructure needs and gaps by region and sector for Asia
and the Pacific, including the costs of climate mitigation and adaptation. It estimated that developing
Asia will need to invest $26 trillion in infrastructure between 2016 and 2030, or $1.7 trillion per year. In
many of ADB’s DMCs, the infrastructure deficit has widened as governments face fiscal constraints on
public spending and infrastructure investment by the private sector has fallen well below expectations.
Particularly in rapidly developing or lower-income DMCs, PPPs are often seen as a politically expedient
way of addressing infrastructure spending shortfalls without the need to raise additional taxation. Many
governments recognize that independent project developers and privately managed capital have the
potential to play a major role in addressing critical public infrastructure needs, however in much of
developing Asia the knowledge and capacity to crowd in the private sector has yet to fully develop.
37.
The headline figure of $1.7 trillion per year required to address existing infrastructure deficits is
an aggregate total, and in many ways hides the scale and complexity of the investment challenge that
PPPs seek to address. In Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs, the authors noted that obtaining accurate
and complete country data on current investments in infrastructure was particularly challenging. The 24
DMCs selected for in-depth analysis were chosen less because of their infrastructure needs than for the
availability of reliable data. Studies by the WBG16 and Global Infrastructure Hub and Oxford Economics17
have provided aggregate estimates that reach similar conclusions on the aggregate investment required,
although they adopted different methodologies and assumptions. In fact, the assessment of
infrastructure needs in Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs may even be at the low end of the range.
Annual estimates of infrastructure investment needs shown in Table 1 range from $1.5 trillion to
38.
$2.0 trillion. Although no aggregate figures are provided in the World Bank’s Beyond the Gap report, it
is probable that the aggregate would exceed $2.0 trillion if adjustments for climate change were
included. The report argues that aggregate numbers are “attractive in their simplicity,” but that they also
avoid difficult debates about the appropriate goals and trade-offs involved in infrastructure spending. 18
One of the key assertions of the theory of change in this evaluation is that the quality and ongoing
sustainability of infrastructure outcomes is just as important as the monetary expenditure. If long-term
infrastructure outcomes aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are sought, the actual
amount of investment required will depend on the quality and quantity of services targeted, the timing
of investments, construction costs, and ongoing maintenance. The World Bank study also represents an
outcome-orientated approach to infrastructure investment, noting that good initial design and
maintenance can generate substantial savings over the long term, reducing total life costs of transport,
water and sanitation infrastructure for example, by more than 50%. 19
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R. Rozenburg and M. Fay, eds. 2019. Beyond the Gap – How Countries Can Afford the Infrastructure They Need while Protecting
the Planet. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Global Infrastructure Hub and Oxford Economics. 2017. Global Infrastructure Outlook. Oxford, UK.
Footnote 16.
Footnote 16. p. xiv.
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Table 1: Estimates of Infrastructure Investment Needs by Region, 45 DMCs, 2016–2030
($ billion in 2015 prices)

Region
Central Asia
South Asia
East Asia
Southeast Asia
Pacific
Asia and the Pacific

Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs
Baseline Estimates
45 DMCs
Investment Needs
Annual Average
As % of GDP
492
33
6.8
5,477
365
7.6
13,781
919
4.5
2,759
184
5.0
42
3
8.2
22,551
1,503
5.1

DMC = developing member country, GDP = gross domestic product.
Source: ADB. 2017. Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Manila; Global Infrastructure Hub and Oxford
Economics. 2017. Global Infrastructure Outlook. Sydney and London; World Bank. 2019. Beyond the
Gap. Washington.

39.
Baseline infrastructure needs by sector indicate that power investment needs account for 51.8%
of the total and transport for 34.6% (Table 2). Social infrastructure investment needs were not included
in Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Climate-adjusted estimates for infrastructure investment result in
a significant increase in the percentage of investment required in the power and transport sectors,
highlighting the need to increase investment in more sustainable energy production, improved electrical
transmission networks, and stronger and climate-resilient transport infrastructure.
Table 2: Estimates of Infrastructure Investment Needs by Sector, 45 ADB Developing Member Countries,
2016–2030 ($ billion in 2015 prices)

Sector
Power
Transport
Telecommunications
Water and Sanitation
Total

Investment
Needs
11,689
7,796
2,279
787
22,551

Baseline Estimates
Annual
Share of
Average
Total (%)
779
51.8
520
34.6
152
10.1
52
3.5
1,503
100.0

Climate-Adjusted Estimates
Investment
Annual
Share of
Needs
Average
Total (%)
14,731
982
56.3
8,353
557
31.9
2,279
152
8.7
802
53
3.1
26,166
1,744
100.0

DMC = developing member country.
Source: ADB. 2017. Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Manila.

The annual average infrastructure needs of selected DMCs vary significantly in terms of the
40.
proportion of individual countries’ GDP that will be needed to address infrastructure shortfalls. Table 3
shows infrastructure needs and gaps for 24 ADB DMCs (excluding the PRC in the total) in 2015 prices.
The analysis covers only $457.1 billion of the estimated $1.5 trillion needed for the baseline estimates
and $503.2 billion of the $1.7 trillion for the climate-adjusted estimates. It is notable that India accounts
for $229.1 billion of the baseline estimates and $261.4 billion of the climate-adjusted estimates;
Indonesia accounts for $70.1 billion of the baseline estimates and $73.9 billion of the climate-adjusted
estimates. The PRC, India and Indonesia had the three largest identified needs. When infrastructure needs
are calculated as a percentage of GDP, Pacific island states lead as they to spend a greater proportion of
their GDP to address infrastructure deficits than countries in any other region.
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Table 3: Estimates of Infrastructure Investment Needs and Gaps, 24 DMCs, 2016–2020
(annual averages, $ billion in 2015 prices)
Estimated Current
Investment

Region/Country
Central Asia (3 DMCs)
South Asia (8 DMCs)
Southeast Asia (7 DMCs)
Pacific (5 DMCs)
PRC
India
Indonesia
Total (w/o PRC)

Public
5.2
83.0
43.7
0.5
682.0
72.3
20.1
132.6

Private
0.6
50.6
11.3
0.1
3.8
45.3
2.9
62.5

Total
5.8
133.6
55.0
0.6
685.8
117.6
23.0
195.1

Baseline Estimates
Gap as
Annual
% of
Needs
Gap
GDP
10.8
5.6
2.3
293.9
160.3
4.7
147.4
92.4
3.8
1.9
1.3
6.2
753.4
67.6
0.5
229.9
112.3
4.1
70.1
47.1
4.7
457.1
262.0
4.3

Climate-Adjusted
Estimates
Gap as
Annual
% of
Needs
Gap
GDP
12.4
6.8
3.1
328.6
195.0
5.7
156.8
101.8
4.1
2.1
1.5
6.9
836.9
151.1
1.2
261.4
143.8
5.3
73.9
50.9
5.1
503.2
308.1
5.0

DMC = developing member country, GDP = gross domestic product, PRC = People’s Republic of China.
Source: Background data from ADB. 2017. Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Manila.

41.
Both private and public sectors play important roles in the financing infrastructure in Asia. Table
4, drawn from data in Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs, estimates the potential for PPP-led
infrastructure investment in the region. It outlines the current and estimated future mix of private and
public sector funding to meet the estimated infrastructure needs in 24 DMCs. Over 2016–2020, private
sector investment provided 32% of investment, but this will increase to 54% based on future baseline
estimates. Much of this private investment in infrastructure has and will continue to take place in defined
sectors such as energy and telecommunications where operating and regulatory environments that
reflect the role of the private sector are already well established. In telecommunications alone, ADB
estimates that nearly 75% of funding already comes from private sources. The ability of the private sector
to play a more prominent role in transport, water, and sanitation projects will be highly dependent on
policy and regulatory reform, not least in terms of reexamining the role of state-owned enterprises in the
provision and management of transport networks and urban utilities. Future private sector investment is
expected to increase by 125% from current levels. It is estimated that private sector investment will
increase to 61% of climate-adjusted investment needs, a 200% increase from current levels. Clearly many
of these future private sector investment targets are highly ambitious and will not be achieved without
transformational change in the enabling environments for PPPs, particularly in South Asia and Southeast
Asia.
Table 4: Meeting the Infrastructure Investment Gaps, 24 DMCs, 2016–2020
(annual averages, $ billion in 2015 prices)
Baseline Estimates
Region or
Country
Central Asia
South Asia
Southeast Asia
Pacific
India
Indonesia
Total

Current
Public
5.2
83.0
43.7
0.5
72.3
20.1
132.6

Current
Private
0.6
50.6
11.3
0.1
45.3
2.6
62.5

Future
Public
4.6
66.2
50.1
0.3
51.0
28.8
121.2

Future
Private
0.3
94.2
42.3
1.1
61.4
18.5
140.8

Climate-Adjusted Estimates
Future
Investment
Needs
10.8
293.9
147.4
1.9
229.9
70.1
457.1

Current
Public
5.2
83.0
43.7
0.5
72.3
20.1
132.6

DMC = developing member country.
Source: Background data from ADB. 2017. Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Manila.

Current
Private
0.6
50.6
11.3
0.1
45.3
2.6
62.5

Future
Public
4.6
66.2
50.1
0.3
51.0
28.8
121.2

Future
Private
2.0
128.9
51.7
1.3
92.8
22.4
186.9

Future
Investment
Needs
12.4
328.6
156.8
2.1
261.4
73.9
503.2
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2.

Public–Private Partnership Readiness in Selected Countries

42.
Several reports were reviewed to examine the PPP readiness of selected countries in Asia and the
Pacific. The methodologies adopted to assess readiness varied widely.
Private investors’ perceptions of the overall investment climate in DMCs in Asia and the Pacific
43.
and the potential for greater use of the PPP procurement model are negatively impacted by a general
lack of transparency, widespread corruption, and weak and unpredictable judicial systems. These
perceptions are reflected in the Corruption Perception Index (CPI), Growth Competitiveness Index (GCI),
Ease of Doing Business, and Enforcing Contracts rankings in 2010 and 2018. CPI, GCI and Ease of Doing
Business indicate the overall investment climate and its attractiveness to private sector investors. Of
particular importance in relation to the investment climate for PPPs is the enforceability of legal contracts.
As PPPs involve the allocation of risks through multiple and complex contractual arrangements, the
robustness of and ability to enforce contracts under judicial and legal systems is a key factor in assessing
the ability of a given DMC to crowd in private capital and provide a supportive PPP enabling environment.
44.
Trends in the investment climates of respective countries (Table 5) can be categorized as
“improving,” “minimal change,” and “deteriorating” across each of the four index ratings. There is
evidence of an improving environment across the four rankings for a number of DMCs in Central and
West Asia: Armenia, Georgia, Kazakhstan. Kyrgyz Republic and Pakistan show improving rankings for CPI
and GCI but minimal change and/or deteriorating rankings for other indexes, including on enforcing
contracts. Afghanistan and Azerbaijan show minimal change and/or deteriorating trends in most
rankings, notably in enforcing contracts.
Table 5: Country Rankings for Corruption Perceptions Index, Growth Competitive Index, Ease of Doing
Business, and Enforcing Contracts, 2010 and 2018
CPI
Country
No. of Countries in Index
Central/West Asia
Afghanistan
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Georgia
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyz Republic
Pakistan
Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan
East Asia
PRC
Mongolia
Pacific
Fiji
Kiribati
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Palau
Papua New Guinea
Samoa
Solomon Islands
Timor-Leste
Tonga
Tuvalu

GCI

Ease of Doing
Business
2010
2018
183
190

Enforcing
Contracts
2010
2018
183
190

2010
178

2018
180

2010
139

2018
140

176
123
135
68
105
164
143
154
172
172

172
105
152
41
124
132
117
152
161
158

NI
98
57
93
72
121
123
116
NI
NI

NI
70
69
66
59
97
107
102
NI
NI

160
43
38
11
63
41
85
152
NI
150

167
41
25
6
28
70
136
126
NI
76

164
62
26
41
34
54
158
39
NI
44

181
24
40
8
4
131
156
61
NI
41

78
116

87
93

27
99

28
99

89
60

46
74

18
36

6
66

NI
91
NI
NI
NI
154
62
110
127
101
NI

NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
138
NI
70
105
NI
NI

NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
133
NI
NI

NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI
NI

54
79
98
127
97
102
57
104
164
52
NI

101
158
150
160
133
108
90
115
178
91
NI

65
80
63
149
144
162
83
108
183
55
NI

97
120
103
184
126
173
86
156
190
94
NI
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CPI
Country
Vanuatu
South Asia
Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Maldives
Nepal
Sri Lanka
Southeast Asia
Cambodia
Indonesia
Lao PDR
Malaysia
Myanmar
Philippines
Thailand
Viet Nam

GCI

Ease of Doing
Business
2010
2018
59
94

Enforcing
Contracts
2010
2018
73
136

2010
73

2018
64

2010
NI

2018
NI

134
36
87
143
146
91

149
25
78
124
124
89

107
NI
51
NI
130
62

103
NI
58
NI
109
85

119
126
133
87
123
105

176
81
77
139
110
100

180
33
182
92
122
137

189
28
163
125
154
164

154
110
154
56
176
134
78
116

161
89
132
61
132
99
99
117

109
44
NI
26
NI
85
38
59

110
45
112
25
NI
56
38
77

145
122
167
23
NI
144
12
93

138
73
154
15
171
124
27
69

141
146
111
59
NI
118
24
32

182
146
162
33
188
151
35
62

CPI = corruption perceptions index, GCI = growth competitive index, Lao PDR = Lao People’s Democratic Republic, NI = country
not included in rankings, PRC = People’s Republic of China.
Source: Transparency International. 2010 and 2018. Corruption Perceptions Index. Berlin; World Economic Forum. 2010 and
2018. Global Competitiveness Report. Cologny-Geneva; World Bank. 2010 and 2018. Doing Business. Washington.

45.
The rankings show that, in Central and West Asia, only Armenia, Georgia and Kazakhstan have
seen a substantive improvement in the overall investment climate and environment for PPPs since 2010.
The decline in the CPI rank in Kazakhstan could be of concern to investors, since it is the only country
with an investment grade rating in the region.
46.
Highlights from South Asia include the improving rankings for Bhutan, India and Nepal across
three of the four rankings, although Nepal’s ranking for enforcing contracts has deteriorated as has
India’s ranking in the GCI. However, Bangladesh rankings have deteriorated across three indexes: CPI,
ease of doing business, and enforcing contracts. Maldives and Sri Lanka both dropped in the ranking for
enforcing contracts, and in at least one other ranking. Overall, the indexes provide evidence of a
substantive improvement in the investment climate and environment for PPPs since 2010 only in Bhutan,
India, and Nepal. The attractiveness of the investment environment has declined in Bangladesh, Maldives,
and Sri Lanka. India is the only country with an investment grade rating in South Asia.
47.
The PRC’s rankings have improved for ease of doing business and enforcing contracts, with no
change in its GCI ranking, and a decline in its CPI ranking. Overall, the investment climate has improved
in the PRC since 2010. The PRC has an investment grade rating. Mongolia’s rankings deteriorated in the
ease of doing business and enforcing contracts rankings, with no change in the GCI ranking, and an
improvement in the CPI ranking. While the trends indicate an improvement in the investment climate, it
appears the environment for PPPs has become less attractive than in 2010.
The rankings for Southeast Asia highlight improving trends across three indexes for the
48.
Philippines with the notable exception of enforcing contracts. Indonesia improved its rankings for the
CPI and ease of doing business indexes with minimal change in the other indexes. Malaysia improved its
rankings for ease of doing business and enforcing contracts with minimal change in the other indexes.
Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) improved in the CPI and ease of doing business rankings and
overall Myanmar maintained its rankings. Thailand’s rankings declined across three indexes and there
was minimal change in its GCI ranking. Negative trends are evident for Viet Nam, with an improving ease
of doing business ranking cancelled out by deteriorating rankings for GCI and enforcing contracts. A
concerning trend is the deterioration in rankings for enforcing contracts for five countries: Cambodia,
Lao PDR, Philippines, Thailand, and Viet Nam.
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49.
The overall investment climate appears to have improved in Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, and
the Philippines since 2010 although the PPP environment has probably only improved in Indonesia and
Malaysia according to the trends in index rankings. By contrast, the investment climate appears to have
become less attractive in Thailand and Viet Nam. Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, and Thailand have
investment grade ratings.
50.
The index rankings show some marginal improvements in the CPI for Pacific countries but a major
deterioration across all the Pacific countries, except Papua New Guinea, for ease of doing business and
enforcing contracts. Pacific countries do not offer an attractive investment environment for PPPs and
have shown a significant decline since 2010 in rankings for enforcing contracts.
3.

Impediments to Greater Private Sector Participation in Infrastructure

51.
As highlighted in the PPP readiness indexes, the PPP market in most DMCs is still developing,
and, in some markets, it is at a very early stage. Regular regulatory reforms and institutional
strengthening will be required to facilitate further private sector investment in infrastructure. DMCs will
need to implement ongoing legal and regulatory reforms across all infrastructure sectors to encourage
private sector investment, particularly in DMCs where incumbent SOEs crowd out and directly compete
with the private sector. Independent and capable sector regulators will need to play a critical role in
addressing private sector concerns on the roles of these SOEs and in maintaining and strengthening the
independence of procurement processes.
PPP laws and regulations, procurement processes and PPP oversight units need to be
52.
implemented, and regularly improved and upgraded, to generate a sustainable pipeline of bankable PPPs.
Many DMCs have initiated some industry sector reforms, implemented legal and regulatory frameworks
and guidelines for PPPs, and established PPP oversight units. However, ADB’s Project Monitor, 2019
highlighted several common regulatory deficiencies, including:
(i)
inadequate lender security rights, and inequitable treatment of termination and
compensation events;
(ii)
limited government support, including for viability gap funding, guarantees for
performance of government contracting agency and SOEs, and availability payment
mechanisms;
(iii)
foreign ownership restrictions which limit foreign investor participation, protect
domestic investors from competition, and undermine potential VFM; and
(iv)
inadequate legal and regulatory processes for land acquisition resulting in project delays.
53.
While in many DMCs there are ongoing improvements to regulatory frameworks and guidelines,
and strengthening of institutional capacity, these measures have been incremental, and have not yet had
a major impact. The absence of robust pipelines of bankable PPP projects in many DMCs is evidence of
the need for rapid transformational action to address the regulatory and institutional deficiencies.
Regular, comprehensive, and systematic reviews of sector and PPP regulatory environments need to be
undertaken in partnership with DMC policy makers to identify weaknesses and develop legislative and
regulatory action plans to accelerate the building of PPP pipelines, and mobilize private sector
infrastructure investment. ADB’s Project Monitor, 2019 highlighted the weaknesses in institutional
capacity for preparation, procurement, and contract management of PPPs across DMCs. Staff in PPP
oversight units often lack experience in screening projects to determine whether they are suitable for PPP
procurement, and in managing complex PPP procurement processes. These inadequacies are
compounded by many DMCs not appointing international advisors to support the PPP units, resulting in
substandard management of the procurement process, and misallocation of risks.
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The major risks constraining the emergence of bankable PPP pipelines still have to be mitigated
54.
in most countries, through either government undertakings and/or specific guarantee and risk insurance
products. They are:
(i)
land acquisition and resettlement risk (particularly for transport projects),
(ii)
demand and revenue risk,
(iii)
political and regulatory risk, and
(iv)
currency and credit risk.
55.
The major providers of risk mitigation products remain the international development financial
institutions such as ADB. Equity and debt finance are readily available for infrastructure projects from
various sources, provided all of the project risks are contractually allocated to the parties best able to
manage them.
It is significant that risk mitigation products provided by multilateral financial institutions are still
56.
not widely used in infrastructure projects in Asia. For example, in 2000–2018, ADB approved only
$1,373.90 million in political risk guarantees (PRGs) and $608.35 million in partial credit guarantees
(PCGs) to nonsovereign borrowers, and $1,855.81 million of PCGs to sovereign borrowers for
infrastructure projects. Of even more concern, $977.90 million of PRGs and $304.07 million of PCG
nonsovereign
approvals
were
terminated,
not
signed
or
not
yet
effective
and
$630.52 million of PCG sovereign approvals were terminated. As a result, the net guarantee amounts
were only $369.00 million of nonsovereign PRGs and $304.28 million of PCGs, and $1,225.29 million of
sovereign PCGs over the 19-year period. Most of the risk mitigation cover in Asia is provided by exportimport banks and affiliated insurers and is tied to services from the export-import bank’s and insurer’s
country of origin.
57.
There are numerous reasons for the low usage of the risk mitigation products offered by MDBs.
Despite strong market demand for products to mitigate risks such as breach of contract, currency
depreciation, and the creditworthiness of SOE or GCA off-takers or purchasers (counterparties to power
purchase agreements and availability payment agreements), few institutions have the ability to offer such
products. ADB, as a AAA rated counterparty with strong local networks and regional market insight, has
a rare ability to fulfill this role. It is not within the scope of this evaluation to analyze the shortcomings
of the guarantee and insurance products offered by international development financial institutions but
the evaluation received feedback that most of the risk mitigation products provided by these institutions
are perceived to be for the benefit of lenders, so conflicts of interest between equity investors and lenders
may arise when guarantees are exercised.
58.
The lack of appropriately designed and priced risk mitigation solutions is hampering the
emergence of PPP project pipelines in Asia. In DMCs below investment grade and/or where long-term
debt is either not available or too expensive, private sector risk mitigation products are either not available
or are too costly. MDBs such as ADB could mobilize more capital for PPP projects by designing and pricing
tailored guarantee and risk solutions and leveraging their capital through the provision of risk mitigation
solutions. These have the potential to make a far more significant contribution to PPP project pipelines
than the direct equity and debt funding products currently provided by MDBs. Given the differentiated
risk appetite, ADB’s superior credit rating and strong network of contacts with institutional lenders in
Asia and elsewhere should allow it to rapidly expand the scope and scale of its risk mitigation products
and blended finance options.
4.

Public–Private Partnership Infrastructure Funding Environments

59.
The key to private sector participation in infrastructure is the bankability of the PPP modalities
proposed for a project. Bankability, the willingness of investors and lenders to commit equity or debt to
a project, is only achieved when all major risks have been mitigated through contractual arrangements,
government support (funding or contingent support) and risk guarantee products. Asia as a whole has
had mixed success in developing sustainable pipelines of bankable infrastructure projects. While local
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political and economic contexts vary widely, common factors that deter the private sector from greater
engagement include unreformed state-owned enterprises (SOEs); weak regulatory frameworks; limited
government technical, governance and managerial capacity; fiscal constraints; and political instability.
Constraints on the emergence of such a pipeline include inadequate arrangements for and promotion of
financial products that mitigate political, legal, regulatory, credit, currency and demand risks.
60.
PPPs are often wrongly regarded as a financing solution rather than a procurement option. This
results in some infrastructure projects being designated as PPPs before feasibility studies to determine
their economic and financial viability or net VFM analysis have been conducted. Significant up-front work
is required to screen, select, and structure projects before committing to the substantial transaction costs
involved in PPP procurement in order to improve the probability of private sector participation and
financial closure.
61.
There needs to be a dramatic increase in the levels of private sector investment in infrastructure
in Asia and the Pacific. Even in countries categorized as mature markets for PPPs, the shortfall in private
sector investment is a major concern. Estimates of private sector investments in infrastructure in Asia
indicate a massive shortfall in future private investment that will probably be mirrored in a shortfall in
future public investment. The infrastructure investment gap seems likely to continue to widen in the next
decade. Data obtained from the Private Participation in Infrastructure (PPI) database, World Bank, August
2019 indicate there are four types of PPI: (i) management and lease contracts, (ii) brownfield projects,
(iii) greenfield projects, and (iv) divestitures. Table 6 highlights the annual average “current private” and
“future private” investment of $203.3 billion and $249.4 billion (for 24 DMCs) for the baseline and
climate-adjusted estimates compared with the PPI annual averages for 2010–2018 and 2016–2018, and
for 2018, of around $30 billion (for 31 DMCs). It is evident the “actual” annual average PPI figures are
well below the “current private” and “future private” annual average estimates from Meeting Asia’s
Infrastructure Needs.
Table 6: Comparison of Future Private Infrastructure Investments with Project Financial International
and Private Participation in Infrastructure Actual Investments, 24 DMCs
(annual averages, $ billion in 2015 prices and PPI and PFI current prices)
Region or
Country
Central
Asia
Pacific
South Asia
Southeast
Asia
India
Indonesia
Total
(excluding
India and
Indonesia)

Baseline Estimates
Current
Future
Private
Private
0.6
0.3

Climate-Adjusted
Current
Future
Private
Private
0.6
2.0

20102018
0.3

PPI
20162018
0.4

2018
0.8

20102018
1.8

PFI
20162018
1.6

2018
0.0

0.1
50.6
11.3

1.1
94.2
42.3

0.1
50.6
11.3

1.3
128.9
51.7

0.1
20.4
13.6

0.2
10.5
19.9

0.5
13.1
13.6

0.3
32.2
14.3

0.2
18.7
21.4

0.0
9.4
13.1

45.3
2.6
62.5

61.4
18.5
140.8

45.3
2.6
62.5

92.8
22.4
186.9

17.9
4.7
34.4

6.8
10.3
31.0

11.2
6.9
28.0

31.3
6.4
48.7

16.1
13.5
41.8

7.4
7.5
22.5

DMC = developing member country, PFI = Project Financial International, PPI = Private Participation in Infrastructure.
Source: Background data from ADB. 2017. Meeting Asia’s Infrastructure Needs. Manila; World Bank. August 2019. Private Participation in
Infrastructure Database. Washington; Thomson Reuters, Project Finance International. Various Years. PFI League Tables. London.

