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Description: Infrastructure investment was and is still critical for economic growth in Southeast Asia. In 2012, 
estimates indicated that over $8 trillion of infrastructure investment was required in Asia and the Pacific over the next 
8 years. Given the inadequate levels of public sector funding for infrastructure, Public–Private Partnerships (PPPs) 
represented an alternative way to bridge the gap by leveraging private investment from both foreign and domestic 
sources. However, many of the regional governments lacked the capacity to develop PPPs and the number of 
transactions were limited. In general, public sector officials were unaware of the role PPPs could play in financing 
infrastructure, and the private sector was not attracted to the use of PPPs as a funding mechanism. These 
preconceptions were exacerbated by the lack of supportive policy, legal, and regulatory frameworks for PPPs, and the 
lack of government capacity to manage PPP processes and information. Moreover, the specific needs of each country 
within Southeast Asia was different. In response to these varied needs, the governments covered by the TA requested 
ADB’s assistance to create a systematic knowledge platform to address gaps in PPP frameworks across the region 
and to respond to specific problems and requests for assistance in a consistent manner.  
 
Expected Impact, Outcome, and Outputs: The TA’s impact was increased use of PPPs to develop infrastructure in 
the Southeast Asia and the outcome was an improved enabling environment for development of PPPs in the said 
region. The impact performance target was government support and risk management system operationalized in three 
countries by 2018. The outcome target was government support and risk management framework defined for three 
countries in Southeast Asia by 2016. There were five outputs. Output one was “government support and risk 
management frameworks for PPP projects developed”. This output had two performance targets; by 2015 reports are 
issued and accepted by stakeholders on: (i) institutional arrangements that coordinate assessment of alternative 
government support and risk management options; and (ii) methodological requirements for appraising government 
support and risk mitigation for projects. Output two was “government risk management frameworks for portfolios of 
PPP projects developed” There were three performance targets; by 2015, reports are issued and accepted by the 
relevant stakeholders in each country on: (i) policy, legal, regulatory, and governance structure for a risk management 
unit (RMU); (ii) relationship of the RMU with other PPP parties; and (iii) methodological requirements for managing and 
financing a portfolio of PPP risks. Output 3 was “priority PPP projects requiring government support identified and 
reviewed”. The performance targets was; by 2015, priority projects with PPP potential are appraised and reports 
prepared defining government support and risk management requirements. Output four was “capacity of government 
to issue and manage government support requirements and their associated risks improved”. The associated 
performance target was; selected ministries of finance develop capacity to manage government support obligations 
and risk portfolios by 2015. Output 5 was “awareness of government support and risk management knowledge 
products improved” and there was one performance target; by 2015, workshops are completed, and final reports 
accepted by ministries of finance.  
 
The TA is considered relevant. Aside from addressing a well-recognized need to increase financing, particularly from 
the private sector, to support infrastructure, the TA leveraged existing PPP activities and provided incremental and 
additional benefits which enhanced awareness and knowledge sharing. For example, ADB already had ongoing 
assistance to strengthen capacity to: (i) prepare PPP projects (Indonesia and the Philippines); (ii) develop a PPP policy 
and PPP capacity in the health sector (Thailand); (iii) develop a policy, legal, regulatory, and institutional framework 
for PPPs (Cambodia); and (iv) develop PPPs in the health and education sectors (the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic [Lao PDR]). In addition, the TA was consistent with ADB’s Strategy 2020, which identified private sector 
development as a key driver of change in Asia and the Pacific, and three pillars of ADBs Office of PPPs operational 
plan for 2012–2020 (e.g. advocacy and development, strengthening the enabling environment, and project 
development). Further ADB Strategy 2030 continues this focus as the region’s infrastructure needs are estimated at 
$26.2 trillion, or $1.7 trillion/year over the period 2016 to 2030. 
 
Delivery of Inputs and Conduct of Activities: To accommodate the varied needs across the different countries, the 
TA called for the engagement of consultants in two packages: (i) package A for an international firm which was 
estimated to cost $1 million; and (ii) package B for individual international experts which was estimated to cost  
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$0.5 million. During TA implementation, two international consulting firms and 19 individual consultants were engaged. 
The consulting firms were allotted a total of $0.373 million while individual consultants were allotted a total of  
$1.093 million. Thirteen minor changes in implementation arrangements and four extensions of the TA completion date 
were approved. A majority of these minor changes in implementation covered recruitment of additional experts, while 
one provided for the development of the PPP website in Viet Nam. Due to early delays in implementation, the TA was 
first extended in September 2014. The second extension was approved in September 2015 to provide time for the 
information technology experts to design and develop the PPP website for Viet Nam. The third extension was approved 
in November 2015 along with a $500,000 increase in the TA amount to support Thailand’s transport infrastructure 
development. This additional scope was implemented and administered by Transport and Communications Division, 
Southeast Asia Department. The final extension was approved in April 2017 to provide time for the additional experts 
(Thailand) to undertake their tasks.  
 