Some of the country estimates are also revealing, even for those countries with comparatively
62.
successful PPP programs. The Philippines’ annual average “current private” and “future private”
investment is estimated to be $12 billion in 2015 prices (for 2016–2020) yet PPI shows annual average
private sector investment is only $2.6 billion in current prices (for 2016–2018). Even allowing for pricing
discrepancies, there is evidence of potential for a substantial shortfall in the expected private sector
investment. There also appears to be a high probability of a substantial shortfall in private sector
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infrastructure investment in Indonesia. Indonesia’s annual average “current private” and “future private”
investment of $21.1 billion in 2015 prices can be compared with an average annual private sector
investment of $4.7 billion in current prices (for 2010–2018) and $10.4 billion in current prices (for 2016–
2018). Data for 2017 show a major spike in private sector investment due to a $6.0 billion high speed
rail project which may not be replicable in the medium term. However, even $6.0 billion to $8.0 billion
in average annual private sector investment is well short of the annual target of $21.1 billion.

ADB’s Response
63.
ADB’s rationale for its support to PPPs is based on the premise that PPPs have the potential to
help close the infrastructure gap in its DMCs by leveraging scare public funding to deliver much needed
investments in infrastructure and public services. The rationale for ADB’s support to PPPs has been
articulated in detail in a number of documents, notably Strategy 2020 and the Public–Private Partnership
Operational Plan, 2012–2020. Within these frameworks, PPPs are promoted as an important way to
achieve greater economic growth within DMCs, a means of addressing significant infrastructure
constraints within the region, and a counter to the lack of available funding from traditional government
sources. While not exclusively PPP-focused, Strategy 2030 builds on the theme of addressing key
infrastructure gaps as an important operational target for ADB noting that “infrastructure will remain a
key priority to promote social and economic development” and that ADB will continue to “promote
quality infrastructure investments that are green, sustainable, resilient and inclusive.” 20 Mindful of the
differentiated approaches required to address country-specific development challenges, Strategy 2030
aims to “scale up support to public–private partnerships” across a broad range of operational areas,
“catalyze investments,” “increase use of the Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility,” and “expand private
sector operations including PPPs” with the aim of delivering “a comprehensive package of solutions to
its DMCs.”21
64.
ADB’s response to the development context for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific finds its most
articulate expression in the PPP Operational Plan. This is a well drafted framework for operational
engagement that has served ADB well for nearly a decade. The plan provides a brief but clear analysis of
the Asia and Pacific PPP development context, examining challenges in infrastructure financing and ADB’s
potential role in addressing bottlenecks. The plan identifies four key challenges that have held back
greater private sector participation in the provision of quality infrastructure and social services: (i) a weak
commitment to and lack of capacity for implementing PPPs, (ii) an underdeveloped enabling and legal
environment for PPPs, (iii) poor PPP project preparation, and (iv) insufficient project financing. The
analysis of the development context for PPPs contained in the policy is analytically consistent with many
of the key challenges identified in this evaluation’s own review of current PPP literature and work
undertaken by other MDBs in the region, and with the evaluation’s interviews with PPP market
participants. In 2012, ADB’s PPP Operational Plan was in many respects ahead of the curve; at that time,
few MDBs had a stand-alone operational guidance document specific to PPPs. The policy proposed that
ADB’s operational activities be grouped into four pillars: (1) advocacy and capacity development, (2)
enabling environment, (3) project development, and (4) project financing (Table 7).

20

21

ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific . Manila. Executive
Summary.
ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient, and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila. (paras. 78,
79, and 86).
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Table 7: Public–Private Partnership Pillars
Pillar 1
Advocacy and Capacity
Development
Create awareness,
identify PPP potential,
develop capacity of
government and ADB
staff, enhance external
knowledge management
links

Pillar 2
Enabling Environment

Pillar 3
Project Development

Pillar 4
Project Financing

Develop policy, legal,
regulatory and
institutional framework
to facilitate, guide and
manage the development
of PPPs

Align ADB project cycle to
the PPP development
process, assist in the
development of pathfinder
projects, provide support
(including advisory
support) throughout the
process up to contract
award or financial closure
that can come as expert
support, tool kits, funding
costs of transaction
advisors or procurement
support

Provide credit
enhancement products,
e.g., equity, long-term
debt, refinancing,
subordinate debt,
cofinancing and,
guarantees. Establish a
credit guarantee facility
and provide public
sector support through
schemes such as viability
gap funding

Source: ADB. 2012. Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020. Manila

65.
ADB’s operational framework for organizing institutional support to PPPs has similarities to and
differences from those of other MDBs. Table 8 provides an overview of the operational architecture at
different MDBs.
Table 8: Public–Private Partnership Support by Multilateral Development Banks
Item
Strategic
Framework

ADB
Strategy 2020 and
Strategy 2030

Operational Plan

PPP Operational
Plan, 2012–2020

Central Unit

Office of Public–
Private Partnership
(OPPP) coordinates
PPP initiatives,
provides
operational
support and
knowledge
management to
regional
departments as
well as transaction
advisory services to
government clients

WBGa
2013 Group
Strategy;
IFC Roadmap,
FY2015–2017
No dedicated PPP
operational plan

EBRDb
Strategic Capital
Framework (SCF):
2016–2020

IDBGc
Institutional
Strategy, 2020–
2023

AfDBd
Strategy for 2013–
2022

No dedicated PPP
operational plan

No dedicated PPP
operational plan

Infrastructure
Finance, PPPs, and
Guarantees Group
(IPG) coordinates
with IFC and
MIGA. IPG,
through its
Infrastructure
Programs and
Analytics (IPA)
Unit, provides
knowledge and
analytical support
and manages three
global programs:
Global
Infrastructure

Sustainable
Infrastructure
Advisory (SIA) Unit
coordinates
upstream and
midstream
(transaction
advisory) activities.
SIA covers both
public sector
projects and PPPs.

PPP Single Window
provides end-toend support for
the promotion of
private investment
and the
strengthening of
the capacities of
the public sector in
PPP. PPP Single
Window, with
representatives
from InterAmerican
Development Bank
(IDB) and IDB
Invest, provides a

No operational
guidelines and
directives for PPPs;
PPPs are generally
addressed within
AfDB corporate
and sectoral
strategies, and
country
strategy papers
(CSPs)
No centralized
resources
dedicated to
dealing with PPPs
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EBRDb

IDBGc
one-stop shop for
PPPs at IDBG
headquarters.

AfDBd

SIA and
Infrastructure
Project Preparation
Facility (IPPF)

IDB and PPP Single
Window

IPG, WBI and PPIAF

SIA and IPPF

IDB and PPP Single
Window

IFC Advisory
Services and GIF

SIA and IPPF

IPG, IFC, IFC
Infraventures and
MIGA

Infrastructure
Business Group

Knowledge
Sharing

Regional
departments,
Private Sector
Operations
Department
(PSOD)
PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat

IDB Invest (IDBG’s
private sector
operations) and
PPP Single Window
IDB Invest and PPP
Single Window

Private- and publicsector-led PPP
operations
are now under
sector leadership
and are fronted by
the country and
regional offices. No
transaction
advisory services
provided

IPG IPA and GIF
Management Unit

PPP Single Window

No centralized
repository of
knowledge and
experience

First point of
contact by DMCs

Country director or
OPPP

Country
representative at
national level or
PPP Single Window
at IDBG
headquarters

In-country staff

Main focus

Financing and
transaction
advisory services

IPG Financial
Structuring and
PPPs (FSP), which
manages IPG’s
client-facing work
across the
infrastructure
investment cycle
Capacity building,
enabling
environment,
transaction advice
and financing

IPPF (through
policy dialogues
and PPP projects
uploaded in
SOURCE, an online
cloud-based
project preparation
and management
tool)
Infrastructure
Business Group
(IBG)

Delivery of policy
dialogue and
project preparation
outputs (SIA and
IPPF) and financing

Enabling
environment,
transaction advice
and financing

Financing; the
bank is involved at
a later stage,
usually after
structuring and
procurement

Item

Advocacy and
Capacity
Development

Enabling
Environment
Transaction
Advisory

Financing

ADB

Regional
departments and
the Asia Pacific
Project Preparation
Facility (AP3F)
Regional
departments and
AP3F
OPPP Transaction
Advisory Services
and AP3F

WBGa
Facility (GIF),
Public–Private
Infrastructure
Facility (PPIAF) and
Quality
Infrastructure
Investment
Partnership (QII)
IPG, World Bank
Institute (WBI) and
PPIAF

AP3F = Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility, CSP = country strategy papers, DMC = developing member country, FSP = Financial Structuring and
PPPs, FY = fiscal year, IBG = Infrastructure Business Group, IDBG = Inter-American Development Bank Group, IFC = International Finance Corporation,
IPA = Infrastructure Programs and Analytics, IPG = Infrastructure Finance, PPPs, and Guarantees Group, IPPF = Infrastructure Project Preparation
Facility, GIF = Global Infrastructure Facility, MIGA = Multilateral Guarantee Investment Agency, OPPP= Office of Public–Private Partnership, PPIAF =
Public–Private Infrastructure Facility, PPP = Public–Private Partnership, PSOD = Private Sector Operations Department, QII = Quality Infrastructure
Investment Partnership, SCF = Strategic Capital Framework, SIA = Sustainable Infrastructure Advisory, WBI = World Bank Institute.
a
World Bank Group.2015. World Bank Group Support to Public-Private Partnerships. Washington, DC; EBRD Evaluation Department. 2018. Thematic
Evaluation: Infrastructure Project Preparation Facility. London; and WBG website https://www.worldbank.org/.
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EBRD Evaluation Department. 2018. Thematic Evaluation: Infrastructure Project Preparation Facility. London;. and EBRD website
https://www.ebrd.com/home.
IDB Invest. 2019. Public-Private Partnerships + Health Care. Washington, DC; and IADB website. https://www.iadb.org/en.
African Development Bank (Independent Development Evaluation). 2019. Evaluation of the AfDB’s Utilization of its Public Private Partnership
Mechanism (2006–2017). Abidjan.

66.
The PPP Operational Plan was published in 2012 and therefore predated the establishment of
the Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP) in 2014. When the plan was drafted, it was premised on
a strong working partnership between the regional departments and PSOD. Regional departments were
specifically tasked with taking a leadership role in operational activities listed under Pillars 1, 2 and 3:
advocating for PPPs within DMCs; providing support for the development of localized institutional and
policy frameworks required to pursue PPPs; and support for creation of project pipelines and undertaking
project development. Regional departments were to be supported by cross-cutting theme consultations
and PPP experts. They were also expected, through dialogue with DMC governments and by leveraging
the CPS and country operations business plan processes, to screen and conduct a systematic examination
and monitoring of potential PPP projects at the pre-concept stage. Sovereign funding for infrastructure
projects was only to be considered when privately-financed or PPP-financed interventions were not viable.
PSOD was tasked with responsibility for Pillar 4 operational activities: leveraging project financing in
support of a PPP project pipeline. The leveraging language used in the PPP Operational Plan highlights
PSOD’s role: its primary role was not to be a debt provider but to be a mobilizer of private sector funding.
67.
Despite clear guidelines and recommendations in the PPP Operational Plan on the need to filter
and screen potential PPP projects at an early stage, little evidence has emerged over the past decade that
this work has taken place in a systematic or consistent manner. OPPP’s role in advising governments on
structuring PPP transactions, described in the PPP Operational Plan as “the missing link to enable a flow
of well-prepared and structured projects, capable of being externally financed” is now established, but
OPPP’s parallel role in providing coordination and support to regional departments to help screen,
examine and monitor potential PPP projects at an early stage has largely been neglected. The PPP
Operational Plan strategic framework assumed a “One ADB” approach and a willingness to share
knowledge across operations teams, but incentives to encourage such cooperation were not detailed.
The document could have been improved if it had been more explicit in its recommendations as to how,
and by which operations teams, PPP projects would be prioritized and how knowledge sharing and
institutional coordination would be realized in practice. A good description of VFM screening is provided
in the appendixes of the plan, although this did not make it clear which ADB team would take primary
responsibility for ensuring that such analysis was undertaken. PSOD’s envisaged role as a mobilizer of
external capital resources is explicit, but the results and monitoring framework outlined in Appendix 7 of
the policy has not been well integrated into subsequent reports and recommendations of the President
nor are results documenting mobilization of external capital reflected well in project extended annual
review report validations.
68.
The evaluation conducted an in-depth review of ADB country partnership strategies (CPSs)22
which indicated that PPPs were identified as a priority area of intervention in almost all. Many offered
ADB support to DMCs through the creation or strengthening of the regulatory and institutional
frameworks for PPPs, capacity development for PPP-related institutions, and the development of
bankable PPP projects. In most DMCs, ADB support for PPPs was focused on infrastructure, primarily in
the energy, transport and water sectors. In a few DMCs, the CPS mentioned that ADB would help the
country explore PPP opportunities in the social sector, including health and education, where the
application of the PPP model to date has been traditionally limited. Table 9 details the provisions in the
CPSs for the four case study countries: the PRC, India, Indonesia, and the Philippines.

22

Includes country strategy and partnerships (which preceded CPSs) and the Pacific Approach, 2016–2020 which serves as the
country partnership strategy for the Pacific region.
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Table 9: Public–Private Partnership Initiatives Identified in Country Partnership Strategies
DMC
CPS Coverage
Case Study Countries
People’s
2008–2010
Republic of
China
2011–2015

2016–2020

India

2009–2012

2013–2017
Indonesia

2006–2009a
2012–2014b
2016–2019

Philippines

2011–2016

PPP Initiatives
ADB will promote PPP in infrastructure finance. ADB will increasingly
explore approaches to PPP in developing urban areas.
ADB's nonsovereign operations will continue to finance catalytic projects,
focusing on innovative financing solution, and PPP for infrastructure
investment.
ADB will support private sector participation through PPPs (i.e., through
advisory work, regulatory and institutional reform, financing, and capacity
building)
One of the five strategic pillars of the CPS is catalyzing investment through
the use of innovative business and financing solutions, including through
PPPs.
The PPP program mainstreamed through ADB TA projects will build
capacity for designing, appraising, and developing PPP projects. ADB will
continue to explore innovative ways to support the government’s PPP
projects.
PPPs were identified as an area of ADB intervention. The CPS targeted PPPs
for projects and knowledge creation and innovation.
The CPS set a target of 10 PPP infrastructure projects for which bidding
would be completed by 2008.
ADB will support programs and catalytic projects, including PPPs, with a
focus on transport, power, and water supply and sanitation.
Enhancing private sector development through PPPs will be mainstreamed
as part of ADB’s support to Indonesia.
ADB will help strengthen the overall environment for PPPs through support
for the legal and regulatory framework, capacity development for PPPrelated institutions, and development of bankable projects.

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CPS = country partnership strategies, DMC = developing member country, PPP = PPP = Public–
Private Partnership, TA = technical assistance.
Source: Asian Development Bank.

69.
The CPSs show that ADB has consistently sought to mainstream PPPs into its operations and
activities, especially in more recent documents. This is particularly true for the four case study countries,
which are in Group C (regular OCR-only countries). In the CPSs for these countries, PPPs were consistently
identified as important instruments in mobilizing the huge capital required and the expertise for
innovative or greenfield projects.
While the frequency of proposed PPP project and program support is on the rise in ADB CPSs,
70.
the documents seldom mentioned the need for PPP structures to take account of DMC fiscal constraints
or to contribute to long-term economic sustainability or the building of quality infrastructure in a
measurable way. This implies that, in terms of initial DMC client engagement, ADB’s approach to
developing PPPs has been opportunistic and concentrated on transactions rather than systematically
focused on development outcomes. The need for ADB to work alongside DMC clients, both sovereign
and nonsovereign, to subject proposed PPP projects to early value-for-money analysis; to examine the
projects’ long-term sustainability; to ensure that infrastructure is resilient; or to apply analytical tools
such as the Intergenerational Redistributive Effects Model 23 were not covered in the CPSs.

23

Domingo Penyalver. 2017 Assessing the Fairness of a Project Financing Formula on Successive Generations. International Journal
of Transport Economics. XLIV 91): 152-176. The intergenerational redistributive effects model seeks within a given country
economic context to ascertain whether there is a balanced intergenerational distribution of burdens and benefits over the whole
PPP project lifecycle.
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71.
Strategy 2030 identified seven operational priorities for ADB, two of which explicitly mentioned
support to PPPs. These were (i) taking action on climate change, building climate and disaster resilience,
and enhancing environmental sustainability; and (ii) making cities more livable. For climate change,
Strategy 2030 said that ADB needed to scale up its support for climate change mitigation by prioritizing
investments for low greenhouse gas emission energy, implementing sustainable transport and urban
transport strategies, and encouraging DMCs to shift to a low-emission development path in line with
their Nationally Determined Contributions under the Paris Agreement. ADB will pursue these operational
targets through the selective use of concessional financing, greater engagement with the private sector,
and support for innovative PPPs. For the livable cities priority, ADB will help cities explore new sources of
funding and to expand existing sources, including through property taxes, utility charges or
administrative fees, and predictable intergovernmental transfers. ADB will assist local governments and
utilities to issue municipal bonds or project bonds and to explore PPPs. Strategy 2030 operational
priorities are focused on long-term developmental outcomes and identify PPPs as a one option among
many possible ADB operational interventions. PPPs are far from the only possible way to address
infrastructure development gaps and the emphasis on selective use of concessional funding and work on
expanding existing sources of funding for livable cities initiatives responds to one of the key constraints
identified for PPP projects; developing predictable and financially resilient repayment schemes that
adequately compensate private sector actors for the financial intermediation and project risks they
assume.
72.
ADB’s Operational Plan for Private Sector Operations, 2019–202424 mentions PPPs as an area of
focus within the context of Strategy 2030 operational priorities. An integrated approach that involves
regional departments, OPPP, and PSOD is described as optimal for scaling up support to PPPs and much
emphasis is given to leveraging a “One ADB” approach. The plan envisages PSOD-specific support for
PPPs remaining focused on financial support, with the provision of equity, debt and guarantees to private
sponsors. PSOD support will include consideration of blended finance options. The plan asserts that ADB:
“is unique in possessing capacity to support PPPs comprehensively across the dimensions of PPP programs
and projects.”25 ADB’s strategic support for PPPs covers many of the same key areas for PPP development
and operational strategies as those covered by other MDBs, although with different areas of emphasis
and institutional resource allocation. An examination of comparative portfolio data revealed that, over
the 10-year period under review, ADB provided more funding and support for the enabling environment
than either AfDB or EBRD. However, those two institutions work in significantly different development
contexts to ADB: AfDB works in highly challenging development environment and EBRD has focused its
resources, with impressive results, on smaller-scale PPP projects in urban infrastructure. Through
transaction advisory services provided by OPPP, ADB has also emphasized the need for project
preparation to a greater extent than AfDB or IDBG. Nevertheless, with respect to addressing the challenge
and opportunity of developing successful PPPs, the approach outlined in the PSOD Operational Plan was
a significant step forward; first, the plan prioritized Strategy 2030 operational goals and long-term
development outcomes above numbers of transactions or TAS targets, and second, it emphasized the
need for a “One ADB” approach to respond effectively to the needs of DMC stakeholders.
73.
Despite the frequency with which PPPs are mentioned in CPSs, the PSOD Operational Plan, and
Strategy 2030 documents, ADB’s support for PPPs does not yet appear to be supported by rigorous
country-specific policy, sector and regulatory analysis or regular sector audits. Operational heat maps
highlighting countries and sectors where regional departments could productively engage on sector and
PPP policy issues, where OPPP could work on TAS, or where PSOD could proactively offer support to local
project sponsors are undeveloped. With few exceptions, notably in countries covered by the Private Sector
Development Initiative (PSDI) in the Pacific, there is weak documentary or interview evidence to suggest
that DMC sovereign client engagements relating to the viability of PPPs in a given DMC promote broader
dialogue about required SOE reforms or that progress has been made on policy, sector or regulatory
issues that would encourage greater private sector participation in infrastructure. ADB’s response to date,
24
25

ADB. 2019. Operational Plan for Private Sector Operations, 2019–2024. Manila.
Footnote 25, p. 26
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whether by design or because of the need to prioritize sovereign lending requests for established
approaches to infrastructure procurement, appears to downplay the need to examine SOE or sector and
regulatory reforms that could pave the way for wider private-sector-led engagement in PPP projects. The
need to examine and address local funding or banking skills gaps in a systematic way or to partner with
long-term institutional investors such as overseas pension funds eager to invest in infrastructure debt
products has also been largely unexplored. ADB engagement, particularly on upstream PPP challenges,
instead consisted more of responding to requests from DMC governments for local institutional capacity
building and advising on legislative and regulatory frameworks for implementing PPPs (e.g., supporting
the establishment of PPP centers in many DMCs and working on legislative and regulatory frameworks).
The focus on country-level PPP frameworks, laws, regulations and PPP centers, while necessary, does not
in itself provide sufficient conditions to enable PPPs to flourish. Support for comprehensive policy, sector
and regulatory audits that examine the role of SOEs in local infrastructure procurement and local financial
funding gaps would be one way for ADB to leverage its institutional knowledge and resources more
effectively and to demonstrate responsiveness to the needs of a wider range of potential PPP
stakeholders.

Summary
74.
Many studies by ADB, the World Bank and others have highlighted the scale and magnitude of
the infrastructure deficit in Asia and the Pacific. ADB’s strategic response to the infrastructure gap has
placed private sector participation in public infrastructure and service provision at its heart. The need for
greater involvement of the private sector in providing long-term and sustainable procurement and
financing solutions in infrastructure is clear, but in many DMCs the current enabling environment is
unable to crowd in the private sector. ADBs Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020
provided a well-articulated strategic approach to ADB support for PPPs across four pillars of operational
activity: (i) advocacy and capacity development, (ii) enabling environment, (iii) project development, and
(iv) project financing.
75.
Operational implementation of the PPP Operational Plan has often fallen short in terms of
promoting early project screening, conducting VFM analysis, and providing better practical support to
front-line country office staff and regional departments as they engage with DMC client governments.
The results and monitoring framework outlined in the PPP Operational Plan has also been largely
neglected in terms of documenting PSOD’s envisaged role as a mobilizer of external capital resources.
The operational priorities of Strategy 2030 and the need for a “One ADB” approach to external client
engagement should also be better reflected in ADB’s operational approach to PPPs. Strategy 2030 and
the recent Operational Plan for Private Sector Operations (para. 72) build on important themes
highlighted in the PPP Operational Plan but place a greater emphasis on targeting longer-term
operational priorities and quality infrastructure outcomes. In particular, the Operational Plan for Private
Sector Operations articulates a strategic approach to PPPs that utilizes a theory of change design to
encourage focus, not simply on institutional outputs such as the number of transactions or the amount
of funds disbursed, but on leveraging PPPs to achieve targeted ADB operational priorities.
The evaluation’s examination of CPSs found that ADB has consistently sought to mainstream
76.
PPPs into its operations and activities in its DMCs, but the language relating to PPP interventions has
often been generic and light on either policy recommendations or details of transactions. ADB’s
articulation of support for PPPs in a given DMC is often only weakly connected to ADB and DMC client
developmental goals or attuned to local capacity and fiscal contexts. CPSs still reflect the fact that ADB
is operationally more geared to delivering sovereign financing for infrastructure and government-led
institution building than to developing beneficial partnerships with the private sector. As a consequence,
CPSs rarely articulate the need for reform of state-owned enterprises or other regulatory or sectoral
reforms, although these are necessary for PPPs to thrive. CPS documents lay only minimal emphasis on
ADB working alongside DMC client partners, both sovereign and private sector, to undertake up-front,
systematic and rigorous infrastructure needs assessments, prepare feasibility studies, or conduct VFM
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analysis on prospective PPP projects. Given the substantial transaction costs involved in PPP procurement
and implementation, this is a significant shortcoming.
ADB is unequal to the task of addressing the Asia Pacific infrastructure gap alone. ADB retains
77.
an important role as a trusted advisor to its DMC clients on PPP best practices and on creating operating
environments that can crowd in the private sector. ADB has a vital role to play in mobilizing third party
financing resources. The role of SOEs and how the lack of required sectoral reform can inhibit PPP growth
will need more in-depth discussions with DMC government counterparties. Focusing on the private
sector, ADB could benefit from reaching out to local banking, private sector contractors, and investors
to demonstrate responsiveness to the needs of a wider range of potential PPP stakeholders.
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Highlights
During the evaluation period (2009–2018), ADB approved 66 sovereign loans ($10.8 billion), 86 nonsovereign
operations ($11.1 billion), and 126 technical assistance (TA) projects ($223 million) with significant public–private
partnership (PPP) elements. The total approved amount was $22.1 billion. There was a general uptrend in the
approval of Group A (significant PPP elements) sovereign and nonsovereign projects. However, approvals of PPPrelated TA projects peaked at $58 million in 2013 and dropped to an all-time low of $13 million in 2018. Five
countries accounted for 65% of total Group A approvals during 2009–2018: India (21.4%), Indonesia (14.3%),
PRC (13.8%), Bangladesh (7.9%) and the Philippines (7.8%). By sector, the largest by approved amount were
energy (41%), finance (14%), water and other urban infrastructure and services (14%), public sector management
(9%), and transport (8%).
The response of the ADB PPP portfolio to the needs of governments and the private sector during the evaluation
period was assessed to have been satisfactory overall. ADB’s upstream support helped governments to address
policy, regulatory and institutional weaknesses through a combination of (i) policy-based loans, (ii) capacity
development TA projects, and (iii) policy and advisory TA projects. For downstream support, ADB provided
(i) project preparatory technical assistance and transaction advisory services to prepare PPP projects, (ii) project
finance and corporate finance in one or two priority sectors in each country, and (iii) financial intermediation
loans to selected infrastructure finance institutions.

78.
This chapter reviews ADB’s PPP-related portfolio during 2009–2018. It examines the composition
of the portfolio by type of operation, pillar, sector, country, and region. It also aims to answer the first
of the evaluation’s subsidiary questions: Has ADB’s support for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific been
responsive to the needs of stakeholders, both sovereign and nonsovereign?

Description of the Portfolio
79.
Initial portfolio data supplied to IED did not provide a useful picture of the full scope of ADB’s
support to PPPs. Based on the database that was initially provided by OPPP to IED, ADB approved 792
projects and technical assistance (TA) interventions with identified PPP components totaling $51.0 billion
during 2009–2018. This comprised (i) 249 sovereign projects amounting to $36.6 billion, (ii) 108
nonsovereign operations (NSO) projects amounting to $13.7 billion, and (iii) 435 TA grants amounting
to $666.0 million. IED found that the headline approved amount of $51.0 billion was not useful because:
(i)
(ii)

(iii)

The amount was based on gross approvals and was not net of cancellations.
The amount was based on the total approved amount for the projects and not the
amount allocated for the PPP components. In many sovereign projects the PPP
component was often a very small part of the overall project.
The amount included cofinancing, specifically B-loans for NSO and funds from bilateral
organizations for TA projects.

80.
During a preliminary review of the portfolio data, IED noted that several projects and TA projects
had negligible or no identifiable PPP elements. IED subsequently classified the projects and TA projects
into three groups: (i) Group A (significant PPP elements), (ii) Group B (some PPP elements); and (iii) Group
C (negligible or no obvious PPP elements). As part of an extended feedback process on the evaluation
approach paper, IED shared the categorized list of projects and TA projects with OPPP. OPPP then
forwarded the list to the regional departments and the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) for
review. The regional departments and PSOD were requested to comment on the classification of the
projects and TA projects and to provide additional justification or remarks for proposed changes in
classification. After this exercise, the number of approved projects and TA projects that had significant
or some PPP elements (i.e., Group A and Group B projects) dropped from 792 to 630 while the total
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amount declined from $51.0 billion to $41.1 billion. This consisted of (i) 186 sovereign projects ($28.1
billion), (ii) 94 NSO projects ($12.4 billion), and (iii) 350 TA projects ($570 million).
During the course of the evaluation, the PPP database was subjected to further review and
81.
examination. The result was that more projects were assessed as having negligible or no PPP elements.
For instance, it was discovered during the mission to India that the performance-based management
contracts described in the RRPs of several sovereign projects were merely construction contracts with
extended warranties and/or maintenance provisions and were therefore not within ADB’s own accepted
definition of a PPP. This was confirmed by the executing and implementing agencies when they explained
during interviews that they did not consider these contracts to be PPPs. The number of approved Group
A and Group B projects and TA projects was reduced further from 630 to 474 and the amount from
$41.1 billion to $29.0 billion. As indicated in Chapter 1, only the 278 Group A projects and TA projects
amounting to $22.1 billion are covered in this portfolio review. Table 10 shows the amount and number
of Group A projects and TA projects by type of assistance and by pillar.
Table 10: Approved Group A Projects and Technical Assistance by Pillar, 2009–2018
Type of Operation
Sovereign operations
Nonsovereign operations
Technical assistance
Total

Pillar 1
450
0
127
577

Type of Operation
Sovereign operations
Nonsovereign operations
Technical assistance
Total

Pillar 1
3
0
66
69

Amount ($ million)
Pillar 3
410
0
36
447
Number of Projects
Pillar 2
Pillar 3
15
6
0
0
30
30
45
36
Pillar 2
3,532
0
60
3,591

Pillar 4
6,397
11,107
0
17,504

Total
10,788
11,107
223
22,119

Pillar 4

Total

42
86
0
128

66
86
126
278

Note: Projects and technical assistance grants in Group A are those with significant PPP elements
Source: Independent Evaluation Department summary from database provided by the Office of Public-Private Partnership.

82.
As shown in Figure 3, the annual amount of Group A approvals fluctuated between $1.3 billion
and $1.9 billion from 2009 to 2014. Total annual approvals peaked at $3.3 billion in 2015 and then
averaged $3.1 billion during 2016–2018. Since a slight decline in 2016, there has been an upward trend
in the approvals of sovereign and nonsovereign projects with significant PPP components. Approvals of
TA grants in support of PPP averaged $2.2 million during 2009–2018, peaked at $58 million in 2013, and
have been on a downward trend, dropping to $13 million in 2018.
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Figure 3: Group A Public–Private Partnership Approvals by Year and Type of
Operation, 2009-2018 ($ million)
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Note: Includes Group A projects and technical assistance only

83.
By country, India had the largest number and highest total volume of PPP-related approved
projects ($4.7 billion, 21.4%). As shown in Table 11, the other countries receiving significant amounts of
ADB support were Indonesia ($3.1 billion), People’s Republic of China ($3.1 billion), Bangladesh
($1.8 billion), and the Philippines ($1.7 billion). These five countries accounted for 65% of total PPPrelated approvals during 2009–2018.
Table 11: Ten Countries with Highest Amounts of Group A Public–Private Partnership Approvals, 2009–
2018, ($ million)
Country
India
Indonesia
People's Republic of China
Philippines
Thailand
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Pakistan
Myanmar
Regional
Subtotal
Others (21 countries)
Total

Sovereign
3,567
1,700
50
1,602
0
500
1,032
687
0
150
9,377
1,411
10,788

NSO
1,058
1,454
2,999
95
1,491
975
718
540
622
315
10,268
839
11,107

TA
13
2
6
33
6
0
4
11
2
108
186
38
223

Total
4,279
3,156
3,055
1,729
1,496
1,475
1,754
1,239
624
573
19,831
2,288
22,119

Percentage of
Total
21.4
14.3
13.8
7.8
6.8
6.7
7.9
5.6
2.8
2.6
89.7
10.3
100.0

NSO = nonsovereign operations, TA = technical assistance.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

84.
By region, Southeast Asia had the largest share of PPP-related approvals with 34% of the total
approved amount (Table 12). South Asia had the next biggest share with 31%, followed by Central and
West Asia (17%), East Asia (15%) and the Pacific (0.9%).

ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships 37
Table 12: Group A Public–Private Partnership Approvals by Region, 2009–2018
($ million)
Region
Southeast Asia
South Asia
Central and West Asia
East Asia
Regional
Pacific
Total

Sovereign
3,565
5,077
1,680
170
150
146
10,788

NSO
3,830
1,776
2,036
3,099
315
51
11,107

TA
47
31
21
15
108
2
223

Total
7,443
6,885
3,737
3,285
573
198
22,119

% of Total
33.6%
31.1%
16.9%
14.8%
2.6%
0.9%
100.0%

NSO = nonsovereign operations, TA = technical assistance.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

In terms of sectors, the energy sector had the largest share by amount ($9.0 billion, 41%). These
85.
were mostly NSO projects ($7.9 billion). It was followed by finance ($3.2 billion, 14%), water and other
urban infrastructure and services ($3.1 billion, 14%), public sector management ($2.0 billion, 9%), and
transport ($1.8 billion, 8%). The other sectors, which combined totaled $3.0 billion, were: (i) agriculture,
natural resources and rural development, (ii) education, (iii) health, (iv) industry and trade,
(v) information and communications technology, and (vi) multisector (Figure 4).
Figure 4: Approved Amount of Projects Related to Public–Private Partnership
by Sector, 2009-2018 ($ billion)

Others, $3.0, 14%
Energy, $9.0, 41%
Transport, $1.8, 8%

Public sector management,
$2.0, 9%

Water and other urban
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14%
Finance, $3.2, 14%
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

38 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
Sovereign Operations
86.
The 66 Group A sovereign projects consisted of 39 project loans, 14 policy-based loans (PBLs),
and 13 financial intermediation loans or investments.
87.
The 39 sovereign project loans amounted to $4.4 billion and supported PPPs in 16 countries.
Three project loans totaling $450 million supported mainly Pillar 1 outcomes and involved capacity
building for developing, procuring, and managing PPPs. The capacity development components of these
projects totaled $32.47 million. This represented 7% of the ADB approved amount and 2% of the
combined costs of the three projects. There was only one project that supported a Pillar 2 intervention;
a $1.5 million grant that included establishment of an appropriate PPP policy framework for providing
basic services in poor communities in the Philippines. Six projects totaling $410 million supported Pillar
3 outcomes and three of these consisted of transaction advisory work including updating a feasibility
study, structuring the PPP, preparing a detailed engineering design, and preparing bid documents. Three
other projects involved the establishment and/or funding of project development facilities and viability
gap funds.
88.
Of the 39 project loans, 29 totaling $3.6 billion supported Pillar 4 outcomes. Six project loans
totaling $798 million supported projects using design-build-operate (DBO) contracts. The DBO is a type
of PPP in which the public client (the government or a public agency) enters into a contract with a private
contractor to design, build and then operate the project, while the client finances the project and retains
ownership. Five of these were used in the water and other urban infrastructure and services sector; the
other was in the agriculture, natural resources and rural development sector. Nine project loans totaling
$1.1 billion supported infrastructure projects that were not PPP but which promoted the use of longterm operation and maintenance contracts or performance-based management contracts. For instance,
in the Agriculture Market Infrastructure Project in Afghanistan, slaughterhouses were to be built using
public funds, but the management and operation of slaughterhouses were contracted out to the private
sector. The remaining 14 project loans totaling $1.7 billion supported different types of PPP models in
various sectors. They included the Karnataka State Highways Improvement III Project (a $346 million
loan), which used a hybrid annuity model (HAM) contractual structure26 for upgrading 419 km of state
highways. The other PPP modalities used were build-operate-transfer (BOT), build-own-operate-transfer
(BOOT), design-build-finance-operate (DBFO), and concession agreements.
89.
The 13 financial intermediation loans supported Pillar 4 outcomes but were in only three
countries: Bangladesh, India, and Indonesia. Seven of the nine loans to India consisted of loan tranches
to the India Infrastructure Finance Company Limited totaling $1.9 billion through three multitranche
financing facilities. The company used the loan proceeds to finance infrastructure projects prioritizing
PPPs. The other financial intermediation loans to India were: (i) a $200 million loan (tranche 1) to the
Indian Renewable Energy Development Agency Ltd for onlending to eligible renewable energy
subprojects, and (ii) a $100 million loan (tranche 1) to Punjab National Bank primarily to finance large
solar rooftop systems on industrial and commercial buildings.
90.
In Bangladesh, ADB provided two loans totaling $350 million to provide the Infrastructure
Development Company Ltd with long-term additional resources for the financing of medium to large
private-sector-led infrastructure subprojects. In Indonesia, ADB provided a $100 million loan to PT
Indonesia Infrastructure Finance, a nonbank financial institution, to develop and finance commercially
viable infrastructure projects. The other financial intermediation project was a $150 million equity
investment in the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund, which will lend for long-tenor sovereign or sovereign
guaranteed infrastructure projects, including public portions of PPP projects.
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In the hybrid annuity model (HAM), a substantial percentage of the project’s costs (up to 50%) is paid at settled milestones
during the construction period, while the balance of payments and maintenance payments are paid proportionately over a
period of 7–15 years post-construction.
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The 14 PBLs totaled $3.5 billion and supported Pillar 2 outcomes in five countries. Nine of the
91.
PBLs were in Southeast Asia: five in the Philippines and four in Indonesia. 27 These were all at the national
level and the main intended outcomes were strengthened PPP policy, regulations, and institutional
frameworks in these countries. PBLs to Fiji and the Kyrgyz Republic were likewise at the national level
with similar intended outcomes. The two remaining PBLs were in Pakistan at the subnational level—in
the Punjab and Sindh—but the intended outcomes were the same.
Only two PBLs were fully dedicated to supporting PPPs, both in the Philippines. Subprogram 1 of
92.
the Expanding Private Participation in Infrastructure Program had three outputs (with 16 policy actions),
all of which were PPP-related: (i) strengthened government financial support to PPPs; (ii) expanded and
efficiently implemented pipeline of PPP projects; and (iii) strengthened legal and regulatory frameworks
for PPP. For the other 12 Group A PBLs, PPP-related policy actions were half or less of the total number
of policy actions. For instance, under subprogram 1 of the Second Investment Climate Improvement
Program in the Kyrgyz Republic, 7 of the 21 policy actions aimed at fostering a comprehensive PPP
program while the remaining 14 aimed at diversifying trade and investment and increasing access to
finance.

Nonsovereign Operations
93.
All 86 Group A NSO projects totaling $11.1 billion supported Pillar 4 outcomes. By type of
product, these were primarily A-loans ($8.4 billion) and B-loans ($1.8 billion). Equity investments
amounted to $474 million while political risk guarantees, and partial credit guarantees totaled
$445 million.
94.
By type of financing, NSO transactions consisted of 45 corporate finance transactions totaling
$7.1 billion and 41 project finance transactions totaling $4.0 billion. An example of a corporate finance
transaction was the Solar and Wind Power Development Project in India. ADB approved an equity
investment of $50 million in Welspun Renewables Energy Limited to allow it to develop a portfolio of
solar energy PPP projects with a combined capacity of 200 MW plus another 100 MW of wind PPP
projects. An example of a typical project finance transaction was the Myingyan Natural Gas Power Project
in Myanmar. The project was a BOT transaction for a combined-cycle, natural gas power plant with a net
capacity of 225 MW. ADB approved an A-loan and a B-loan totaling $152.2 million to a special-purpose
project company to be created by the project sponsors.
95.
Sixty-four of the 86 Group A NSO projects (74%) were in the energy sector, mostly in renewable
energy. This was followed by the water and other urban infrastructure and services sector with 12
projects. There were only four projects in the transport sector, two each in information and
telecommunications and finance, and one each in health and agriculture.
96.
The People’s Republic of China had the largest share of the PPP-related NSO approvals with
$3.0 billion. The other countries that received significant support were Thailand ($1.5 billion), Indonesia
($1.5 billion), India ($1.1 billion), Azerbaijan ($975 million) and Bangladesh ($718 million). These six
countries accounted for 78% of the total approved amount of $11.1 billion.
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In addition to the 14 Group A PBLs, there were three Group B PBLs that had some notable policy actions. These were: (i) the
Inclusive Growth through Improved Connectivity Program in Indonesia (establishment of a PPP unit in the Ministry of Finance
and establishment of a viability gap funding scheme); (ii) the Governance and Capacity Development in Public Sector
Management Program in Lao PDR (preparation of a road map for PPP reforms, establishment of PPP committees); and (iii) the
Public Efficiency and Financial Markets Program in Armenia (drafting of PPP law for approval, preparation of guidelines on (a)
the identification, vetting, and preparation of PPPs based on risk profiling, fiscal affordability, and financial viability; and (b)
monitoring performance of each PPP).
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Technical Assistance
97.
A total of 126 Group A TA projects with a combined amount of $224 million were approved by
ADB during 2009–2018 to support various aspects of PPP. Sixty-six of these were primarily in support of
Pillar 1 ($127 million), while 30 each were mainly in support of Pillars 2 ($60 million) and 3 ($36 million).
98.
Thirty-seven of the 66 TA projects primarily supporting Pillar 1 carried out capacity building
activities, the vast majority of which were at the national level and were not sector-specific. They involved
mostly training relevant government officials on how to prepare, transact, implement, and manage PPP
projects. An example was the Strengthening Public–Private Partnerships in the Philippines TA project. This
was to provide comprehensive capacity building support to the Philippine PPP center’s staff on various
policy and project aspects of PPP, with a specific emphasis on learning-by-doing activities involving
participation in actual PPP transactions. The TA also aimed to build the capacity of PPP-related operational
staff in the National Economic and Development Authority, Department of Finance, Department of
Budget and Management, and other government agencies. Subjects covered in the training programs
included aspects of PPP project appraisal, risk assessment and risk sharing, bidding processes, legal
implications of PPP contracts, monitoring and management of project implementation. There were a few
capacity building TA projects at the subnational level (province or state) in the PRC, India, and Pakistan.
99.
The other TA projects supporting Pillar 1 were 20 TA projects that sought to identify potential
PPP projects and 10 TA projects whose main objective was to create awareness about PPPs. The 20 TA
projects that sought to identify potential PPP projects were largely sector-specific. Their main activities
were conducting exploratory or feasibility studies on possible PPP schemes and identifying potential PPP
projects in specific geographical areas. The 10 TA projects aimed at creating awareness on PPP were
mostly regional TA projects that involved conferences and forums and/or knowledge-sharing activities.
100.
Of the 30 TA projects supporting Pillar 2, 27 aimed at establishing or improving policy, legal
and/or regulatory frameworks. The main activities in these TA projects were reviewing existing laws and
regulations relating to PPP and proposing improvements to incorporate lessons and international best
practices. The three other Pillar 2 TA projects focused on improving the institutional framework of
government institutions that deal with PPPs.
Of the 30 TA projects supporting Pillar 3, 28 provided transaction advisory services to specific
101.
projects or potential projects. These usually entailed the provision of technical, legal, financial,
negotiation, and other specialist support in conducting due diligence, preparing documentation,
developing financial models, and assisting the timely completion of contract negotiations. Some of these
TA projects also assisted in the development of pathfinder PPP projects. The two other TA projects
supporting Pillar 3 were regional TA projects that promoted the establishment of a regional and a
subregional project development facility for PPP projects.

Support for Pillars
102.
As expected, support for Pillar 1 (advocacy and capacity development) was provided mainly by
the 66 Group A TA projects that aimed to create awareness, identify PPP potential projects, and develop
capacity. There were also three sovereign loans with PPP capacity development components that
supported Pillar 1.
103.
For Pillar 2 (enabling environment), support was primarily provided by the 15 policy-based loans
with policy actions that called for improvements in the policy, legal, regulatory and institutional
frameworks to promote PPP. These were reinforced by 30 TA projects that provided consulting services
to assist the government in improving the enabling environment for PPPs.
104.
For Pillar 3 (project development), the main efforts were made through 30 TA projects and six
sovereign project loans. These projects and TA projects provided (i) transaction advisory services for
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preparing specific projects, (ii) developing pathfinder projects, and (iii) establishing project development
facilities.
105.
ADB’s nonsovereign operations offered significant support to Pillar 4 (project financing) by
providing project finance to 41 PPP projects and corporate finance to 45 companies engaged in
developing and financing PPP subprojects. ADB’s sovereign operations also contributed substantially to
this effort by providing 29 projects loans and 13 financial intermediation loans totaling $10.8 billion.
However, the entire amount did not go to PPP-related activities or components.

Alignment of the ADB Response with the Country Context and Needs
106.
The first subsidiary question of this evaluation was: Has ADB’s support for PPPs in Asia and the
Pacific been responsive to the needs of sovereign and nonsovereign stakeholders? To assess the needs of
the stakeholders, the study reviewed the PPP readiness of several DMCs in 2011 (near the start of the
evaluation period) and their governments’ infrastructure plans and priorities during the evaluation period
(2009–2019). The study then examined the projects and TA projects that ADB approved during 2009–
2018 to assess whether ADB’s upstream and downstream support was responsive to the needs of the
government and the private sector.
For PPP readiness, the study used the Economic Intelligence Unit’s 2011 Infrascope on Evaluating
the Environment for Public–Private Partnerships in Asia-Pacific (2011 Infrascope), which was

107.

commissioned by ADB. 28 The report comprises a summary and analysis of a benchmark index that
assessed the capacity of countries in the Asia and Pacific region to carry out sustainable public–private
infrastructure partnerships, as of June 2011. The index evaluated the PPP environment across six
components: regulatory framework (which made up 25% of the score), institutional framework (20%),
operational maturity (15%), investment climate (15%), financing facilities (15%), and sub-national
adjustment (10%). The resulting scores were then grouped into four categories of PPP readiness: matured
(80%–100%), developed (60%–80%), emerging (30%–60%), and nascent (0%–30%). The 2011 Infrascope
covered 15 countries and Gujarat State in India but only 11 were ADB DMCs: Bangladesh, People’s
Republic of China, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippines,
Thailand, and Viet Nam. ADB’s PPP-related support to these countries during 2009–2018 amounted to
$17.6 billion or 80% of total Group A approvals of $22.1 billion.
108.
For the governments’ infrastructure plans and priorities, the evaluation reviewed the
governments’ development plans and ADB’s country partnership strategies (CPSs) during 2009–2019.
Specifically, the evaluation looked at the governments’ priority sectors, infrastructure targets (if
available), and desired PPP reforms.
109.
The assessment of ADB’s upstream and downstream response was based on the intended
outcomes and outputs of the approved interventions. The effectiveness of these interventions is discussed
in Chapter 4, which covers the performance and results of evaluated and advanced projects and TA
projects.
110.
India was the only country that was categorized as developed in terms of overall PPP readiness
with a score of 65%. Contributing to this was its relatively developed institutional framework, operational
maturity, and financing facilities. However, 2011 Infrascope noted that India’s regulatory framework was
still emerging because, although it had strong systems in place for PPP project selection and bidding, it
suffered from a degree of incoherence in practice between state and national frameworks. There was no
PPP act at the federal level, leading to a certain amount of disconnect and regional variation. The
government therefore wanted to continue mainstreaming of PPP at the central line ministries and state
levels, an initiative that started in 2006 with ADB technical assistance. ADB upstream support consisted
28

Economist Intelligence Unit. 2011. Evaluating the Environment for Public–Private Partnerships in Asia: The 2011 Infrascope.
London.
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of five technical assistance projects during 2009–2014 to further improve public sector capacity to
develop, implement, and monitor infrastructure PPP projects at both national and subnational levels. The
outputs of these TA projects included: (i) a draft national PPP policy framework, (ii) a PPP manual and
toolkit, (iii) a business plan for “3P India” (a proposed corporate entity for supporting PPPs), (iv) a
“greenbook for PPPs” in the health sector, and (v) workshops, seminars and training programs at central
line ministries, state level institutions, and the private sector. As for downstream support, ADB
nonsovereign operations focused on providing project and corporate finance to renewable energy
projects, one of government’s priority areas. These projects were expected to add 3,410 MW of
renewable energy generating capacity and to contribute to the government’s target of adding
30,000 MW of renewable energy from 2005 to 2020. In addition, ADB provided $2.2 billion worth of
sovereign financial intermediation loans to state-owned financial institutions for onlending to PPP
projects in the road and renewable energy subsectors. This was appropriate as most PPP road projects
were financed by state-owned banks and nonbank financial institutions. Overall, ADB’s portfolio response
to government and private sector needs in India was satisfactory.
111.
The PRC was ranked second for overall PPP readiness, with a score of 50% and was categorized
as emerging. The PRC has a wealth of experience with PPPs going back to the 1990s. However, 2011
Infrascope assessed the PRC’s legal environment as not strong, and noted that the majority of projects
involved SOEs, rather than genuinely private concerns. ADB upstream support included policy and
advisory TA projects at the national level to assist in (i) preparing a national Concession Law, (ii) reviewing
financing options of PPPs, (iii) exploring the role of pension funds in PPP financing, and (iv) reviewing a
PPP-related fiscal risk management framework. ADB likewise provided capacity development TA projects
to subnational entities requesting assistance in improving the capacity of their PPP centers and
government contracting agencies to develop, implement and manage PPPs. For downstream support,
ADB approved 17 NSO projects totaling $3.0 billion consisting mostly of corporate finance to companies
involved in priority areas of the government—energy (renewable power), water supply, and wastewater
treatment. ADB’s portfolio response in the PRC was satisfactory.
The Philippines was categorized as emerging by 2011 Infrascope with a score of 47%. Some
112.
institutional weaknesses and limitations on dispute-resolution and financing were identified. The study
also assessed the Philippines PPP legal framework as good overall, but the government wanted to amend
the implementing rules and regulations of the Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) Law to promote wider private
sector participation. ADB’s responded by providing five policy-based loans (through three programs) and
five TA projects, the main objectives of which were to help strengthen the Philippines’ PPP policy and its
regulatory and institutional framework and to build capacity. Specific outputs and policy actions of these
interventions included: (i) building the capacity of the PPP center and other agencies involved in PPP;
(ii) allocation of funds for the project development and monitoring facility to finance the preparation of
PPP projects; (iii) allocation of funds for right-of-way acquisitions and resettlement in PPP projects;
(iv) amendments to the BOT Law, including increasing the number of days for a Swiss challenge;29
(v) institutionalization of the viability gap funding (VGF) scheme; (vi) development of long-term financing
for PPPs through the creation of a government bond market, long-term savings, and long-term
investment products; and (vii) introduction of a new process for appraising PPP projects by assigning
(a) the PPP center as the secretariat to coordinate appraisal of PPP projects’ VFM, commercial viability,
bankability, and financial structuring; (b) the National Economic and Development Authority for appraisal
of socioeconomic aspects; and (c) the Department of Finance for appraisal of risk allocation, financial
viability, and fiscal sustainability of PPP projects. ADB downstream support consisted of only two NSO
projects—construction of a new airport passenger terminal and installation and operation of a 150 MW
wind farm. However, a review of World Bank’s Private Participation in Infrastructure (PPI) database
showed that PPP projects in the Philippines (for which financing information were available) were
29

A Swiss Challenge is: “An open tender process … in which the unsolicited proposal proponent has the right to match the winning
bid in order to win the contract.” Public-Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility. 2014. Unsolicited Proposals – An Exception to
Public Initiation of Infrastructure PPPs. An Analysis of Global Trends and Lessons Learned. Washington: World Bank Group. p.
15.

ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships 43
financed mainly by local commercial banks so ADB was not crowding out the private sector financial
institutions. ADB’s portfolio response in the Philippines was satisfactory.
Indonesia was categorized as emerging for overall PPP readiness in 2011 with a score of 46%.
113.
There was still a lack of cohesion on PPP regulation and the institutional structure in Indonesia. Longterm financing options were also limited. As in the Philippines, ADB upstream support to Indonesia
consisted of a combination of policy-based loans and TA projects. The intended main outputs of these
interventions were: (i) introduction of a ministerial regulation formalizing an operating guideline manual
for PPP projects; (ii) establishment of a PPP central unit; (iii) adoption of standard bidding documents;
(iv) establishment of a project development facility; (iv) establishment of nonbank financial institutions
to finance or provide guarantees for PPP projects; (v) establishment and allocation of funds for a viability
gap fund; and (vi) strengthened institutional capacities of government contracting agencies in selecting,
designing, and implementing PPPs. ADB downstream support consisted of: (i) a loan and equity
investment in Indonesia Infrastructure Finance, a new financial institution that would provide financing
to PPP projects; and (ii) seven NSO projects totaling $1.4 billion in the energy sector (geothermal, natural
gas, solar and wind). ADB’s portfolio response in Indonesia was satisfactory.
The 2011 Infrascope assessment of Thailand, which scored 45%, was that political instability,
114.
and an unsystematic framework, in which it was not always clear which agency was in charge, created
an atmosphere of uncertainty. A PPP taskforce existed, but there was no central PPP agency.
Institutionally, power rested with several different agencies. ADB did not provide PBLs to Thailand as
upstream support. Instead, it provided four TA projects for (i) mainstreaming PPP, and (ii) piloting PPP in
social sector, developing PPP options for a motorway, and implementing the Bangkok MRT project. The
specific outputs of the TA projects included: (i) development of an enabling framework for PPPs in
Thailand (a national PPP policy framework and a central PPP unit with a detailed mandate);
(ii) development of bankable PPPs for private sector participation by helping structure a project
development facility; (iii) support for pilot transactions in priority infrastructure sectors; (iv) assistance for
the Mass Rapid Transit Authority in preparing bid documents, interfacing with potential bidders,
evaluating bids, developing financial models, selecting project developers, and negotiating with selected
private concessionaires; and (v) development of institutional capacity. ADB downstream support
consisted of 13 NSO projects totaling $1.5 billion in priority sectors: $318 million for the Bangkok MRT
project and $1.2 billion for 12 renewable energy projects. Overall, the ADB portfolio response in Thailand
was satisfactory.
Bangladesh was categorized as an emerging country with a score of 39%. It did not have PPP
115.
legislation in place, but it introduced a new framework in 2010 under the Policy and Strategy for Public–
Private Partnerships (PSPPP). The PSPPP provided for a competitive bidding process and oversight,
although it was ambiguous on the questions of risk-allocation and compensation. Bangladesh has a
general lack of expertise on technical issues as the PPP office under the Prime Minister’s Office and the
PPP unit under the Ministry of Finance were still being developed. ADB upstream support consisted of:
(i) a sovereign loan to help improve PPP capacity in the health sector; (ii) three TA projects for developing
the capacity of government institutions in designing, implementing and managing PPPs; (iii) one TA
project to improve the capacity of the Infrastructural Development Company Ltd; and (iv) two TA projects
to help implement PPP projects. Meanwhile, ADB downstream support consisted of: (i) three NSO projects
totaling $718 million in the energy sector, (ii) two sovereign financial intermediary loans totaling
$852 million, and (iii) four sovereign project loans totaling $482 million in the energy, transport and
agriculture sectors. ADB portfolio response in Bangladesh was satisfactory.
116.
Pakistan scored 39% and was categorized as emerging. Its PPP environment was still evolving,
and, despite government support, a stable, coherent system was still some way off. Political risk was a
major concern. Pakistan’s PPP law was awaiting ratification, and PPP projects continued to be subject to
other general and sector-specific laws. There were also operational problems with regard to capacity.
ADB’s upstream support consisted of three policy-based loans and three TA projects to help develop the
enabling environment for PPP projects for infrastructure and social services in the Punjab and Sindh
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provinces. Specific policy actions and outputs of these PBLs and TA projects included: (i) submission of
the PPP law to the provincial assembly, (ii) establishment of PPP cells, (iii) developing detailed operational
guidelines and projects, (iv) establishment of project development facilities, and (v) PPP training programs
delivered to relevant government agencies. ADB downstream support consisted of: (i) eight NSO projects
totaling $540 million, all in the energy sector; and (ii) one sovereign project to pilot concessions for toll
roads operation and maintenance. ADB upstream and downstream support in Pakistan was satisfactory.
117.
Kazakhstan was categorized as an emerging country with an overall PPP readiness score of 34%.
PPPs were covered under a specific piece of legislation (2006, amended 2008), which allowed PPPs to be
implemented at national or local levels in the transport, energy, and water sectors. However, local
authorities typically lacked the human resources and financial capability to make decisions. The
evaluation assessed ADB’s upstream support to Kazakhstan to have been less than satisfactory because
it did not provide any policy-based loans or TA projects, despite apparent weaknesses in the country’s
policy and institutional PPP framework. Although ADB provided only one loan to a solar power project,
ADB’s downstream support was considered satisfactory because financing was considered a relatively
strong area in Kazakhstan by 2011 Infrascope, with the Development Bank of Kazakhstan providing some
long-term funding for infrastructure development. ADB was preparing two NSO loans at the end of
2018—one for a power project (approved in January 2019) and one for a road project.
118.
In 2011, at the time of the Infrascope study, Viet Nam’s PPP readiness was still at a nascent stage,
so it received a score of 26%. Although the government showed strong interest in developing PPP
projects, as evidenced by a new pilot decree, there was a general lack of experience regarding PPPs, and
an underdeveloped regulatory and institutional framework. ADB support consisted of a sovereign loan
and a TA project. The loan aimed to strengthen the PPP enabling framework and improve institutional
capacity for PPPs by: (i) proposing regulations and guidelines for tendering PPP projects under
international competitive bidding, including gender assessment; (ii) reviewing sector laws and
regulations related to PPP with recommendations for sector reforms; and (iii) reviewing the role of stateowned enterprises in PPP transactions and unsolicited proposals. The TA provided assistance to the
government in moving forward with its PPP piloting program. It had the following outputs and activities:
(i) developing a legal and regulatory framework, (ii) institutionalizing the PPP process, (iii) developing
bankable projects through a project development facility, and (iv) increasing the understanding and
awareness of the PPP project cycle. ADB also provided two TA projects to support reforms in the transport
and power sectors aimed at increasing private sector participation. ADB downstream support consisted
of two NSO loans in the energy sector totaling $120 million. The ADB portfolio response Viet Nam was
satisfactory.
Mongolia was also categorized as a nascent country with a score of 23%. Political weaknesses
119.
and a lack of specialist staff led to less than ideal conditions for PPP projects. ADB’s upstream support
comprised a series of TA projects to help improve the enabling environment for PPPs. The activities of
these TA projects included: (i) helping to draft a PPP law, (ii) building the capacity of the PPP unit,
(iii) helping to develop a pipeline of PPP projects, (iv) providing advice for developing PPP concession
agreements, and (v) organizing PPP training for government officials. ADB did not approve any NSO
projects in Mongolia until 2019. Financing for PPP projects during 2012–2018 was provided by other
development financial institutions, including EBRD, the Dutch development bank (FMO), Japan
International Cooperation Agency (JICA), and the European Investment Bank (EIB). Overall, the ADB
portfolio response in Mongolia was satisfactory.
Papua New Guinea (PNG) had the lowest score (21%) of the 11 DMCs included in the 2011
120.
Infrascope. It did not have a regulatory and institutional framework in place to implement PPP projects.
ADB provided upstream support to Papua New Guinea through the Private Sector Development Initiative
(PSDI), a regional technical assistance project that aimed to improve the business environment in Pacific
island countries by promoting effective private sector development policies and practices. One of the
focus areas of the PSDI was PPPs and its initiatives in PNG included organizing awareness campaigns on
PPP, providing policy advice on the PPP legal framework, and assisting in the assessment of potential PPP
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projects. ADB also provided a TA project in 2011 to improve the capacity of the government to prepare
and transact PPPs. Two of the main outputs of the TA were support for the PPP center in preparing pilot
PPP transactions and establishment of a PPP project development facility. ADB downstream support in
PNG included a sovereign loan for the rehabilitation of 22 airports and the introduction of long-term
performance-based contracts for maintenance of the airports. ADB also provided an equity investment
and loan to a mobile telecommunications company for the expansion of its network coverage. Overall,
the ADB portfolio response in PNG was satisfactory.

Summary
121.
The current databases used to document ADB’s support for PPPs are not useful tools for
understanding the scope or scale of ADB interventions. After an extensive review of available project data
in partnership with operations units, IED concluded that, during 2009–2018, ADB approved 278
sovereign loans, NSO, and TA projects with significant PPP elements (Group A) totaling $22.1 billion.
122.
There was a general uptrend in the approval of Group A sovereign and nonsovereign projects
with PPP components or PPP-related outcomes. Approval of PPP-related TA projects, on the other hand,
peaked at $58 million in 2013 and dropped to an all-time low of $13 million in 2018.
123.
Five countries accounted for 65% of total PPP-related project approvals during 2009–2018:
India (21.4%), Indonesia (14.3%), PRC (13.8%), Bangladesh (7.9%) and the Philippines (7.8%). By region,
Southeast Asia (33.6%) and South Asia (31.1%) had the biggest shares.
124.
By sector, energy (41% of the total approved project amount) was followed by finance (14%),
water and other urban infrastructure and services (14%), public sector management (9%), and transport
(8%). The 66 Group A sovereign projects consisted of 39 project loans and 13 financial intermediation
loans that mainly supported Pillar 4 and 14 policy-based loans (PBLs) that mainly supported Pillar 2. All
86 NSO projects supported Pillar 4. For TA, 66 TA projects supported Pillar 1 while 30 supported Pillar 2
and 30 supported Pillar 3.
125.
ADB’s PPP portfolio response to the needs of the government and the private sector during the
evaluation period was satisfactory overall. ADB’s upstream support helped address the governments’
policy, regulatory and institutional weaknesses through a combination of (i) policy-based loans,
(ii) capacity development TA projects, and (iii) policy and advisory TA projects. For downstream support,
ADB provided (i) project preparatory technical assistance and transaction advisory services to prepare PPP
projects, (ii) project finance and corporate finance in one or two priority sectors in each country, and
(iii) financial intermediation loans to selected infrastructure finance institutions.

4
Development Performance
and Results of Public–Private
Partnership Operations
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Highlights
The development performance of ADB PPP operations was assessed by reviewing 60 projects evaluated by ADB
from 2009 to 2018 following the evaluation criteria for sovereign and nonsovereign operations. Assessment of
performance and results for upstream work was supplemented by an IED-led review of 61 technical assistance
(TA) projects, since these formed a significant amount of ADB’s Pillar 1 (advocacy and capacity development) and
Pillar 2 (enabling environment) work. Because project monitoring and evaluation reports do not consistently track
development outcomes as defined under the theory of change presented in Chapter 1, each of the 60 evaluated
projects’ contributions to these development outcomes was assessed individually through a document review.
The desk review was complemented by country missions and interviews with government and private sector
stakeholders.
The 26 evaluated Group A PPP sovereign projects had a success rate of 65% while the 34 evaluated Group A
nonsovereign operations had a success rate of 91%. Although most sovereign projects were relevant (84%), they
had lower ranks for effectiveness (60%), efficiency (56%), and sustainability (60%). NSO projects were for the
most part well-designed and implemented. They rated highly for development results (91%), ADB additionality
(91%), and ADB investment profitability (94%).
ADB nonsovereign projects have increased private sector participation in the provision of public infrastructure
and services. They have helped to provide more green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure, demonstrated
PPP contractual viability, and increased the adoption of new technology. However, there was no evidence that
value-for-money analysis had been regularly undertaken in the processing of either sovereign or nonsovereign
projects. ADB’s work on the PPP enabling environment was relevant, but it was not sufficiently effective in
mobilizing capital and bringing in the private sector. Nearly all ADB downstream support helped to improve the
accessibility and delivery of infrastructure and services, but documentation of PSOD’s crucial role in the
mobilization of third-party capital resources fell short of the standards recommended in the Public–Private
Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020.

Performance of ADB Interventions
126.
As shown in Table 13, the overall success rate of Group A PPP-related sovereign projects
evaluated during 2009–2018 was 65%. This was slightly lower than ADB-wide success rate for sovereign
projects of 67% during the same period. The 14 project loans, with an average success rate of 79%,
performed better than the six policy-based loans (50%), the four financial intermediation loans (50%),
and the two TA loans (50%).
Table 13: Overall Ratings of Group A PPP Projects Evaluated During 2009–2018 by Project Type

Project Type
Sovereign Projects (n=26)
Project loan
Policy-based loan
Financial intermediation loan
TA loan
Subtotal
Nonsovereign Operations (n=34)
Investment support for infrastructure
Financial intermediation loan
Subtotal
Total

Highly
Successful

Project Rating
Less Than
Successful Successful

Unsuccessful

Total

Success
Rate

1
2
0
0
3

10
1
2
1
14

2
2
1
1
6

1
1
1
0
3

14
6
4
2
26

79%
50%
50%
50%
65%

7
0
7
10

24
0
24
38

2
1
3
9

0
0
0
3

33
1
34
60

94%
0%
91%
80%

n = number, TA = technical assistance.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

The Group A PPP NSO projects had a success rate of 91%, greatly exceeding the ADB-wide success
127.
rate for NSO projects of 62% during the same period. Of the 33 investments in support of PPP
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infrastructure projects, 31 were successful (94%). The only financial intermediation project was less than
successful.
The evaluation’s desk review found that the PPP components of Group A TA projects with TA
128.
completion reports (TCRs) were assessed positively. This reflected instances where the TA projects were
successful overall, but the PPP components were not delivered or achieved, and vice versa.
1.

Performance of Sovereign Projects

129.
Of the Group A PPP sovereign projects, 65% were successful, 23% less successful, and 12% were
unsuccessful. Figure 5 shows the overall ratings along with those for relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
and sustainability. The component ratings are discussed below.
Figure 5: Ratings of Group A PPP Sovereign Projects Evaluated During 2009–2018
12%

15%

23%
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Overall Project Rating
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Unsuccessful; Irrelevant; Ineffective; Inefficient; Unlikely sustainable
Less than successful; Less than relevant; Less than effective; Less than efficient; Less than likely sustainable
Highly successful, relevant, effective, efficient, sustainable; Successful, Relevant, Effective, Efficient, Sustainable
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

a.

Relevance

130.
Relevance is the consistency of the project impact and outcome with country and sector priorities
and with ADB’s strategic objectives, and the adequacy of the project design in addressing development
constraints.
Of the Group A sovereign projects, 85% were either relevant or highly relevant. Nearly all were
131.
consistent with ADB strategies and programs, and with governments’ plans and priorities. Highly relevant
projects had transformative or innovative features. As an example, under Indonesia’s Infrastructure
Reform Sector Development Program, PPP reforms were supported through a program loan, and the
proposed project development facility became a clearing house for PPP projects, prioritizing those that
were suitable for PPP arrangements.
132.
Four sovereign projects were less than relevant because of project design issues. For example,
under India’s Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program, the investments required for
each PPP contract were beyond the financial and managerial capacity of many small specialized investors,
while potential concessionaires preferred to bid for individual locations and not for the whole value chain,
and to use private land instead of government land on a lease basis for establishing business facilities.
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b.

Effectiveness

133.
This covers the extent to which the project outcomes specified in the design and monitoring
framework were achieved.
Of the sovereign projects, 62% were effective or highly effective. Project loans were more
134.
successful and had a satisfactory rating of 79%, compared with 50% for financial intermediation and TA
loans, and one third for policy-based loans. One example of an effective project loan was the Kunming
Qingshuihai Water Supply Project in the PRC, which prepared an integrated watershed management
strategy and regulations, significantly increased raw water supply and quality, provided a sustained 24hour water supply, lowered raw water treatment costs, and reduced water losses and groundwater use
by industries.
135.
Two of the four sovereign financial intermediation projects were less than effective. India’s Urban
and Environmental Infrastructure Facility Project was given this rating because two loans to participating
financial institutions were cancelled, and there was low utilization of the remaining loan (34%), with only
3% used for its original purpose. The Private Sector Infrastructure Facility at State Level, also in India, was
less than effective because only 25% of the $200 million loan was disbursed, financing only three
subprojects.
Four of the six policy-based loans were less than effective . Although Indonesia’s Infrastructure
136.
Reform Sector Development Program helped establish the legal and regulatory environment for PPPs and
the country’s first nonbanking financial institutions for infrastructure, it neither established a central PPP
unit nor a national policy committee on infrastructure provision as government’s champion for
infrastructure. Five sectoral reform actions—including mainstreaming PPPs in the investment planning
process—were not delivered. The three other PBLs considered less than effective were in Pakistan. The
Increasing Competitiveness for Inclusive Growth Program in the Philippines was effective. The main
lessons from this program were: (i) constant policy dialogue is critical for moving forward and sustaining
reforms; (ii) better outcomes can be achieved in policy-based programs through well sequenced, highimpact, crosscutting structural reforms, accompanied by a set of deeper sector-specific structural policy
reforms; and (iii) an in-depth understanding of institutional capacities, together with proper timing and
sequencing, are factors for success.
137.
One of the two TA loans was effective. The Colombo Port Efficiency and Expansion Project was
effective because it expanded private sector participation in the port sector, although it failed to achieve
the targeted policy and institutional reforms. The Infrastructure Development Project in Pakistan was less
than effective because some of the targeted capacity building activities and feasibility studies were not
achieved.
c.

Efficiency

138.
Efficiency relates to how resources were converted to results and rated according to economic
internal rates of return (EIRRs) for investment projects, and cost-effectiveness analysis. Where it was not
possible to calculate EIRRs, other indicators, including a comparison between forecast and actual unit
costs, and process efficiency were reviewed. For policy-based loans, a qualitative assessment was made
on the timeliness of loan approval, implementing actions, funding, and the utilization of counterpart
funds. For financial intermediation loans, efficiency was assessed according to the delivery of net
economic benefits at least cost. Where it was not feasible to calculate the EIRR, the assessment of
economic viability was based on a qualitative stakeholder analysis.
The efficiency of sovereign projects was low (58%) since only 15 of the 26 projects were rated
139.
satisfactory or higher. Policy-based loans performed slightly better than project loans with an overall
satisfactory rating of 67% compared with 64% for project loans and 50% for financial intermediation
loans. TA loans had a zero rating. The less than satisfactory policy-based and TA loans had substantial
implementation delays and/or significant cancellations. Lower than expected EIRRs occurred in poorly
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rated project loans because of substantial implementation delays and cost overruns, stemming from poor
design and/or contractor performance, as for example, in the Western Transport Corridor Project in India.
Here civil works were completed 86 months after the appraisal estimate, and total civil works costs were
75% above the awarded contract value. However, the Surat–Manor Tollway Project, also in India, had a
highly efficient rating because the recalculated EIRR was much higher than at appraisal, reflecting the
lower project costs and higher traffic volumes.
d.

Sustainability

140.
This assesses the likelihood that institutional, financial, and other resources will sustain the
project’s outcome over its economic life, environmentally and socially.
141.
Sovereign projects had an overall satisfactory rating of 62% (75% for financial intermediation
loans and 71% for project loans). TA loans (50% satisfactory rating) and policy-based loans (33%)
underperformed. Two projects were rated most likely sustainable. One, the Increasing Competitiveness
for Inclusive Growth Program in the Philippines, entrenched reforms in policy, legal and regulatory and
institutional frameworks for competitiveness, PPPs in infrastructure, and the labor market. Capacity and
institutional functions strengthened under the project helped sustain the reforms, while the government
committed funding to support financing and risk guarantee mechanisms for infrastructure PPPs.
142.
The reasons for the sustainability or otherwise of projects varied. In some projects, there were no
major outputs or outcomes to sustain, while in others the government could not provide matching
counterparty funds. In the Punjab Road Development Sector Project in Pakistan, although resources for
road construction and development grew steadily, maintenance allocations were inadequate. A PPP unit
that was established under the Punjab Government Efficiency Improvement Program in Pakistan, lacked
the technical capacity to drive further PPP reforms and identify, develop, and promote PPP projects.
2.

Performance of Nonsovereign Operations

143.
Nonsovereign operations were assessed according to four criteria: development results, ADB
additionality, ADB investment profitability, and ADB work quality. Figure 6 shows the overall rating of
the Group A PPP nonsovereign projects.
Figure 6: Overall and Component Ratings of Group A PPP Nonsovereign
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a.

Development Results

144.
Development results relate to the effects of a project on a country's economic and social
environment. They are evaluated according to the project’s contribution to private sector development,
ADB strategic development objectives; environment, social, health, and safety performance; and the
business success of the project company.
The development results of 31 of the 34 NSO projects (91%) were excellent or satisfactory. Eight
145.
were rated excellent mainly because of their contribution to private sector development. Of the three
projects rated less than satisfactory, one fell short of its development objectives, another had an
unsatisfactory financial performance, and the third failed to achieve some key outputs and business
targets.
Nearly all evaluated NSO projects were rated either satisfactory (53%) or excellent (41%) in their
146.
contribution to private sector development and other ADB strategic objectives. The projects rated
excellent were innovative and often the first in the country. For example, the Municipal Waste to Energy
Project in the PRC promoted the use of state-of-the-art technology to address urban waste management
problems and the PPP approach demonstrated how waste-to-energy plants can be organized and
financed in medium-sized cities.
147.
The economic performance of 82% of NSO projects was positive. Since most provided investment
support for infrastructure projects, the EIRRs (for project finance operations) or economic returns on
invested capital (for corporate finance operations) were higher than the 10% benchmark or 1.2 times the
weighted average cost of capital (WACC). Four of the six projects rated less than satisfactory or
unsatisfactory were renewable energy projects in Thailand. To stimulate investment in renewable power,
the Thai government provided a subsidy as an additional payment per kilowatt-hour of electricity over
the wholesale rate, which was not counted as an economic benefit in the calculation of the EIRR.
148.
All 34 projects were positively rated for their environment, social, health, and safety performance
since they were in compliance with ADB safeguard requirements and host country laws and regulations
and had no major safeguard issues. Fourteen projects were rated excellent. One was the Phu My 3 Power
Project in Viet Nam, which was internationally certified for quality management, environment
management standards, and for its occupational health and safety management system. Phu My 3 had
an excellent safety record for more than 1,000 days of operation, without any incidents resulting in lost
time, and a satisfactory environment record with no breaches recorded.
149.
Most NSO projects (82%) were rated satisfactory for their business success (44%) or excellent
(38%) mainly because their financial internal rates of return (FIRR) exceeding the weighted average cost
of capital (WACC). Six projects were negative for business success because of their long implementation
delays, cost overruns, and the overestimation of demand.
b.

ADB Additionality

150.
This component considers what ADB adds through its support to the project. It covers the extent
to which ADB finance was necessary to reduce risks to other financiers (financial additionality) and ADB’s
contribution to enhancing development impact (non-financial additionality).
151.

Nearly all the 34 evaluated NSO projects were positively rated for ADB additionality—50%

excellent and 41% satisfactory. In some, ADB financing was an important component in the timely
completion of the project. For instance, in the Zvartnots Airport Expansion Project in Armenia, ADB
financing was required because the constrained financial market prohibited commercial lending at a
critical stage of its development. In other instances, ADB investment was catalytic. For example, for the
North Luzon Expressway Rehabilitation and Expansion Project in the Philippines, ADB catalyzed
commercial financing at a time when banking institutions had little appetite for toll road projects after
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the Asian financial crisis. The project achieved financial closure with a group of international commercial
banks, multilateral institutions, and export credit agencies.
Very few evaluations covered ADB’s nonfinancial additionality. One that did was the Tangguh
152.
Liquefied Natural Gas Project in Indonesia. Requirements for ADB’s safeguard policies were mandated in
the loan document, and other lenders adopted a common safeguard monitoring framework consistent
with these requirements. ADB’s participation also set new standards for transparency.
153.
Only two projects were rated less than satisfactory for ADB additionality. One was the Municipal
District Energy Infrastructure Development Project in the PRC, where the implementing entity benefited
from ADB’s local-currency 10-year loan but disbursed only 34% of the funds of the financing facility. This
was because regulatory changes altered the company’s expansion plans into additional municipalities,
and financing was no longer needed because internal cash flows were sufficient to fund its expansion
and working capital requirements.
c.

ADB Investment Profitability

154.
ADB investment profitability for loans and guarantees was evaluated by assessing the extent to
which the gross profit contribution met appraisal expectations, market pricing was achieved, and
whether the loan was expected to be repaid as planned. For equity investments, the ratings considered
the extent to which the net equity FIRR of the investment exceeded the minimum return requirements
defined at approval.
155.
Of the 34 evaluated NSO projects, 32 were rated satisfactory or higher for investment
profitability. All loans were priced at or above market rates and were either repaid or expected to be
repaid as scheduled. Seven equity investments projects were rated satisfactory or excellent. The Grameen
Telecommunications Project in Bangladesh had an excellent rating, with an FIRR that was more than 1.3
times the minimum return expected at approval. However, ADB’s investment in Fujian Pacific Electric Co.
in the PRC yielded only 1.4% and was rated unsatisfactory.
d.

ADB Work Quality

156.
ADB work quality relates to project preparation—screening, appraisal, and structuring and
monitoring and supervision. The results here were the lowest of the four NSO evaluation criteria: a 79%
satisfactory rating compared with 91% for development results and ADB additionality and 94% for ADB
investment profitability.
157.
Eight projects had excellent project preparation ratings. For the Theppana Wind Power Project in
Thailand, this was because of the speed in preparing and implementing the project; and the successful
mobilization of funding from the Clean Technology Fund (CTF) and a commercial loan with a 14-year
tenor. Without CTF concessional financing and a longer-than-usual tenor of the commercial loan, the
project would not have been implemented. However, six other projects had preparation issues. Five were
rated less than satisfactory and one unsatisfactory. For instance, under the AES Kelanitissa Power Project
in Sri Lanka, ADB erred in assuming that the plant would operate at a capacity of 92% or above. This
overestimate could have been avoided with better due diligence at appraisal. In terms of monitoring and
supervision, ADB performed better with 31 projects rated satisfactory or excellent. In most cases, ADB
kept itself sufficiently informed about the projects and closely monitored them. However, three projects
were less than satisfactory. One, the Tala–Delhi Power Transmission Project in India, received no PSOD
review mission for 6 years.

Results of ADB Interventions
158.
The evaluation considered the extent to which ADB’s upstream and downstream PPP-related
operations contributed to the nine development outcomes outlined in the theory of change: (i) policy
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and process improvements implemented, (ii) improved public sector management, (iii) increased private
sector participation in the provision of public infrastructure and services, (iv) maintenance of government
fiscal budget discipline, (v) delivery of taxpayer VFM, (vi) green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure,
(vii) demonstration of PPP contractual viability, (viii) project replication, and (ix) increased adoption of
new technology. The results are discussed below. In-depth reviews of ADB PPP-related operations in the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), India, Indonesia, and the Philippines, as well as an examination of ADB’s
support to PPP upstream and project work in both Armenia and Fiji were conducted to place operational
results in context. The purpose of the country case assessments was to obtain contextual information
and insights to better understand how ADB’s operational activities in support of PPPs were aligned with
desired development outcomes.
2.

Upstream Interventions

159.
Policy or process improvement was evident in 19 sovereign projects and 15 exhibited moderate
or high improvement. 30 The Infrastructure Reform Sector Development Program supported the
establishment of the legal and operational framework for PPPs in Indonesia. It encouraged the adoption
of a landmark presidential regulation, and the establishment of innovative financial sector mechanisms
to support PSP infrastructure projects. However, four projects made almost no contribution. One, the
Punjab Road Development Sector in Pakistan, failed to realize any of the institutional capacity building
targets because of low ownership of the institutional and policy reforms by the Punjab provincial
government.
160.
TA projects contributed significantly to improvements in policy and process but only in selected
countries: Bangladesh, Cambodia, the PRC, India, Mongolia, and Nepal. In Nepal, for instance, ADB
provided two TA projects to promote PPP in the energy sector. One delivered a framework for private
sector participation in hydropower projects, drafted PPP competitive bidding guidelines, and provided
related capacity building and training. A later TA enhanced the capacity of the Ministry of Energy of
Nepal, the Electricity Tariff Fixation Commission, and the Department of Electricity Development in
hydropower policy formulation, regulation, planning, and investment promotion.
161.
Only a moderate degree of success can be attributed to sovereign operations in terms of
increasing private sector participation (PSP) in public infrastructure and services. Just over half (54%) of
the 26 sovereign projects evaluated made a moderate to high contribution. One success, the India
Infrastructure Project Financing Facility, catalyzed private sector investments for infrastructure
development of $5.5 billion through 30 PPP projects. The Infrastructure Reform Sector Development
Program in Indonesia did not achieve more PSP in infrastructure and spending in this area was largely
driven by state-owned enterprises.
162.
The maintenance of government fiscal discipline was not a success for sovereign projects. Only
seven made moderate or high contributions. One, the Green Power Development Project in Bhutan
involving the Dagachhu hydropower development, is considered to be self-financing and sustainable
without recourse to government budgetary support. By contrast, 13 sovereign projects made little or no
contribution. For example, under the Private Sector Infrastructure Facility at state Level in India, one of
the participating financial institutions dropped out and the other was able to disburse only $50 million
for three subprojects.
163.
Very few sovereign projects improved public sector management—only seven supported such
improvements, of which three made a moderate or high contribution. One such project, the Sindh
30

In assessing contributions to outcomes, a four-point scale was used to rate the contribution of a project to the PPP theory of
change outcomes: high, moderate, low or no identifiable contribution. A high rating was given to a project specifically citing a
targeted operational outcome in documentation and demonstrably delivering on it. A moderate rating was given to a project
where a targeted operational outcome was a secondary priority or was achieved indirectly. A low rating was given to a project
where a targeted operational outcome was only partially or weakly achieved. A zero rating was given when no identifiable
contribution to a targeted operational outcome was made.
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Growth and Rural Revitalization Program in Pakistan, posted all PPP tenders on a public website, for
instance. However, four sovereign projects made little or no contribution. For example, the upstream
component of the Water Supply and Sanitation Services Investment Program in Uzbekistan failed to
provide benchmarking against successful pilot projects because of long delays in recruiting project
management consultants, the lack of capacity within the executing agency, and significant changes in
the sector institutional and legal framework.
164.
Value-for-money analysis was not documented as having been undertaken during project
conceptualization in any of the upstream sovereign projects. This was unexpected since one of the
recommendations of the IED special evaluation study of PPP in 2009 (footnote 10) was that ADB should
prepare such analyses. Value-for-money issues have been raised by external consultants when engaging
with government clients, but have not been actively promoted by ADB, which published its first valuefor-money guidance note on procurement only in June 2018.31
165.
Although not a high priority in many sovereign projects, elements of green, sustainable and
resilient infrastructure were found in 15 projects. Nine of these made a moderate or high contribution.
In Bhutan, the Green Power Development Project contributed significantly to green, sustainable and
resilient infrastructure, and the Dagachhu 126-megawatt run-of-river hydropower project was the first
PPP in Bhutan’s power sector and the world’s first cross-border project to earn certified emission
reduction (CER) credits under the Clean Development Mechanism. Six projects made little or no
contribution. These included the Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program in India,
where none of the integrated value chain infrastructure was ever established.
166.
The financial performance of the project—or subprojects in the case of financial intermediation
loans—was used to evaluate PPP viability. For project finance, performance was assessed by comparing
the project’s financial internal rate of return (FIRR) with its weighted average cost of capital (WACC). For
corporate finance projects or where there was clearly no identifiable or measurable incremental project
costs and returns, the return on invested capital (ROIC) was compared with the WACC.32
167.
Only nine sovereign projects were designed to be replicable, and six could be replicated. A
project’s contribution was assessed by examining the extent to which the project or its PPP component
was duplicated or replicated. The subsequent projects did not have to be ADB-financed projects, but they
should have been influenced by the ADB project. The PPP model demonstrated by the Green Power
Development Project in Bhutan was replicated in two further hydropower projects, including the
Kholongchhu hydropower project with 600 MW capacity costing more than $630 million. In three
projects, the PPP components did not materialize. In one, the reorganization of the water supply and
sanitation sector (WSS) in Uzbekistan precluded the establishment of PPPs for operation and maintenance
under the Water Supply and Sanitation Services Investment Program, which piloted the service
management models for replication.
168.
Most sovereign projects did not include new technology. Of the sovereign projects, 12 were
financial intermediation, policy-based, and TA loans, and 12 involved standard road, energy, and water
supply infrastructure. However, two sovereign projects introduced new port operation technologies, such
as software solutions for terminal operations and management, and emerging technologies in off-grid
solar power.
The assessment of the relevance and effectiveness of ADB’s upstream interventions involved
169.
reviewing 12 policy-based loans and 61 TA projects. For sovereign projects, the evaluation used (i) project
performance evaluation reports (PPERs) and validated project completion reports (PVRs) for
independently evaluated projects, and (ii) project completion reports and monitoring reports for
advanced projects. For TA projects, even though they constituted a significant part of ADB’s upstream
31
32

ADB. 2018. Value for Money: Guidance Note on Procurement. Manila.
The standards are consistent with the evaluation of business success of nonsovereign operations as described in IED. 2014.
Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports on Nonsovereign Operations. Manila.
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engagement in support of PPPs, the evaluation had to rely on a review of TA completion reports (TCRs),
as formal validation of TCRs by IED began only in 2019. Desktop reviews were supplemented by missions
to select countries and interviews with relevant stakeholders.
170.
For relevance, the evaluation examined the alignment of the project or TA outcomes with country
and sector priorities and the adequacy of its design in addressing identified development constraints. For
effectiveness, the evaluation reviewed the achievement of outputs and outcomes against intended
targets. For projects and TA projects that had several components, the evaluation assessed only those
components that aimed to help improve the PPP enabling environment. In other words, the project or
TA may have been effective overall but if the enabling environment component outputs and outcomes
were not achieved, the upstream support was rated less than effective. The evaluation also assessed
whether ADB’s interventions in each country were comprehensive and sustained throughout the
evaluation period.
171.
The majority of upstream projects were assessed relevant and effective, although the evaluation
felt that more support for policy, sectoral and regulatory reform was needed. Almost all of the 73 projects
and TA projects were consistent with country and sector priorities, although eight had project design
issues. For instance, the design of the Sindh Growth and Rural Revitalization Program in Pakistan was
complex, involving many implementing agencies and reform areas. Some policy actions were noncomplementary and undermined the achievement of program outcomes. ADB has provided support for
institutional capacity building in key markets, including the PRC, India, Indonesia and the Philippines,
where PPP centers have been set up, government-led infrastructure funds developed, and training for
local government officers provided. However, ADB support has had less impact on DMCs’ policy, sectoral
and regulatory reform. State-owned enterprise (SOE) reform has rarely featured in energy, utility or
transport sector PPP initiatives. Government departments responsible for PPP initiatives and PPP
regulators have not received appropriate support on how to: manage PPP contract renegotiations,
consider and assess unsolicited infrastructure bids or minimize the risks of regulatory capture.
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Table 14: Summary Assessment of the Relevance and Effectiveness of ADB Upstream Support
Country

Assessment of Relevance and Effectiveness of ADB Upstream Support

Bangladesh

3 TA projects, 1 of which was targeted at improving the country’s overall PPP policy and
institutional frameworks. Others were aimed to strengthen the PPP policy framework in the
power sector and to advocate for PPP in higher education.

Bhutan

1 TA project, which was judged as having supported the development of capacities of Druk
Green Power Corporation in managing hydropower projects under the public–public and PPP
routes.
3 TA projects, all of which were at the national level, and assessed to have been sequenced
properly, and all of which were effective in creating PPP awareness, improving the policy
framework, and building capacity.
1 project loan, 8 TA projects, which had mixed results. 2 TA projects providing upstream
support at the national level helped improve the national PPP policy and institutional
frameworks. The other seven interventions were at the subnational level and/or were projectspecific, 3 of which were less than effective.
1 TA project, which was effective in strengthening the energy sector regulatory framework.

Cambodia

People's
Republic of
China
Federated
States of
Micronesia
Fiji

1 project loan, which resulted in approval of a PPP policy.

India

6 TA projects, which represented a comprehensive, sustained and effective effort in
mainstreaming PPP at the national (central line ministries) and subnational (state) levels.

Indonesia

3 PBLs and 1 project loan under one program. The initial upstream support was less than
effective but more recent projects were successful in improving the country's PPP enabling
environment.

Kyrgyz Republic

4 TA projects, and 1 grant, which provided comprehensive, sustained, and effective upstream
support in improving PPP regulatory and institutional frameworks and building PPP capacity.

Mongolia

5 TA projects, all of which were all at the national level, properly sequenced, and effective in
greatly improving the country’s PPP policy and institutional frameworks.

Myanmar

1 TA project, which helped develop institutional processes, structure, and operating protocols
for PPP public financial management. A profile of potential PPP projects in the power sector
was also prepared but was not piloted because the PPP unit was not established.

Nepal

Pakistan

5 TA projects, although the PPP enabling environment components under these TA projects
were not substantial. Interventions supporting the energy sector and the Town Development
Fund were more effective than those provided to the water supply and waste management
sector.
4 PBLs, 1 project loan, 4 TA projects, which provided substantial upstream support to Pakistan.
ADB support at the national level (2 loans and 3 TA projects), was effective in improving the
country’s PPP policy and institutional frameworks overall and in selected priority sectors.
Support at the subnational level (Punjab and Sindh provinces) comprised 2 loans and 2 TA
projects but these were less than effective mainly because of capacity issues.

Papua New
Guinea

1 TA project, which was not effective because the main objectives of establishing a PPP center
and the project development facility were not achieved by TA completion.

Philippines

5 PBLs in 3 programs, which provided upstream support to the Philippines using the
programmatic approach and contributed significantly to improving the country’s PPP enabling
environment. The policy actions undertaken by the Philippine government to improve the
country’s regulatory and institutional frameworks were comprehensive, significant and
effective.
2 TA projects, which provided effective but limited upstream support (1 TA project was for an
expressway project and 1 was for a wastewater management improvement project).

Sri Lanka

58 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
Country

Assessment of Relevance and Effectiveness of ADB Upstream Support

Tajikistan

1 TA project, which made important contributions to the expected outcome by helping
improve the enabling policy, regulatory, and institutional environment for PPPs.

Thailand

3 TA projects, 1 of which was effective in mainstreaming PPPs at the national level. Another
helped to prepare an intercity motorway PPP project, but was too project-specific to have
many broader impacts. The third was limited to creating awareness of the potential for PPP in
the social sector.

Timor-Leste

1 TA project, which was effective in assisting the government to identify the required
institutional and regulatory reforms to establish a water supply utility, and to assess the
feasibility and financial impact of upgrading, operating and maintaining the Dili water supply
system under a PPP arrangement.

Uzbekistan

1 TA project, which was successful in (i) creating an enabling environment for solar energy
development by providing recommendations on policy, legal, and regulatory reforms
conducive to the introduction and development of solar energy and to private sector
participation, and (ii) formulating a solar energy development road map.

Regional

10 regional TA projects, most of which (60%) were less than effective because of poor design
and weak implementation.

PBL = policy-based loans, PPP = public–private partnership, TA = technical assistance.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

172.
Of the 32 TA projects supporting Pillar 1 interventions, most were assessed to have made a
positive contribution to achieving their targeted development outcomes. These TA projects aimed to
create awareness of PPPs, identify the potential for delivering public goods and services under PPPs,
and/or develop government capacity to implement and manage them. Most TA projects were at the
national or central government level. Half were sector-focused—most in energy—and the others were
multisector, including public sector management and finance.
173.
Two examples of successful TA projects supporting Pillar 1 were in India and both aimed to
mainstream PPPs—one within central government ministries and the other at state level. Both completed
training and knowledge-building workshops. Participating states identified about 900 potential PPP
projects with an estimated cost of $108 billion. However, one TA project promoting the use of renewable
energy in heat supply in Hebei Province in the PRC was less than successful because the PPP component
to provide capacity building to provincial agencies to structure PPPs was dropped at the request of the
government.
In Mongolia, ADB provided two successful TA projects supporting Pillar 2. The TA projects
174.
Support to Public–Private Partnerships and Developing a Conducive Environment for Public–Private
Partnerships helped prepare the law on PPPs (the Concessions Law) and to develop the PPP institutional
framework. The TA project Support to Efficient Structuring of Public–Private Partnership in Punjab and
Sindh Provinces, in Pakistan, was less than successful. Changes in the Government of Sindh and a lack of
counterpart support from the Government of Punjab made carrying out the TA activities difficult.
175.
The key lessons that emerge from the evaluation upstream interventions that focused on
improving PPP regulatory and institutional frameworks can be summarized as follows: (i) government
ownership and political will is needed for such reforms to be successful; (ii) early and thorough
consultation with all relevant stakeholders during project or TA design is essential; (iii) adequate
assessment of risks, expectations, and capacities is needed; (iv) having realistic objectives with welldefined outputs and outcomes while allowing for some flexibility during implementation is important;
and (v) strong coordination between ADB and relevant stakeholders, including executing and
implementing agencies, the private sector, and other development partners, is necessary.
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Box 2: Improved PPP Enabling Environment and Service Delivery in Armenia
Armenia has attracted foreign direct investment over the past 3 decades because of its relatively straightforward
procedures for doing business. Local and foreign investors are treated equally, capital can be expatriated, and
there is no limit on foreign ownership. From 1990 to mid-2018 there were 15 infrastructure projects with private
sector participation (PSP) with investments of some $2.25 billion. Energy was the main sector and accounted for
$836 million (37.1% of the total), and the greatest number of projects (five). Four of these involved divestiture
and privatization of assets. The first major PSP project in infrastructure was the financial closure of Vimpelcom
Armenia—Beeline, ArmenTel—divestiture in June 1995. Later, in 1998, the company was supported by EBRD
financing and equity investments. PPPs have largely been confined to the water supply sector, culminating in a
national lease contract signed in November 2016 for the provision of water supply and sewerage services,
although one project involved the operations of the nuclear power plant.
Until recently, there was no overarching legal framework for PPPs, and each project was implemented differently
within the provisions of various public procurement laws. This changed in July 2019 with the approval of a new
law on PPPs. Its implementing rules and regulations became effective on 1 January 2020. The law is enabling,
rather than prescriptive, and sets the framework for future PPPs. Until its effectivity, no further PPPs are being
entertained by the government. The law and its implementing rules and regulations were drafted with ADB
assistance. Other multilateral development banks (MDBs), mainly KfW, World Bank, EBRD and USAID, also
supported efforts to enable PSP and PPP projects. In addition to assistance in promoting the enabling
environment, there has been support through transaction advisory services, project financing and capital
investments in telecommunications, transport, energy and water supply sectors. The transformation of the water
sector owes much to assistance and investment from ADB and other MDBs.
Armenia’s water sector was in a poor state after the fall of the Soviet Union. The system was experiencing
experienced increased demand, and suffered from worn-out infrastructure, extensive leaks and waste, and costly
service provision. The government recognized that weak management and the availability of finance were major
concerns and partnered with the private sector to undertake reforms. Today there is an established institutional
and regulatory framework, operations are more efficient, and customers are generally satisfied with the service.
With MDB support, successful PPPs have been implemented through the engagement of international private
operators. These PPPs have been seen as “agents of change” catalyzing sector reforms, and the projects have
had significant achievements. The water supply improved, and shortages were ended, although intermittent
supplies persist in some areas. Notable service improvements were made and water tariffs are among the lowest
in the region. Water services in Yerevan became fully self-financing in 2011. Capital expenditures have been
modest, and most were financed by development partners, including ADB’s Water Supply and Sanitation Sector
Project, approved in 2007. After the success of the first generation of PPP contracts, the government decided on
a single national lease contract that combined the service areas of all utilities served under previous PPPs. The
contract was signed with Veolia Djur on 21 November 2016 for 15 years. Development partners provided the
funding and technical support needed to prepare and undertake tendering for the contract.
Overall, ADB’s engagement in promoting PPPs in Armenia has been both relevant and effective in fostering the
enabling environment. Its support through sovereign and nonsovereign lending and technical assistance helped
to ensure the progression of PPPs, especially in the water sector. Its assistance in drafting the new PPP law and
its implementing rules and regulations further enhanced the PPP enabling environment. Through projects in
water supply, energy and transport, ADB has also helped improve the accessibility and delivery of infrastructure
and services, although investment in sewerage systems has lagged behind. ADB has provided advice on policy
changes while laws, rules and regulations have been drafted. ADB has not been alone; other multilateral agencies
have been involved too and coordination between them has been largely harmonious. The ability to effectively
harmonize efforts between MDBs to promote PPPs is a feature of ADB’s work in this small economy.
ADB’s support has been responsive to the needs of Armenia, particularly in the development of an enabling
environment for PPPs, promoting institutional reform of the water supply sector, and advising on the contingent
liabilities to government from PPPs. Both sovereign and nonsovereign lending have followed government
priorities. The ADB Armenia Resident Mission has provided active support to both PSP and PPP projects, although
the Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP) and the Central and West Asia Department (CWRD) have pursued
notably different approaches. OPPP has prioritized transactions while CWRD has pursued policy reforms. ADB’s
effectiveness could have been enhanced had support for the PPP regulatory environment been sequenced earlier.
ADB has been successful in coordinating upstream and downstream work on PPPs, especially in the water supply
sector through its capital investment funding and policy advice. However, the recent decision not to pursue a
second Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project is likely to see other multilateral agencies stepping into the
space vacated by ADB.
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Box 2 (continuation)
ADB has played a significant role in promoting an enabling environment for PPPs in Armenia. Its assistance in
drafting the approved PPP law and its implementing rules and regulations is likely to have far-reaching results.
This involvement has created a positive momentum for ADB’s future intervention in the infrastructure sectors.
ADB’s coordination with other donors has helped encourage reforms. Nonsovereign investments in the Zvartnots
airport and hydropower plants have aided the development of PSP in the country. ADB should continue its
engagement with the government and broaden its outlook into other sectors, especially transport and energy,
where it has a relatively successful portfolio of nonsovereign lending. Linking such lending to sector reform and
further improving the enabling environment for PPPs is essential.
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EBRD = European Bank of Reconstruction and Development, MDB = multilateral
development bank, OPPP = Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP), PPP = public–private partnership, PSP = private sector
participation, USAID = US Agency for International Development.
Source: ADB. 2020. Armenia: Water Supply and Sanitation Sector Project. Performance Evaluation Report. Manila.

3.

Downstream Interventions

176.
ADB’s support for downstream interventions in PPPs was well designed and implemented. Nearly
all NSO projects were assessed to have been successful in improving access to infrastructure and services.
Even those projects that did not fully achieve all their targeted outcomes still improved access, but to a
lesser extent. The Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program was the only case where
there was no recorded output at all. These findings are similar to those of highlighted by a 2015 World
Bank report on its support to PPPs which it stated that: “Virtually all the projects were successful in
increasing access, either directly (water, transport, electricity distribution) or indirectly through additional
power generation to alleviate severe shortages.” 33
177.
Individual nonsovereign stakeholders in India, the Philippines, Thailand and elsewhere have been
well supported through PSOD project funding. Nonsovereign PPP projects contributed consistently to the
outcomes that they were expected to contribute to: (i) increased private sector participation in the
provision of public infrastructure and services; (ii) green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure;
(iii) demonstration of PPP contractual viability; and (iv) increased adoption of new technology. Although
nonsovereign operations were usually not expected to contribute to policy and process improvement,
two did. For example, under the New Bong Escape Hydropower Project in Pakistan, the project sponsor,
Laraib Energy Limited, convinced the government to change from charging an upfront tariff for all
hydropower plants to one that was negotiated project-by-project. The company also developed
templates for concession and financing documents for hydropower projects.
NSO projects frequently contributed to increased private sector participation (PSP), with 28
178.
projects illustrating this feature. One example was the North Luzon Expressway (NLEX) Rehabilitation and
Expansion in the Philippines, which became a benchmark for toll roads in Asia and encouraged further
private sector participation and investment in the Philippines. Only one NSO project had a low
contribution to increased PSP—the Municipal District Energy Infrastructure Development Project in the
PRC. The project was supposed to enter into eight district energy system concessions but was able to
activate only two. Regulatory changes hampered the project since foreign companies could only
participate in joint ventures with a maximum 49% capital ownership.
179.
Maintenance of fiscal discipline was a common feature of NSO projects: 18 made a moderate or
high contribution, since they were successfully implemented and funded by the private sector and
required no subsidies. A number of project entities became major revenue earners for the government:
companies under the Grameenphone Telecommunications Project in Bangladesh, and the Roshan Cellular
Telecommunications Project in Afghanistan were, at one time, those countries’ top taxpayers.
33

World Bank. 2015. World Bank Group Support to Public-Private Partnerships: Lessons from Experience in Client Countries, FY02–
12. Washington, DC.
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Nevertheless, seven NSO projects made little or no contribution since they were recipients of tax holidays
or subsidies from the government. For example, the Bangchak Solar Power Project received generous
subsidies for its tariffs.
Most NSO projects also contributed to green, sustainable and resilient infrastructure outcomes.
180.
The West Jakarta Water Supply Development Project in Indonesia, for instance, had an EIRR much higher
than the WACC. Only four energy projects in Thailand made a moderate contribution, while the
contribution of one project in the PRC was low—the Chengdu Generale des Eaux-Marubeni Waterworks.
181.
Most NSO projects (88%) were rated either moderately or highly financially viable. Twenty-four
had FIRRs or ROICs more than 1.25 times the WACCs. For instance, for the Roshan Cellular
Telecommunications Project in Afghanistan, the ROIC was almost 1.5 times the WACC in real terms. Six
NSO projects were not viable, including the AES Kelanitissa Power Project in Sri Lanka where the
recalculated FIRR was well below the WACC.
182.
In terms of replicability, 22 of the 32 nonsovereign projects were assessed replicable or having
features that prepared the groundwork for follow-on projects. For example, after completion of the Zorlu
Energy Power Project, Pakistan’s first wind power plant, six new privately-owned wind power projects
were developed and in commercial operation by 2015. A further nine were under construction and
commercial operations were expected by the end of 2016. However, nearly one third of these were not
viable. One was the Meizhou Wan Power Project in the PRC, which was the first foreign-owned BOT
generation plant in the PRC financed on a nonrecourse basis, but the BOT model was not replicated.
183.
New technology was not a feature of 14 of the NSO projects, although the majority that adopted
the use of new technology were successful. One was the Tata Power Wind Energy Financing Facility: the
800-kilowatt gearless wind turbine generators (WTGs) of the Khandke Wind Power Project were
considered to be a major technological innovation in the wind energy industry in India.
184.
Several projects also had notable demonstration effects. For example, a renewable energy project
in Cambodia was the first utility-scale solar power plant in the country and involved the first competitively
tendered renewable energy, independent power producer. Its commercial operation date (COD) was in
2017 and it added 10 MW of capacity to the grid. By April 2020, total solar power installed in Cambodia
was 150 MW.
185.
Most of ADB’s downstream support for PPPs indirectly led to poverty reduction. A few highprofile projects increased access of the poor to both infrastructure and services. A health project in
Bangladesh, which included the construction of reproductive health centers and primary health care
centers near slums and other densely populated areas, improved access of the poor to health services. A
“Village Pay Telephone Program” provided telephone access to about 95% of the villages in rural
Bangladesh during the early days of mobile phones, but was not sustained because people switched to
their own phones as handsets and user charges became more affordable. In the energy sector, the rural
electrification component of the Green Power Project in Bhutan provided on-grid supply to an additional
9,586 rural households.
186.

Of the TA projects that contributed to Pillar 3 downstream activities, slightly more than half were

successful. They included projects that provided transaction advisory assistance to specific projects as
well as two TA projects that aimed to establish regional project development facilities. These two TA
projects and five of the transaction advisory TA projects were less than successful, including Support to
Public–Private Development of the O Mon Thermal Power Complex in Viet Nam, because the required
gas sale and purchase agreement was not concluded, rendering the project unfeasible.
187.
Most ADB downstream projects were in the power generation subsector and they improved
access to electricity in 14 countries (42 NSO projects, one sovereign project, and four financial
intermediation loans to infrastructure finance companies). This was calculated by the increase in installed
capacity and/or the increase in the percentage of the population with access to electricity. In countries
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where there were at least two power generation projects, the additional installed capacity was divided
by the installed capacity in the country from the commercial operation date (COD) of the first project to
the COD of the most recent project. If there was only one project in the country, the additional installed
capacity was measured from the approval date of the project to the COD. Table 15 shows that ADBsupported projects resulted in substantial (more than 20%) or significant (5%–20%) increases in the
additional installed capacity in eight countries: Myanmar (55.3%), Sri Lanka (28.3%), Viet Nam (28.0%),
Thailand (24.4%), Bangladesh (11.4%), Indonesia (10.6%), Pakistan (7.8%) and India (5.4%).
Improvements were lower in Thailand and Indonesia because these countries already had high
electrification rates. Despite the significant increase in additional capacity in Pakistan, access to electricity
barely improved (from 70.4% in 2010 to 71.1% in 2018). In most cases, the supported power generation
projects also helped improve the reliability and diversity of the countries’ energy sources. However, eight
of the 42 NSO projects (19.0%) had technical, operational, and/or financial issues that raised questions
about their sustainability.
Table 15: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in the Power Generation Subsector
Country
Armenia

Bangladesh

Bhutan

Cambodia

People’s Republic of
China

Georgia

India

Indonesia

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The project restored the capacity of seven hydropower plants by 44.7 MW (3.4% of the
total hydropower generation capacity of Armenia). The project company still operates but
has a high level of debt.
Power Generation (2 NSO and 1 sovereign infrastructure financing facility)
• The combined generation capacity of two conventional energy generation projects was
791.4 MW. This was 11.4% of the country's additional installed capacity from 2002 (COD of
the first project) to 2015 (COD of the second project). The projects helped improve access to
electricity from 37.7% of the total population in 2002 to 73.1% in 2015. By 2018, this had
risen further to 85.2%.
• Three other power plants with a combined installed capacity of 217 MW were funded
through a sovereign infrastructure financing facility. Component 2 helped finance solar
home-systems and provided 46,758 new households with access to electricity.
Power Generation (1 sovereign project)
• The rural electrification component of the Green Power Project provided on-grid electricity
to an additional 9,586 rural households, 9.5% of total rural households in 2017. According
to the PVR, the project is likely sustainable.
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The project was the first utility-scale solar power plant in Cambodia and the first
competitively tendered renewable energy IPP. The COD was 2017 and the project added 10
MW of capacity to the grid. By April 2020, total solar power installed capacity had reached
150 MW.
Power Generation (3 NSO)
• The three power generation projects that ADB helped finance—1 coal-fired, 1 wind, and 1
small hydropower—had a combined installed capacity of 1,037 MW. Two of the project
companies are experiencing operational and financial problems.
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The 185 MW hydropower plant, the largest hydropower project built in Georgia since
independence, was completed in 2017 but started commercial operations only in 2020
because of technical issues.
Power Generation (13 NSO and 3 sovereign infrastructure financing facilities)
• The 11,405 MW installed capacity of the 3 thermal plants (8,480 MW) and several
renewable energy power plants (2,925 MW) was 5.4% of additional installed capacity in
India from 2007 (COD of first project) to 2018. This helped improve access to electricity
from 70.6% of the total population in 2007 to 95.2% in 2018. Most of the power plants are
operating at a profit although three have technical, operational and financial issues.
Power Generation (1 NSO and 1 combined NSO and sovereign infrastructure financing
facility)
• The NSO project added 320 MW of geothermal power capacity or 49.3% of the country's
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Country

Myanmar

Pakistan

Philippines

Sri Lanka

Thailand

Viet Nam

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
additional geothermal installed capacity from 2013 to 2018 but only 1.5% of the additional
installed capacity during the same period. Access to electricity increased from 96.5% of the
total population in 2013 to 98.5% in 2018.
• Power generation subprojects of the sovereign financial intermediation loan to and NSO
equity investment in an infrastructure finance company led to a combined installed capacity
of 1,900 MW, or 9.1% of the additional total installed capacity from 2013 to 2018.
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The project's installed capacity of 225 MW of conventional energy generation (natural gas)
represented 55.3% of additional total installed capacity from 2015 (approval year of project)
to 2018 (COD of the power plant). It contributed to increasing the electrification rate from
34% in 2015 to 43% in 2018.
Power Generation (7 NSO)
• The total installed capacity of the 7 power generation projects was 1,121 MW (gas-fired =
584 MW, wind = 306 MW, hydropower = 231 MW) accounting for 7.8% of the country's
additional installed capacity from 2010 (COD of first project) to 2018 (COD of seventh
project). Despite the increase in power generation capacity, the electrification rate barely
improved from 70.4% in 2010 to 71.1% in 2018. One of the seven power generation
companies is underperforming because of tariff issues.
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The 150 MW wind energy plant supported by ADB was the biggest wind farm in the
country and accounted for 35.5% of country's total wind installed capacity in 2016.
Power Generation (1 NSO)
• The 163 MW capacity of the project power plant accounted for 28.3% of the country's
additional installed capacity from 2000 (approval of project) to 2003 (COD of the power
plant) and helped reduce power shortages. Access to electricity improved from 63.6% in
2000 to 74.3% in 2003. The plant is still operational but there was a change in ownership in
2016.
Power Generation (8 NSO)
• The combined capacity of the 4 solar power projects, 2 wind power projects, and 2
thermal power projects was 3,311 MW or 24.4% of the country's estimated additional
installed generating capacity from 2007 (COD of first power plant) to 2016 (COD of latest
power plant). Access to electricity improved from 94.3% in 2007 to 100.0% in 2016. The
eight plants are all still operating.
Power Generation (2 NSO)
• Phu My 2.2 and Phu My 3.0 were among the first independent power producer gas-fired
power plants in Viet Nam and their combined capacity of 1,441 MW was 28.0% of the
country's additional installed capacity from 2000 to 2005 (COD of the second plant). This
helped increase access to electricity from 87.2% in 2000 to 96.1% in 2005.

COD = commercial operation date, MW = megawatt, NSO = nonsovereign operations, PVR = project completion report validation.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

ADB’s downstream support in other energy subsectors helped improve the transmission and
188.
distribution of electricity or gas in seven countries. Table 16 shows that power transmission projects in
Cambodia, India, and the Philippines all helped to increase access to electricity. The natural gas
development and distribution projects in Azerbaijan, the PRC, India, Indonesia, and Pakistan were likewise
successful in improving the capacities of the project companies. Only one project was less than successful,
the District Energy Systems Project in the PRC, which failed to establish target concessions in eight
municipalities because of a change in regulation.
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Table 16: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in Other Energy Subsectors
Country
Azerbaijan

Cambodia

People’s
Republic of
China

India

Indonesia

Pakistan

Philippines

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Gas Field Development (1 NSO)
• The project is the largest gas field development project in Azerbaijan, and will help increase
gas production in Azerbaijan from 20 billion cubic meters (bcm) per annum in 2014 to 36 bcm
per annum by 2022. The project company is operating.
Power Transmission (1 NSO)
• The number of customers served directly by Electricité du Cambodge (EDC) using grid power
increased by 88% from 39,891 in 2006 to 74,997 in 2011. Grid connections expanded to 31
independently operating licensees by year-end 2011, increasing customers served through
licensees by 332%, from 11,555 in 2006 to 49,952.
Natural Gas Distribution (2 NSO)
• One project saw the project company's natural gas sales volume increase from 172 million
cubic meters (mcm) in 2006 to 3,380 mcm in 2010, and the number of users from 806,000 in
2006 to 4.8 million in 2010. The other project achieved (i) an increase in sales volume of 885
mcm against a target of 400 mcm by 2015, (ii) 8.9 million new households were connected
from 2010 to 2015 against a target of 500,000 new households; and (iii) 930 new industrial
connections in 2015 against a target of 70.
District Energy Systems (1 NSO)
• Concessions in two municipalities established and rehabilitated district energy systems and
increased the total area connected from 12 million square meters in 2009 to 31 million square
meters in 2015. This was lower than the target of 56 million square meters because of the
failure to establish target concessions in eight municipalities stemming from a change in
regulation.
Power Transmission (1 NSO)
• 1,153 km of additional transmission lines pass through underserved states and provide an
additional 4.6 million people with access to power, many of whom were rural poor living
below the poverty line.
Natural Gas Transmission and Distribution (1 NSO)
• The project constructed 10 new compressed natural gas (CNG) stations and helped increase
the number of vehicles using CNG by 8,000.
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Supply (1 NSO)
• Over a 3-year period from June 2009 to June 2012, the project produced some 37.8 million
m3 of LNG and 5.1 million barrels of condensate.
Liquefied Natural Gas Supply (1 NSO)
• Upon COD of the LNG import terminal facility, re-gasified LNG reached 8.7% of the country’s
primary energy mix, 20% of the overall gas supply, and almost 40% of the volume of gas
consumed by the power sector.
Power Transmission (1 Sovereign project)
• The project improved grid reliability for 5,000 households.

bcm = billion cubic meters, CNG = compressed natural gas, COD = commercial operation date, LNG = liquefied natural gas,
mcm = million cubic meters, NSO = nonsovereign operations.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

189.
Downstream support in the information and communication technology sector helped improve
access to mobile telephone communication services in five countries, but sustainability is an issue in two
projects. ADB support for improved access to information and communication technology services,
specifically mobile telecommunications, is shown in Table 17. ADB downstream support included four
NSO projects comprising loans and/or equity investments in mobile telecommunications companies in
Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Myanmar, and Papua New Guinea (which also operates in the Solomon
Islands). All these projects significantly improved mobile penetration, and introduced mobile financial
services, including mobile wallets. The project companies in Afghanistan and Bangladesh remain
sustainable but those in Myanmar and Papua New Guinea have operational and financial issues. ADB
divested its investment in in Papua New Guinea, and the company is now owned by the government.
ADB also provided assistance to an infrastructure finance company in Indonesia, which helped finance
five telecommunications companies to expand their networks.
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Table 17: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in the Information and Communication
Technology Sector
Country
Afghanistan

Bangladesh

Indonesia

Myanmar

Papua New
Guinea and
Solomon
Islands

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Mobile Telecommunications (1 NSO)
• The project (i) helped expand the operations and coverage of the project company from a
subscriber base of 158,000 in 2004 to 5 million in 2011 (the year the project was evaluated)
and from six cities to about 230 cities and towns, covering 60% of the population; (ii) helped
increase mobile phone penetration in Afghanistan from about 1.2% at the end of 2004 to
about 48% at the end of 2010; and (iii) introduced innovative mobile financial services such as
mobile money transfers and mobile agricultural trade data services. The project company was
profitable at the time of evaluation in 2011 and is still a major player in Afghanistan.
Mobile Telecommunications (1 NSO)
• In 1996, Bangladesh had no mobile phone service outside Dhaka. The project helped project
company expand its nationwide cellular telephone system. By the end of 2011, the project
company's mobile services covered 100% of Bangladesh’s districts, 90% of the land area, and
99% of the population. The project's “Village Pay Telephone Program” was also effective in
providing telephone access to about 95% of the villages in rural Bangladesh. It introduced
innovative and award-winning value-added services such as CellBazaar, a user-generated
market where buyers and sellers are able to trade basic goods (e.g., rice, fish, motorcycles,
used goods) from their mobile phones. The company still had the biggest market share in 2018
(46%) of the four mobile phone operators.
Mobile Telecommunications (1 combined NSO and sovereign infrastructure financing facility)
• A sovereign financial intermediation loan to and NSO equity investment in an infrastructure
finance company helped the company to finance four telecommunication providers and
cellular tower companies. They expanded their operations and in total, they now have more
than 7,500 telecommunication towers spread all over Indonesia.
Mobile Telecommunications (1 NSO)
• The project company is underperforming against projections and was ranked third among
four active operators with a market share of 18.1% as of end-2018. Nonetheless, it did
contribute to increasing mobile phone penetration from 7% in 2013 to about 80% in 2018.
The project company is still in operation but has been operating at a loss since 2014.
Mobile Telecommunications (1 NSO)
• The project helped expand the number of the project company's cell sites from 237 in 2011
to 409 in 2016 and to increase mobile market penetration rates in PNG from 28% in 2010 to
45% in 2014 and in the Solomon Islands from 20% to 66% during the same period. However,
the company was not performing well financially and had corporate governance issues at the
time of the ADB divestment in 2016. It became a 100% government-owned company in 2016.

NSO = nonsovereign operations.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

190.
ADB downstream support in the transport sector helped expand or develop new airport
terminals, toll roads, seaports, and railways in seven countries. The assessment of improved access varied
by subsector: (i) for airports it was measured by the increase in the number of passengers and the
tonnage of cargo handled, (ii) for ports it was increased capacity (20-foot equivalent units), (iii) for rail
it was increased tonnage of freight handled, and (iv) for roads it was number of kilometers constructed
or rehabilitated. Table 18 shows that all the airport, seaport, and rail projects experienced significant
increases in their passenger and cargo handling capacities. Toll roads in India and Indonesia were
subprojects under financial intermediation loans to infrastructure finance companies and led to increases
in the road networks in both countries. One loan to a toll road company in the Philippines helped
rehabilitate the main expressway from Manila to the northern parts of the country. No sustainability
issues were found in either the direct NSO or sovereign projects but there was insufficient information
on the infrastructure finance companies to enable a proper assessment of sustainability.

66 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
Table 18: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in the Transport Sector
Country
Armenia

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Airport (1 NSO)
• An expansion of an international airport resulted in an increase in (i) the number of
passengers handled from 1.4 million in 2009 to 1.7 million in 2012 and (ii) the amount of
cargo handled from 8,400 tons in 2009 to 11,600 tons in 2012.
Cambodia
Rail (1 sovereign project)
• In its first full year of operation in 2013, the railway carried 393,000 tons of freight on the
Southern Line, three times higher than the average level before the project. One of the project
outcomes was to eliminate the government's deficit coverage for the railway and this was
achieved with the signing of a concession agreement with a large international logistics firm.
India
Road (4 sovereign infrastructure financing facilities)
• Financial intermediation loans to an infrastructure finance company resulted in 58 toll road
subprojects totaling 5,060 kms. This represented 22.6% of the 22,378 km of toll roads and
4.2% of the 120,000 km of national highways as of March 2018. It was difficult to assess the
sustainability of the facilities due to the limited information on subprojects.
Indonesia
Road (1 combined NSO and sovereign infrastructure financing facility)
• A sovereign financial intermediation loan to and NSO equity investment in an infrastructure
finance company helped finance 213.6 km of toll roads, 20.3% of the 1,050 km of additional
toll roads that the Ministry of Public Works and Housing had targeted by the end of 2019.
Indonesia
Airport (1 combined NSO and sovereign infrastructure financing facility)
• A sovereign financial intermediation loan to and NSO equity investment in an infrastructure
finance company helped finance the development of an airport terminal and five new airports
with a passenger capacity of 116 million passengers a year, 33.3% of the government’s target
of 15 new airports by 2019 under the National Medium-Term Plan.
Mongolia
Multitransport (1 sovereign project)
• The project developed facilities for road-to-road, road-to-rail, and rail-to-rail transshipment at
Zamyn Uud, a poor and isolated desert area, to promote international and regional trade.
Philippines
Road (1 NSO)
• The project helped rehabilitate 83.7 km of the main thoroughfare from Manila to the
northern parts of Luzon.
Philippines
Airport (1 NSO)
• The project helped construct a new international passenger terminal with 8 million
passengers per annum capacity and renovate the existing domestic passenger terminal with
4.5 million passengers per annum capacity. Passenger traffic increased from 6.9 million in 2014
to 11.5 million in 2018.
Sri Lanka
Port (1 NSO and 1 sovereign project)
• The Colombo Port Development Project expanded the port's capacity from 285,000 20-foot
equivalent units (TEU) in 1999 to about 1.5 million TEU in 2007. The PPP component of the
Colombo Port Expansion Project developed 2.4 million TEU upon its completion in 2014.
NSO = nonsovereign operations, PPP = public–private partnership, TEU = 20-foot equivalent units.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

191.
ADB downstream support in the water supply and sanitation sector was in two countries and
was largely successful. Eleven projects were in the PRC and one was in Indonesia. Improved access in the
PRC was assessed mainly by the increase in the capacities of new or expanded plants and facilities
according to the type of project. Table 19 shows that the capacity improvements across all subsectors
were significant. In Indonesia, the expansion and enhancement of water supply infrastructure resulted in
a doubling of connections and service coverage. None of the projects had sustainability issues.
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Table 19: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in the Water Supply and Sanitation Sector
Country
People’s
Republic of
China

Indonesia

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Waste Management, Water Supply and Sanitation (11 NSO)
• Two water supply projects helped project companies add 400,000 cubic meters of capacity
per day and 575,000 cubic meters per day. .
• Three waste-to-energy projects helped project companies increase their combined capacities
by 27,800 tons per day and to generate a combined 3,400 GWh per year.
• Four wastewater treatment projects helped project companies increase their combined
capacities by 2.8 million cubic meters per day, while another two projects helped project
companies increase their combined capacities by 4.4 million tons per day.
Water Supply (1 NSO)
• The project helped the project company enhance and expand water supply infrastructure in
West Jakarta, increase the number of connections from 201,668 in 1998 to 407,459 in 2012,
and improve service coverage from 34% in 1998 to 62% in 2012.

GWH = gigawatt, NSO = nonsovereign operations.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

192.
ADB provided only limited downstream support in the health and agriculture sectors. There was
only one health project in Bangladesh, and two agriculture projects, one in India and one the PRC (Table
20). The health project successfully improve access to and coverage of primary health care services in
Bangladesh. However, both agriculture projects were unsuccessful. The objective of the first, to establish
integrated value chains in India, was not achieved because the proposed award of PPP contracts to two
concessionaires did not materialize. The establishment of cold storage facilities in the PRC was not fully
achieved and the sustainability of the project is in doubt because of the project company’s operational
and financial difficulties.
Table 20: Assessment of ADB's Downstream Support in the Health and Agriculture Sectors
Country
Bangladesh

People's
Republic of
China
India

Assessment of Improved Accessibility and Delivery of Sustainable Infrastructure and Services
Health (1 sovereign project)
• The project improved access to and coverage of primary health care (PHC) services by
supporting the expansion of the urban PHC infrastructure network, including the construction
of 12 comprehensive reproductive health centers and 26 PHC centers near slums and other
densely populated areas. For example, 70% of births were attended by skilled health personnel
by 2017 (the target was 60%); 100% of under-5 children who visited health centers were
measured; and 95% of the poor had access to health services when needed. However, the
government needs to allocate additional funds after the project to sustain the current level of
service coverage.
Agriculture (1 NSO)
• Phase 2 of a project to develop a cold storage facility in Tianjin port was abandoned after an
accident caused damage and reduced the functioning of Phase 1 facilities. The project
company is in financial distress.
Agriculture (1 sovereign project)
• The project failed to establish integrated value chains because the planned award of PPP
contracts to two concessionaires to construct infrastructure in 15 locations did not materialize.

NSO = nonsovereign operations, PHC = primary health care, PPP = public–private partnership.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

Summary
193.
The evaluated Group A PPP sovereign projects had a success rate of 65%, slightly lower than the
average for ADB-wide sovereign projects of 67%, while the NSO PPP projects had a success rate of 91%,
well above the ADB-wide NSO average of 62%. The 14 project loans, in which the PPP components were
mostly assistance with performance-based operation and maintenance contracts (supporting Pillar 3),
had a success rate of 70%, higher than the 50% for financial intermediation loans, 50% for TA projects,
and 50% for policy-based loans. Although most sovereign projects were relevant (84%), they had lower
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scores for effectiveness (60%), efficiency, (56%), and sustainability (60%). NSO projects were welldesigned and implemented. They rated highly for development results (91%), ADB additionality (91%),
and ADB investment profitability (94%).
194.
The sovereign projects and TA projects contributed significantly to improving PPP policies and
processes but only in a few countries. However, there was little evidence that they contributed
significantly to other outcomes, such as the maintenance of government fiscal discipline, improved public
sector management, or the delivery of taxpayer VFM.
195.
ADB’s work on the PPP enabling environment was relevant, but not sufficiently effective in
mobilizing capital and bringing in the private sector. Policy, sectoral and regulatory reform requires longterm support if the beneficial outcomes that PPPs can deliver are to be achieved. ADB has provided
support for institutional capacity building in key markets, including in the PRC, India, Indonesia and the
Philippines, where PPP centers have been set up, government-led infrastructure funds developed, and
training to local government officers provided. However, ADB’s support has had less impact on DMC
policy, sectoral and regulatory reform. State-owned enterprise (SOE) reform has rarely featured in energy,
utility or transport sector PPP initiatives. Government departments responsible for PPP initiatives and PPP
regulators have not received appropriate support on how to manage PPP contract renegotiations,
consider or assess unsolicited infrastructure bids, or minimize risk of regulatory capture.
196.
ADB nonsovereign projects have increased private sector participation in the provision of public
infrastructure and services, providing more green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure,
demonstrating PPPs’ contractual viability, and increasing the adoption of new technology. Nevertheless,
ADB has not consistently monitored, documented, or incentivized PPP projects with a view to mobilizing
third-party capital targets, improving accessibility, or achieving more sustainable quality infrastructure
objectives. Recent PSOD investments, such as the Floating Solar Energy Project in Viet Nam, illustrate the
potential of a more outcome-driven investment selection process for PPP projects. A more developed
theory of change and integrated results and monitoring framework should be included in an updated
PPP operational plan and could help ADB to prioritize specific PPP projects in a given region. A greater
focus on delivering optimal development outcomes and mobilization targets through PPPs would align
operational activities better with ADB’s own strategic goals.
197.
There was no evidence that value-for-money analysis had been undertaken in any of the
sovereign or nonsovereign projects. Increasing the use of value-for-money analysis was one of the main
recommendations of the IED special evaluation study of PPP in 2009 (footnote 10) given its importance
as an early check on the associated costs and benefits and financial viability of any given infrastructure
procurement option.
198.
Nearly all ADB downstream support helped improve delivery of infrastructure and services to
varying degrees. Most support was in the energy sector, especially in power generation. There was limited
support in the health and agriculture sectors and none in education. Sustainability was problematic in a
number of projects and 13 of the 79 direct NSO and sovereign projects (16.7%) had operational or
financial issues. There was limited information on the sustainability of subprojects financed under the
seven financial intermediation loans.

5
ADB’s Organization for Delivery:
Public–Private Partnerships
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Highlights
This chapter analyzes how ADB’s organizational structures and processes are set up to deliver support for public–
private partnerships (PPPs) to developing member countries (DMCs) in Asia and the Pacific.
ADB revised its organizational structure during the evaluation period to improve its support for PPPs. It created
the Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP) in August 2014 to centralize its PPP transaction advisory teams
and to create a critical mass of PPP technical staff to oversee and coordinate the Pillar 1–4 activities of the regional
departments.
OPPP staffing policy and the downstream-oriented performance metrics across ADB have favored Pillar 3 (project
development) and Pillar 4 (project financing) activities instead of a more holistic longer-term project life-cycle
approach covering all four pillars. Significant staffing and budget resources have been allocated to OPPP, despite
the absence of an updated PPP Operational Plan. The performance measures for upstream Pillar 1 (advocacy and
capacity development) and Pillar 2 (enabling environment) activities are unclear, in part because of the lack of
an updated operational plan. A consistently applied results and monitoring framework covering all pillars of ADB
PPP activity is needed.
While ADB’s support for downstream PPP activities has been good, stakeholders expect more upstream support.
Coordination between ADB’s upstream and downstream activities has been limited. OPPP’s ability to coordinate
upstream activities and effectively disseminate PPP knowledge is hampered by a conflict of interest affecting the
PPP Thematic Group Secretariat and the transaction advisory business. A virtuous circle needs to be created to
allow for regular and systematic feedback on impediments in the enabling environments from staff working on
project preparation, structuring and financing in OPPP and PSOD, to regional departments and the PPP thematic
group teams working on policy and sector reforms and regulatory governance.
Collaboration and coordination among the regional departments, OPPP and PSOD are important to developing
effective PPP support to DMC clients. While there is evidence of a “One ADB” approach in some transactions,
especially in more recent ones, the approach needs to be more consistently demonstrated.

199.
ADB revised its organizational structure and processes twice during the review period (2009–
2019) in an effort to improve its support for PPPs. IED’s 2009 special evaluation study on PPPs highlighted
the need for a more strategic focus and implementation of a corporate PPP strategy at the country level,
and in response ADB produced the Public–Private Partnership Operational Plan, 2012–2020. This called
for ADB to provide holistic life-cycle project support to DMCs, embedding PPP development programs
and options in the country partnership strategy (CPS), before their inclusion in specific sector division
plans. The Operational Plan organized PPP operations under advocacy and capacity development (Pillar
1), enabling environment (Pillar 2), project development (Pillar 3) and project financing (Pillar 4). Regional
departments were responsible for Pillars 1–3 and for sovereign financing of PPP transactions under Pillar
4 while the Private Sector Operations Department (PSOD) was responsible for nonsovereign financing
under Pillar 4. A PPP community of practice (PPP CoP) was set up in 2012, with the secretariat in what
was then the Regional and Sustainable Development Department (RSDD) to contribute to knowledge
management and the capacity development of ADB staff in the regional departments and PSOD.

Office of Public–Private Partnership
200.
ADB management conducted a mid-term review of Strategy 2020 in 2014 which highlighted the
need to enhance institutional effectiveness for PPP operations by creating a critical mass of PPP technical
staff that would service all the regional departments. It called for centralization of the PPP transaction
advisory teams that were spread out across the regional departments and for the Pillar 1–4 activities of
the regional departments to be overseen and coordinated. The Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP)
was created in August 2014 and contained two units: the Transaction Advisory Services (TAS) unit and
the PPP Coordinating and Supporting Functions unit. The PPP community of practice secretariat was also
moved from RSDD to OPPP with a view to making OPPP the knowledge anchor for ADB-wide PPP-related
activities and institutional relationships (Figure 7). OPPP added a third unit called Operations and
Resource team in 2015 to manage ADB-wide trust funds and financing partnership facilities in relation
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to project preparation, including the Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F) (Figure 8). Regional
departments retained frontline responsibility for client engagement for Pillars 1 and 2 and for sovereign
financing of PPP projects under Pillar 4, while OPPP became responsible for project preparation or
transaction advisory (Pillar 3) and PPP coordination, support, and knowledge activities (Pillars 1, 2 and
4). OPPP reported directly to the President of ADB given that its coordinating, support, and knowledge
function cut across sectors and that it covered both sovereign and nonsovereign operations.
Figure 7: Organizational Structure for Public–Private Partnership Operations in 2014

CoP = community of practice, MDG – Managing Director General, OPPP = Office of Public-Private Partnership, PPP = publicprivate partnerships, PSOD = Private Sector Operation Department, RSDD = Regional and Sustainable Development
Department, RSID = Regional and Sustainable Infrastructure Division, TAS = transaction advisory services,
Source: ADB. 2014. Establishment of the Office of Public-Private Partnership. Memorandum (internal).

A reorganization of OPPP in 2019 increased the emphasis on downstream Pillar 3 activities. While
201.
the PPP Operational Plan had called for a holistic longer-term life-cycle project approach covering Pillars
1–4, PPP staffing was primarily used to augment Pillar 3 work/project preparation via OPPP and Pillar 4
work/project financing via PSOD. Staffing requirements for OPPP in 2014 (16 staff) were met primarily by
moving PPP-related staff from the regional departments and RSDD. OPPP was meant to coordinate Pillar
1, Pillar 2 and Pillar 4 activities of the regional departments and to centralize transaction advisory teams
for Pillar 3 activities (Figure 8). However, the reorganization of OPPP in 2019, which created two TAS
divisions, placed 75% of OPPP’s 40 staff in TAS (Figure 8). Operational control of the AP3F fund, which
used to be under the Operations and Resource team, was moved to the TAS divisions. OPPP’s reporting
line was also changed from the President to the Vice President Private Sector Operations and Public–
Private Partnerships. These changes supported OPPP’s Pillar 3 work (preparing bankable projects) but deemphasized its coordination and support function for ADB’s Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities. Meanwhile,

72 ADB Support for Public–Private Partnerships, 2009–2019
PSOD received 2434 new PPP-related positions between 2014–2019 while the regional departments were
not allocated any new positions for PPP-related activities.
202.
Transaction advisory services (TAS) is a cost center rather than a profit center. However, the ADB
Controller’s Department has been unable to produce financial statements to enable Management to
review its financial performance. ADB has concentrated the majority of its PPP-related staffing resources
in OPPP where staff have mainly been allocated to TAS, a fee-based transaction advisory business similar
to IFC Advisory Services. TAS’s focus is to structure bankable projects. It aims to obtain mandates from
governments to structure PPP projects, organize a transparent bidding process, and bring projects to
commercial closure. It engages in upstream policy work and/or sector reform through AP3F, but only if
there are bottlenecks related to mandated projects. OPPP was initially envisaged as a profit center as it
was able to charge a retainer fee and a success fee for the transaction advisory services it provides.
However, it has become clear that OPPP is a cost center, much like IFC Advisory Services, and that at best
it can aim for only partial cost recovery. OPPP therefore needs to be managed as a cost center to ensure
sustainability of its operations. OPPP’s lack of transparency about its own financial performance and lack
of a clear and well-articulated operational plan, other than securing TAS mandates, has weakened its
ability to build strong and productive relationships with key staff in ADB regional departments and
country offices.
203.
The way OPPP measures its TAS results is atypical within its MDB peer group. The success of TAS
is currently measured by the number of projects achieving commercial closure (i.e., a concession is
awarded to a winning bidder) and by the amount of private sector resources projected to be mobilized
at commercial closure. However, a mobilization measure based on private sector debt or equity that is
expected to be made at the time of commercial closure is not meaningful. These amounts are not truly
mobilized if financial closure (i.e., the winning bidder secures financing) is not achieved. In IFC Advisory
Services, OPPP TAS’s most comparable MDB institutional peer operational team, performance is measured
by the amount of private sector resources mobilized at financial closure. OPPP’s rationale for basing its
measurement of success in TAS on commercial closure is that it believes it has little influence over the
private partner’s ability to secure commercial financing and, as result, evidence for the success of PPPs
beyond commercial closure, such as achievement of financial closure or the amount of private sector
money mobilized at financial closure, is not necessarily documented. In future, OPPP needs to develop a
reporting system that tracks these outcomes so that ADB can assess the extent to which TAS Pillar 3 work
leads to successful PPPs and the successful mobilization of private sector resources.

34

Assumes half of new positions provided to Private Sector Infrastructure Finance divisions are involved in project finance and PPP.
Also assumes 33% of new positions provided to Private Sector Portfolio Monitoring and 20% provided to Private Sector
Transaction Support work on PPP transactions.
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Figure 8: OPPP Reorganization

AP3F = Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility, AS = administrative staff, CoP = community of practice, FO = field office, IS
= international staff, NS = national staff, OPA1 = Advisory Division 1, OPPP, OPA2 = Advisory Division 2, OPPP, OPPP =
Office of Public–Private Partnerships, PPP =public–private partnerships, PPTG = PPP Thematic Group, TAS = transaction
advisory services.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Office of Public-Private Partnership).
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The two OPPP-TAS divisions entered into 30 mandates from 2015–2019. Of these, 28 were full
204.
mandates, meaning the scope of the advisory services runs until commercial closure.35 Eleven of the full
mandates (40%) have closed or have been terminated, and approximately 36% of these achieved
commercial closure (Figure 9). 36 The reasons for the termination of the mandates included lack of
government commitment, weak capacity within government agencies and unforeseen macroeconomic
and political risk developments. Three projects of the 11 closed or terminated mandates (27%) have
achieved financial closure, all of which were related to the New Clark City development in the Philippines.
The success of ADB’s client relationship management engagements for these TAS projects in the
Philippines is clear. Geographical proximity to the client is likely to be an important factor in winning
future TAS mandates as well as in managing costs locally; potential TAS clients in field interviews
conducted in the PRC and elsewhere expressed concern at the cost of hiring ADB for TAS, noting that
staff were rarely locally based.
Figure 9: Number of Transaction Advisory Services Mandates Signed or Closed
(2014–2019)
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Source: Asian Development Bank (Office of Public–Private Partnership and Independent Evaluation Department).

205.
Nine of OPPP’s TAS mandates (30%) were supported by the Asia Pacific Project Preparation
Facility (AP3F). AP3F is a $72.2 million multi-donor fund established in 2014 to provide financial
assistance to governments to support the legal, technical and financial advisory services required to
prepare and structure PPP transactions. The fund can also be used to support upstream sector reform
and capacity building tied to potential projects that are being or will be prepared. As of end 2019, AP3F
had committed $38.2 million to fund 41 projects. Slightly more than half of the projects by dollar amount
(34% by number of projects) were for project preparation while 35% by dollar amount (56% by number
of projects) were for capacity building and developing an enabling environment (Figure 10). As far as IED
has been able to ascertain, OPPP has yet to make use of other donor trust funds that could also be used
to support ADB’s work with PPPs, such as the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The Public–Private
Partnership donor trust fund of GEF has to date supported PPP interventions in partnership with the
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)
and the African Development Bank (AfDB).

35
36

Two of the 30 mandates have a limited scope, e.g., project definition only or term sheet review and/or negotiation only.
IFC Advisory Services has a higher success rate (50%), meaning half of its mandates reach commercial close.
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Figure 10: Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility Support Across the Transaction Lifecycle

AP3F = Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility, DMC = developing member countries.
Source: Office of Public–Private Partnership. 2019. Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F) Annual Report
2019. Manila: ADB.

Changes to the control arrangements for AP3F have led to it providing more direct support for
206.
TAS project preparation. In 2019, operational control of AP3F moved from the defunct Operations and
Resource team to the TAS divisions. The number of approved transactions in 2019 more than doubled
from 2018, mainly due to a significant increase in support for project preparation (Figure 11), which was
prioritized over general capacity building to speed taking projects to market. While the synergy between
TAS work and AP3F support is understandable, giving the TAS divisions operational control over AP3F
introduces a potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be screening applications to AP3F, there will
be a natural tendency for them to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates over applications that
are stand-alone projects (such as general capacity building support to regional departments’ projects or
project definition for non-TAS mandates).

Figure 11: Distribution of Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility
Approvals by Type of Assistance, 2016-2019 ($ million)
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Source: Office of Public–Private Partnership. 2019. Asia Pacific Project Preparation Facility (AP3F)

Annual Report 2019. Manila: ADB.
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Disbursements from AP3F have been slow. As of end 2019, only $20.1 million of the approved
207.
$38.2 million had been contracted, and only $10.2 million had been disbursed. Regional departments
have not applied for AP3F grants as there is a perception that they can only be used for TAS-mandated
projects. The small number of contract awards can be partly explained by the cancellation of six projects
with a total commitment amount of $7.7 million (these were mainly driven by changes in government
direction). OPPP management views the disbursement pace as expected since the time frame for
implementing approved projects is 2–3 years. The main KPI target for AP3F in its design and monitoring
framework is for at least seven AP3F-supported projects to reach commercial or financial closure by 2020.
Three AP3F-supported projects had achieved this as of end 2019.

Emphasis on Downstream vs Upstream Activities
208.
The current performance metrics are downstream-oriented, providing a disincentive to pursuing
upstream activities. The PPP Operational Plan in 2012 had a comprehensive results and monitoring
framework that outlined key outputs and outcome indicators for Pillars 1 to 4 but this was not
implemented after OPPP was formed in 2014. There are clear output-oriented performance metrics for
downstream activities only. OPPP, which manages the secretariat of the PPP CoP (later renamed as PPP
Thematic Group Secretariat), reports to senior management on ADB-wide performance primarily by
indicating the number of PPP project contracts signed in the year. 37 Outputs related to upstream work
such as the number of government staff trained in PPP, which fall under capacity development (Pillar 1),
are not recorded or reported to senior management. The current KPIs in OPPP relate mainly to Pillar 3
activities: (i) number of commercial closures, (ii) monetary amount of private sector resources mobilized
at time of commercial closure, and (iii) number of ongoing TAS mandates incorporating climate change
adaptation or mitigation as a share of total TAS mandates under implementation. Meanwhile, PSOD
targets have traditionally been the number of PPP-related financing operations approved and disbursed
within a year. As yet, there are no clear KPIs or results indicators for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities either
in the regional departments or in OPPP. Not surprisingly, other than in 2015 (the year after OPPP was
formed), in each year the number of Pillar 3 and Pillar 4 transactions originated by the regional
departments and PSOD far surpassed the number of Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 transactions (Figure 12).
Figure 12: Category A Public–Private Partnership Transactions by Pillar (number of projects)

20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
-

18
16
13
11
9
6
4

5

11

10
8

77

8
3

4

10

9

6

5

16

14

5

4 4
2

10
8

6
4

3

4
2

7

5
3

3

6
2

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Pillar 1

Pillar 2

Pillar 3

Pillar 4

2016

2017

2018

Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department).

37

These contracts include: (i) BOT or concession type projects, (ii) service or operations, and (iii) project development, preparation
Facilities, and on-lending programs. OPPP reported a second ADB-wide performance indicator on leveraging; however, this was
discontinued in 2018.
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These output-oriented performance metrics, combined with the absence of a clear results and
209.
monitoring framework, run the risk of promoting short-term gains at the expense of quality and
meaningful results in DMCs. For example, outcomes related to VFM, links to Strategy 2030 operational
priorities, or SDG goal alignment have not been set as targets, nor are they monitored and recorded. As
one example, the significant and very positive cost savings to end users on electricity and water tariffs in
the power distribution and water and wastewater TAS projects in New Clark City in the Philippines were
not key project targets nor were they recorded as developmental outcomes. The long-term results of the
regional departments’ work in advocacy, capacity development and the enabling environment are also
not monitored and documented. For example, the creation of a PPP unit within the government might
be documented, but its impact, such as the creation of two pipeline projects with one reaching financial
closure, is not.
210.
The system for data and performance tracking is inadequate. Systems for tracking and
monitoring ADB-wide PPP performance are very basic and are done manually by a small team in the OPPP
front office. The quality of the data contained in the current PPP transaction database is not high (see
Chapter 3) and gives a misleading impression of the true scale of ADB’s PPP interventions. OPPP has also
been operating for an extended period without an updated business plan or operational plan, although
it is now in the process of preparing an operational plan that will take into account the recommendations
of the current study. The absence of a clear results and monitoring framework and systematic evaluation
of performance has made it difficult for outside groups such as IED to accurately assess performance.
211.
Stakeholders expect more upstream support. While it is important to structure and finance
bankable projects (Pillar 3 and 4 activities), many government agencies and private sector market
participants spoken to during the course of the evaluation indicated that ADB needed to carry out many
more upstream Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities. In particular, private banks and project developers in
Singapore never mentioned that access to direct funding or advisory services was a significant bottleneck
to PPP project development. ADB’s emphasis on downstream support means its support for PPPs comes
late in the project development cycle and is mainly demand-driven. ADB’s work in this regard follows PPP
deal flow rather than seeking new ways to crowd in private sector capital and expertise to address
challenging infrastructure deficits.
212.
ADB will be in a better position to crowd in private sector capital and technical expertise if it can
proactively develop markets and create investment opportunities by moving upstream. This approach
entails taking a strategic top-down approach by systematically assessing the regulatory and sectoral
impediments to private sector infrastructure investments in each DMC. The primary means to address
these impediments and identify potential projects which could attract the private sector should be
detailed in the country partnership strategy (CPS). ADB is a trusted source of independent advice in the
region and is uniquely positioned to deliver value through close and sustained engagement with
government clients. ADB is privileged to hold a role that few other institutions can ever play in terms of
supporting governments to methodically assess various project viability, procurement and financing
options.
Upstream activities have been responsive but have had low success rates. Currently, upstream
213.
Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 work is the responsibility of the regional departments covering Central and West Asia
(CWRD), East Asia (EARD), the Pacific (PARD), South Asia (SARD), and Southeast Asia (SERD). As indicated
in Chapter 3, the regional departments provide upstream support to governments and government
agencies through a combination of policy-based program loans, sector development program loans, and
TA projects. Their upstream work (59% of their total PPP interventions by number of projects) has focused
primarily on DMCs that are “emerging” (41% by number of projects ) and “nascent” (31%, including
countries without a PPP readiness index), meaning the regional departments have provided support
where it is needed (see Figure 13).38 The regional departments’ upstream Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities
38

PPP readiness category is based on the 2011 Infrascope by the Economist Intelligence Unit (footnote 29). Countries without a
PPP readiness index, categorized as “n.a.” can be considered “nascent”.
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have mostly been responsive, and there is evidence that they were largely aligned with country needs
(see Chapter 3). However, the evaluated policy-based loans and TA loans had only a 50% success rate.
TA projects had a higher success rate (>71%), although this was based on non-validated TA completion
reports.
Figure 13: Regional Departments' Upstream Work by Country Public–Private
Partnership Readiness (% of projects, 2009–2018)
Developed
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n. a.= information not available.
Source: Asian Development Bank (Independent Evaluation Department), 2011 Infrascope.

Coordination of Upstream and Downstream Activities
214.
Coordination of upstream and downstream activities has been limited. OPPP is supposed to act
as a control tower, coordinating and planning ADB-wide PPP operations, including regional departments’
Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities. According to the memo establishing OPPP, this work should entail:
(i) screening, prioritizing and monitoring ADB-wide PPP activities, including regional departments’ PPPrelated technical assistance and financial assistance, and (ii) acting as the anchor within ADB for PPP
knowledge and external relationships. In practice, stakeholder interviews indicated that OPPP has
provided more support to regional departments on deal execution of sovereign loans with PPP
components (Pillar 4 work) and less on upstream Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities. The TAS divisions of OPPP
do engage in Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 work, primarily when it is linked to a TAS-mandated project. A large
number of country partnership strategies mention PPPs, but regional departments have limited PPP
resources with which to make good on these strategic intentions. The regional departments and their
resident missions have only recently started forming PPP teams, and the level of PPP knowledge varies
among regional departments and country directors. The regional departments and the PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat need to learn from the experiences of OPPP-TAS in preparing projects in order to have
well-targeted dialogue with DMCs on upstream activities. OPPP-TAS Pillar 3 work serves as a testing
ground for the regional departments’ upstream activities. A virtuous circle needs to be created to allow
for regular and systematic feedback on impediments in the enabling environments from project
preparation, structuring and financing activities in OPPP-TAS and PSOD, to regional departments and PPP
thematic group teams working on policy and sector reforms and regulatory governance.
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Box 3: Fiji Upstream Case Study
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the Pacific Private Sector Development Initiative (PSDI) team have been
praised by both the Fijian government and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) for their support for stateowned enterprise (SOE) reform and public–private partnership (PPP) in Fiji. PSDI worked with the Department of
Public Enterprises to repeal the PPP Act and to shape a new and improved PPP Policy that came into force in
2019. As a sign of good coordination between ADB and PSDI, the repeal of the PPP Act and the signing of the
new PPP Policy were action items for one of ADB’s policy-based loans to Fiji. The goal was to ensure delivery of
improved services and to provide better value-for-money for the government. PSDI is also working with the
Department of Public Enterprises to draft guidelines on preparing and structuring PPP, which is also an action
item for the policy-based loan. There have been only two PPP projects in Fiji so far, one in health care and the
other in social housing, with IFC Advisory Services advising on both. The use of PSDI, a consultant-driven technical
assistance program funded by ADB and donor countries, to work on upstream initiatives could be an instructive
model for ADB upstream engagement in other smaller developing member countries. PSDI’s long on-the-ground
presence in Fiji, its methodical approach to factoring in various stakeholder perspectives, and publishing
knowledge publications on areas such as SOE reform is a template that other ADB PPP engagements could learn
from. The ADB office in Fiji has also benefited from the recruitment of experienced staff previously working in
PSDI, highlighting the benefits of staff mobility to support a unified “One ADB” approach to client engagement.
PSDI, which was formed before the Office of Public–Private Partnership (OPPP) was established, also has the
capacity to conduct Pillar 3 transaction advisory work. This has on occasion placed it in conflict with OPPP’s
Transaction Advisory Services division in other Pacific countries, where PSDI’s on-the-ground presence since 2007
has made it the government’s partner of choice. This highlights the need for better coordination and clear
incentives for collaboration across the PPP delivery chain across ADB.
ADB = Asian Development Bank, IFC = International Finance Corporation, OPPP = Office of Public–Private Partnership, PPP =
public–private partnership, PSDI = Private Sector Development Initiative, SOE = state-owned enterprise.
Source: ADB (Independent Evaluation Department). Independent Evaluation Mission to Fiji on Fiji PPP Upstream Activities.
Back-to-Office Report (internal).

Collaboration and coordination among ADB regional departments, OPPP and PSOD are important
215.
for developing effective PPP support to DMC clients. The PPP Operational Plan in 2012 mentioned the
need for Pillar 1–4 activities to be embedded in the country partnership strategy process. Although OPPP
has de-emphasized its coordinating role to focus on TAS, collaboration among the regional departments,
OPPP, and PSOD has been facilitated to a certain extent by the “One ADB” approach. Evidence of an
effective “One ADB” approach was particularly noticeable in the evaluation missions to Azerbaijan, Fiji,
and Indonesia where experienced ADB staff and country directors were well versed in the complexities of
PPP development and able to leverage ADB internal resources to help address local challenges. However,
the approach needs to be more consistently demonstrated in ADB’s PPP interventions. The recently
approved Operational Plan for Private Sector Operations, 2019-2024 (footnote 25) emphasizes a “One
ADB” approach to supporting private sector development in DMCs, including through PPPs, by
promoting interdepartmental collaboration on country partnership strategies, country programming,
and individual projects. It discusses the possibility of PSOD and certain regional departments entering
into formal agreements outlining areas and specific means of collaboration. These need to cascade down
to the new PPP Operational Plan. An indicator that was added to the 2019 operational performance
metrics (February 2019) and to the corporate results framework (August 2019) to measure transactionspecific collaboration between the regional departments, OPPP, and PSOD will help to incentivize
collaborative behavior among the various departments. Management is also working on a culture change
initiative to align organizational values with the behavior that is needed to achieve Strategy 2030
priorities.
216.
Potential conflict of interest hampers OPPP’s upstream support. If ADB is to ramp up its upstream
PPP activities, the institution must never compromise its reputation as an honest broker. For example,
ADB is expected to coordinate with governments to screen and select projects for public and other modes
of procurement using VFM analysis. This may entail telling a government that PPP is not advisable as a
procurement modality, as it may not be able to afford the resulting tariffs. The regional departments,
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which conduct much of this early stage work, are supposed to be supported by the PPP Thematic Group
Secretariat. Since this secretariat currently sits within OPPP, external and internal stakeholders may view
it as predisposed to pushing PPP as a transaction modality or to providing advice and guidance to
enhance TAS’s ability to secure specific mandates. This potential conflict between ADB’s role as an honest
broker and TAS is exacerbated if TAS seeks to provide transaction advice to private sector bidders on PPP
projects, which TAS has indicated it plans to do on a selective basis. The PPP Thematic Group Secretariat’s
upstream work or regulatory advice could be compromised to enhance a private sector client’s chance
of winning the bid. ADB faces reputational risk if it is viewed as exclusively in favor of PPPs.
217.
The knowledge-based output of OPPP and the PPP Thematic Group Secretariat has been limited.
OPPP produces the Public–Private Partnership Monitor (PPP Monitor), an 800-page online publication
now in its second edition that tracks the development of the PPP business environment and the
challenges of PPP investments in 12 ADB DMCs: Bangladesh, the People’s Republic of China, Georgia,
India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Viet
Nam. While this document could serve as a starting point for prioritizing upstream initiatives by the
regional departments, evidence on the number of external users or whether they find it useful is lacking.
The PPP Thematic Group Secretariat needs to transform the PPP Monitor from a qualitative narrative to
a diagnostic policy tool that can be used by DMC decision makers to design actionable programs for
sector and regulatory reform. Beyond PPP Monitor, the PPP Thematic Group Secretariat has only rarely
published evidence-based knowledge on PPPs that can be accessed by external and internal policy makers
and practitioners. In key markets such as the Philippines, for example, it has been silent on the problems
associated with unsolicited PPP bids, which now comprise nearly 80% of the PPP pipeline. ADB needs to
make better use of and leverage the existing excellent knowledge resources to which it has already
contributed. The Public–Private Partnerships Reference Guide (Volume 3) produced in partnership with
the World Bank, EBRD and others is an excellent resource in the public domain and should be a prominent
link on the OPPP external web page.

Summary
218.
ADB has provided better support for downstream activities (project development and project
financing) than for upstream activities (capacity development and enabling environment). The creation
of OPPP, reallocation of most PPP-related resources to transaction advisory services, and an output-based
performance metric system that highlights the number of PPP project contracts signed in a year have all
emphasized downstream work rather than the holistic life-cycle project support to DMCs envisaged by
the PPP Operational Plan.
219.
Significant staffing and budget resources have been allocated to OPPP, despite the absence of
an updated PPP Operational Plan. OPPP is a cost center and needs to be managed as one to ensure the
sustainability of operations. The lack of an updated operational plan has led to unclear performance
measures for upstream Pillar 1 and 2 activities and a lack of a meaningful results and monitoring
framework for all pillars.
220.
ADB is currently a deal follower. It can become a market maker and add more value by working
on upstream interventions at an earlier stage of the PPP project development cycle. Governments and
the private sector look to ADB to engage early and to help create a market for private sector investments
in infrastructure. ADB’s honest broker role is a uniquely valuable asset when helping DMC clients to assess
regulatory and sectoral impediments to greater private sector investments in infrastructure. ADB is
expected to provide expert, candid advice on the feasibility of PPP versus any other form of infrastructure
procurement modality. ADB’s honest broker role may be tainted by the appearance of a conflict of
interest between upstream work and transaction advisory work undertaken by OPPP.
221.
Such upstream activities are happening, although their success rate is lower than that for
downstream activities. Coordination between ADB’s upstream and downstream activities has been
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limited. OPPP’s ability to coordinate upstream activities and effectively disseminate PPP knowledge is
hampered by a conflict of interest between the PPP Thematic Group Secretariat and the transaction
advisory business, as well as by inappropriate KPIs, which emphasize mandates above all other concerns.
A virtuous circle needs to be created to allow for regular and systematic feedback on impediments in the
enabling environment from project preparation, structuring and financing activities in OPPP and PSOD,
to regional department and thematic group teams working on policy and sector reforms and regulatory
governance.

6
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Conclusions
222.
The overarching question of the evaluation was: To what extent has ADB’s facilitation of private
sector participation in the provision of quality infrastructure and social services through public–private
partnerships in Asia and the Pacific delivered the intended results? The assessment concludes that the
results have been modest. While downstream operational activities have delivered many of the intended
outcomes, upstream activities have been less than effective due to lack of early engagement on the
assessment of procurement alternatives, value-for-money analysis, and substantive discussions on sector,
regulatory and policy reform.
223.
The scale and urgency of the infrastructure and social services provision gap in Asia and the
Pacific necessitates a strong and concerted institutional response from ADB. ADB’s strategic rationale for
its support for PPPs, as captured in Strategy 2020, Strategy 2030, and the PPP Operational Plan, 2012–
2020, is that PPPs have the potential to help close the infrastructure gap in ADB DMCs by leveraging
scarce public funding to deliver much needed investments in infrastructure and public services. However,
operational implementation of ADB strategy has often been uneven. There has been insufficient early
engagement with DMC development partners to assess infrastructure procurement alternatives, address
policy and regulatory bottlenecks, and prioritize potential infrastructure transactions on a development
needs basis. This has led to suboptimal long-term outcomes. In light of these operational shortcomings,
the evaluation considers ADB’s support to PPPs to have been only partially responsive to the needs of
sovereign and nonsovereign stakeholders.
224.
ADB’s downstream support for PPPs in Asia and the Pacific has delivered mostly positive
developmental outcomes through targeted investments. Evaluated nonsovereign PPP projects have
performed particularly well with a success rate of 91%; significantly higher than the NSO ADB-wide
average of 62%. Individual nonsovereign stakeholders have been well supported through PSOD project
funding. Nonsovereign PPP projects contributed consistently to the outcomes they were expected to
contribute to: (i) increased private sector participation in the provision of public infrastructure and
services; (ii) green, sustainable, and resilient infrastructure; (iii) demonstration of PPP contractual viability;
and (iv) increased adoption of new technology. Nevertheless, ADB has not consistently monitored,
documented, or incentivized its PPP projects. It needs clearer objectives for the mobilization of thirdparty capital and for the accessibility and sustainability of high-quality infrastructure. ADB has not
consistently articulated the need for the life-cycle costs and benefits of PPP infrastructure investments to
be taken into consideration. Environmental concerns, disaster resilience and integration of social
considerations need to be addressed at an early stage to maximize positive developmental outcomes.
Integrating sustainable infrastructure objectives has been a hallmark of more recent PSOD investments
such as the Floating Solar Energy Project in Viet Nam, a project that illustrates the potential of a more
outcome-driven investment selection process.
225.
Notwithstanding the clear success of ADB’s nonsovereign financing interventions in support of
PPPs, the evaluation has heard consistently from market participants that access to loan financing is rarely
seen as a primary PPP implementation bottleneck. Private project developers and commercial banks
indicated that, rather than loans, they are more interested in ADB facilitating access to guarantees, risk
mitigation products, and blended finance.
While ADB’s upstream work in support of PPPs was relevant, it fell short of facilitating the
226.
transformational change required to crowd in the private sector and promote quality infrastructure
outcomes. While recent efforts regarding the prioritization of OPPP transaction advisory activities has
yielded some promising initial results, ADB’s support for PPPs has not been sufficiently focused on
leveraging ADB’s core institutional attributes: its local insights; government relationships grounded on
mutual trust; its capacity to provide candid feedback on the suitability of PPP as a procurement option
for any given project; its commitment to quality infrastructure outcomes that address specific Strategy
2030 and SDG goals; ADB’s differentiated risk appetite; and its catalytic ability to mobilize knowledge
and funding partnerships with external PPP consultants, development partners, and long-term
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institutional investors. Lack of value-for-money, risk, and cost–benefit analyses of proposed PPP projects
and minimal advocacy for linked sectoral and SOE reform has undermined ADB’s contributions. The
current ADB operational outputs for PPPs, particularly within OPPP, are too narrowly focused on winning
transaction advisory mandates. Mobilization targets, strategic partnerships, and the crowding in of
external private sector expertise and funding to address infrastructure needs have not been well
developed.
Engagement with policy, institutional, sectoral and regulatory reform is a long-term effort. ADB
227.
has delivered strong support for institutional capacity building in key markets, including the PRC, India,
Indonesia and the Philippines, developing PPP centers, supporting the development of government-led
infrastructure funds, and training local government officers. What ADB has not done is to promote DMC
policy, sectoral and regulatory reform in a consistent way. SOE reform has rarely featured as an integral
part of discussions on proposed energy, utility or transport sector PPP initiatives. Government
departments responsible for PPP initiatives and PPP regulators have not received sufficient support on
how to manage PPP contract renegotiations, deal with unsolicited PPP infrastructure bids, or minimize
the risks of regulatory capture.
228.
ADB’s work on the upstream enabling environment has not been well coordinated with its
downstream advisory and financing activities. A “One ADB” approach to delivering optimal results for
DMC clients has produced good collaboration between the regional departments, OPPP, and PSOD on
some PPP projects, but it has not been consistently demonstrated. ADB’s support for downstream
interventions through TAS has only started to achieve financial closure in a few projects. On balance, ADB
has provided significantly better support for downstream activities, particularly project financing, than
for upstream activities such as capacity development and supporting the enabling environment.
229.
ADB’s organizational arrangements for the delivery of support to PPP are geared toward
downstream interventions. They fall short of the strategic vision in the PPP OP for ADB to provide holistic
life-cycle support to DMCs and to engage with them through PPP development programs outlined in
country partnership strategies. In countries where ADB resident mission staff have less exposure to ADB
nonsovereign operations, ADB should provide more support to enable staff to lead conversations with
both sovereign and nonsovereign actors on the suitability of proposed PPP interventions. Lessons can be
learned from those countries where staff have prior nonsovereign operational experience and where
constructive and valued upstream support for PPPs is already taking place. OPPP’s ability to coordinate
upstream activities and disseminate PPP knowledge effectively both internally and externally is currently
hampered by inappropriately focused KPIs which prioritize TAS mandates above all other concerns. The
coordination and knowledge dissemination role of the PPP Thematic Group Secretariat needs to be
significantly elevated and given sufficient resources to support front-line client engagements.

Issues
External
230.
Interventions in support of PPPs are affected by policy risks, political risks, and weak regulatory
frameworks. If there is no political will, local capacity, or enabling environment to utilize PPPs, deals will
not close. Infrastructure projects require patient long-term capital investments and perceptions of
political risk will inevitably undermine the attractiveness of DMCs as an investment destination for both
private project developers and institutional investors.
231.
Risk mitigation products designed to address the needs of private project developers and
institutional investors in PPP projects are not sufficiently available. Availability of finance is not the main
issue in delivering PPP infrastructure projects in ADB DMCs. Managing and appropriately pricing project
risk in a way that can mobilize existing private sector capital resources is a much more substantive
challenge. PPP market participants are keen to access such risk mitigation products as political risk and
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partial credit guarantees and blended finance interventions. Given the available funding from commercial
banks and institutional investors, this is more important than loans from MDBs.
232.
The lack of updated sector regulatory and policy frameworks has slowed the pace of PPP
investments in ADB DMCs. Incorporating the private sector and accommodating rapid technological
change in areas such as energy generation, digital communications, and urban transport infrastructure
will require a flexible regulatory environment. For example, energy generation through small-scale solar
projects requires both transmission lines and updated tariff structures.
233.
The coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic will inevitably increase pressures on government budgets.
PPP projects, particularly in demand-sensitive sectors such as transport, will likely be adversely impacted.
Careful selection and prioritization of projects must be undertaken to maximize beneficial development
outcomes and minimize the strain on government finances.
Internal
234.
ADB’s PPP Operational Plan has not been updated. The results and monitoring framework
covering Pillar 1-4 activities in the PPP Operational Plan, 2012–2020 was set aside when OPPP was formed
in 2014 and replaced with KPIs focused primarily on the number of PPP project contracts signed in a year.
This output-oriented performance metric, combined with the absence of a clear results and monitoring
framework, risks promoting short-term gains at the expense of quality and meaningful results in DMCs.
It has also led to an unclear allocation of roles and responsibilities across the PPP delivery chain.
Institutional leadership is lacking in terms of showing how PPPs can positively contribute to addressing
such issues as economic and gender inequality or making cities more livable. ADB’s PPP activities lack a
clearly articulated connection with Strategy 2030 operational priorities and outcomes.
235.
ADB’s upstream PPP activities are compromised by the lack of a coordinated “One ADB”
approach. Country directors in resident missions are the government client’s first point of contact in ADB
for PPP support, but not all are well versed in the complexities of PPP as an infrastructure procurement
option. There are now fewer staff in the regional departments with PPP expertise as PPP-related staff
were transferred to OPPP in 2015. OPPP’s coordination and support role for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities
as well as its knowledge management and capacity development role were de-emphasized in 2019 when
the OPPP office was reorganized and most staff were allocated to the transaction advisory services
business.
236.
A potential conflict of interest hampers OPPP’s ability to deliver upstream support policy or
advocacy. OPPP’s KPIs, which emphasize the number of signed transaction advisory mandates, are
prioritized over coordinating and supporting regional departments’ Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 work. The PPP
Thematic Group Secretariat, which sits within OPPP, is tasked with providing support to regional
departments and government clients to screen infrastructure projects to identify the optimum
procurement modality. Working alongside DMC clients, this critical early work should ideally leverage the
full resources of “One ADB” to determine whether a given project is suited to a PPP-type structured
finance intervention or whether a sovereign financing route would be more appropriate. ADB’s honest
broker role may be compromised by the desire to promote and secure PPP-focused transaction advisory
mandates. The dissemination of PPP knowledge internally and externally through knowledge products
and participation in industry events could be discouraged and assigned fewer resources in favor of
pursuing transaction advisory mandates. TAS divisions’ operational control over AP3F introduces a
potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be screening applications to AP3F, there will be a natural
tendency to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates over applications that are stand-alone Pillar
1 or Pillar 2 projects.
237.
ADB’s current PPP monitoring system and transaction databases are unsuited to the task of
monitoring the full scope of ADB’s PPP interventions. Monitoring often stops at completion of project
outputs, whether that is completion of the TA (for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 activities), achievement of
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commercial closure (for transaction advisory services) or completion of project construction (for Pillar 4
financing). Long-term results such as the achievement of financial closure (for transaction advisory
services), the amount of private sector resources crowded in by Pillar 1–3 activities, and the longer term
operational performance of projects are not monitored and recorded.

Recommendations
Strategic
238.
Recommendation 1: ADB should prepare a PPP directional guidance paper, including a PPP
strategic approach, a clear underlying theory of change, a results framework and implementation
guidelines that takes into account the need for an increased focus on Pillars 1 and 2 and ex ante value
addition in line with Strategy 2030 Operational Priorities and Quality Infrastructure outcomes. Pillar 1
and 2 work needs to be tailored to specific DMC country and fiscal contexts and incorporate institutional
capacity building elements alongside proper sequencing of support. The updated PPP directional
guidance paper should promote continuous engagement with DMC governments to first identify
systematically, then support, high-priority projects through full implementation. Ex ante value addition
in line with Strategy 2030 Operational Priorities and Quality Infrastructure outcomes implies sustainable,
climate resilient, infrastructure projects aligned with SDG goals that benefit the widest possible user base.
The PPP directional guidance paper should include a well-developed implementation guidelines and
Theory of Change that recognizes the importance of policy, institutional, regulatory, SOE and sectoral
reform to effectively crowd in the private sector. The PPP directional guidance paper should include clear
KPIs across all Pillars that go far beyond near term outputs such as numbers of TAs approved or TAS
mandates signed, to measure financial closure, mobilization of external capital, and targeted
development outcomes.
239.
Recommendation 2: ADB should strategically engage with DMC client governments from an early
stage of project development to enhance local capacity for screening and selection of projects for
alternative procurement modes, including public, Official Development Assistance supported and PPP,
using cost benefit and value-for-money analysis. Early-stage engagement with infrastructure sector,
planning and development will help client DMCs and ADB to prioritize both projects and resources and
maximize developmental outcomes. A metric for ex ante value addition should be articulated as a part
of project selection criteria and ADB’s envisaged role in support of specific PPP infrastructure projects
should be included in CPS.
Operational
Recommendation 3: ADB should seek to rapidly expand the use and scale of available risk
240.
mitigation products and provide political risk and partial credit guarantees to facilitate private sector
investment in PPP infrastructure projects. ADB should seek to expand use and scale of risk mitigation
schemes and blended finance interventions in partnership with other MDBs and the wider donor
community. In line with the vision of the PPP OP and in response to the demands of market participants,
mobilization of third-party capital must be reemphasized as a key measure of evaluating PSOD’s
operational support to PPPs.
241.
Recommendation 4: ADB should improve its monitoring and evaluation systems for PPP
transactions to document outcomes across the entirety of the project cycle and cover long-term
outcomes beyond project closure (RDs), early operating maturity (PSOD) and commercial close (OPPP).
The system should include consistent tracking and recording of all inputs, outputs, and outcomes as well
as indicators with baselines and target values.
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Organizational
Recommendation 5: ADB should operationally and organizationally separate the PPP Thematic
242.
Group Secretariat from OPPP to strengthen its cross institutional role and function in the promotion of a
holistic One ADB approach to PPPs aligned with Quality Infrastructure principles and to avoid any
potential conflict of interest, in fact or appearance. The current OPPP setup has worked well in terms of
prioritizing transaction advisory activities and has yielded some promising initial results. However, in
order to realize greater value addition in support for PPPs, ADB needs to significantly raise its institutional
voice in support of the acceleration and expansion of infrastructure sector reforms, the upgrading of
sector regulatory environments, the strengthening of regulators, the support of SOE restructuring and
the encouragement of competition and innovation. The newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat
will help fulfil this role and should be the first place of call for RDs and country directors seeking advice,
support and training for local screening of potential PPP transactions. The newly created PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat should also seek to develop sector risk matrices and heat maps in partnership with
RDs, PSOD, OGC, OPPP TAS, peer institutions, technical, legal, and financial advisors. The PPP Thematic
Group Secretariat should have sufficient budget and authority to support its coordinating role across the
bank. The newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat should work in close partnership with RDs and
PSOD and exemplify a One ADB approach whereby DMC clients should be provided with both private
and public sector expertise, therein offering a holistic assessment of infrastructure needs and plans by
sector, through project life-cycle feasibility studies and in-depth assessment of all appropriate
procurement options. The initial engagement with DMC clients would involve a procurement mode
neutral discussion. The PPP Thematic Group Secretariat will take the thought leadership role with Pillar 1
and 2 activities to facilitate high-priority projects aligned with Quality Infrastructure principles and create
conducive enabling environments for project preparation and eventually financing. Only if and when a
VFM analysis determines PPP procurement is the best approach within a conducive enabling environment
would RDs, PSOD, OGC, OPPP TAS and the newly created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat assist
governments with specific PPP projects.
243.
Recommendation 6: ADB should assign the management of Asia Pacific Project Preparation
Facility (AP3F) funds and other key donor and institutional relationships in support of PPPs to the newly
created PPP Thematic Group Secretariat. OPPP TAS divisions operational control over AP3F introduces a
potential conflict of interest. As TAS staff will be the ones screening applications to AP3F, there will be a
natural tendency to favor applications that are tied to TAS mandates over applications that are standalone projects. OPPP has yet to make use of alternative donor trust funds that could also be used to
support ADB’s work with PPPs such as the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The newly created PPP
Thematic Group Secretariat will be better placed to manage donor funding in support of PPP related
initiatives and promote ADB’s work with key external audiences.