The following six countries participated in the TA: Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, the Philippines, Thailand, and Viet 
Nam. In Indonesia, the TA funded a roundtable discussion in May 2016 and resource persons were engaged to present 
and discuss the concepts of PPP project procurement. In Lao PDR, advisory support was provided to the Ministry of 
Health and the Ministry of Education and Sport to monitor two pilot projects using PPP procurement. Training was also 
provided to the PPP teams established in each of the two ministries for future project preparation and procurement. In 
the Philippines, the TA funded a conference organized by the Microfinance Council of the Philippines in October 2013 
at which time successful examples of microfinance PPPs were presented. An international expert was also engaged 
who worked with the Commission on Audit of the Philippines to develop guidelines for auditing PPP projects. Extensive 
training was also provided focusing on generic PPP audit processes and specific practical applications for ongoing 
PPP projects. In Viet Nam, the consultants provided advisory support to the government to help prepare the PPP 
decree. Templates for bid documents were completed, eligibility guidelines for using the project development facility 
(PDF) were developed, and a core team of consultants was provided to deal with procurement and PDF funding-
related concerns. The TA also supported the design and development of the PPP website that is being maintained by 
the Ministry of Planning and Investment (MPI). In Cambodia, advisory support was provided to assist the PPP Unit 
under the Ministry of Economy and Finance, finalize draft PPP frameworks, process PPP pilot projects, and conduct 
capacity building activities. In Thailand, the consulting firm helped develop the PPP implementation guidelines, rules, 
and processes to complement the country’s PPP law. Finally, an international expert was engaged to conduct a study 
and gather experience, practices, lessons learned, and recommendations on how governments deal with unsolicited 
PPP proposals. The terms of reference (TOR) were designed adequately and were appropriate to meet the TAs 
objectives. All firms and consultants were well-qualified and performed satisfactorily in accordance with their TORs. 
The performance of government counterparts was considered satisfactory given their proactive engagement in the TA 
implementation, and their close cooperation and coordination with the consultants. ADB actively coordinated with 
government counterparts and provided guidance to the consultants to ensure effective and smooth implementation of 
the TA. Regular meetings and sharing of information also facilitated smooth implementation and the transfer of 
knowledge to the counterparts. As such, the performance of the ADB is also considered satisfactory. 
 
Evaluation of Outputs and Achievement of Outcome: The TA achieved its impact and outcome targets. 
Government support and risk management frameworks were defined for three countries by 2016 and operationalized 
in three countries by 2018. In Thailand, the TA provided timely inputs at the time of a government change, and a period 
of inactivity, which helped catalyze the launch of the country’s PPP operations. Assessment criteria for urban rail 
projects using PPPs and an action plan to develop a PPP unit within the Ministry of Public Health were finalized. Viable 
PPP schemes were developed, and guidelines were issued covering financial and commercial viability analyses, risk 
assessment, and value for money. An assessment was conducted that confirmed Thailand’s project screening was 
comparable to ADB in terms of social safeguards. As of August 2017, Thailand had a pipeline of 55 PPP projects with 
an estimated Investment Cost THB1.62 trillion ($46,285 million). Similarly, the TA helped Viet Nam operationalize its 
PPP scheme. PPP screening guidelines were re-written to align with the redrafted PPP Decree and interactive 
workshops were held to support the introduction of the stronger project screening guidelines. A shortlist of projects 
eligible for viability gap funding was identified, TORs for procurement advisors were drafted, and continuing onsite 
advice was provided. A website was built for the MPI which pulled together all the government’s information on its PPP 
program. However, assignments covering risk allocation, project finance, and dispute resolution were removed as they 
overlapped with the work of other development partners. Viet Nam successfully launched a Project Development and 
Monitoring facility and has awarded a contract for a portion of the north-south expressway. Finally, in Cambodia, the 
TA supported a review and revision of draft guidelines covering feasibility assessment, financial analysis, value for 
money, and contract management. The PPP law was revised and submitted to the government for approval. Concept 
notes were reviewed and revised, Expressions of Interest were prepared, and a request for assistance from ADB’s 
Asia-Pacific Project Preparation Facility was submitted to support the development of a dry bulk cargo terminal.  
 
Less progress, relative to TA performance targets, was achieved in the remaining three countries. In Lao PDR, the 
engagement provided inputs and capacity development to operationalize the institutional framework. A PPP center 
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was established within the MPI. Project advisory was provided covering health, education, and energy. This advisory 
included sector assessments, and a demand and scoping analysis. However, projects did not move forward due to 
limited viability. Most approved projects in the electricity sector were unsolicited proposals due the quicker turn-around 
time which was prioritized by the government. A proposed PPP for university student housing was reviewed but 
contained overly optimistic projections and the government did not have the necessary skill sets to manage the 
procurement or operation of the project. The Philippines had already deployed an effective PPP framework and 
institutional support. Thus, TA activities were more focused and provided only minor contributions to more substantial 
reforms supported by other programs and TA. However, substantial capacity development was provided to staff of the 
Commission on Audit in the Philippines that included case studies which highlighted both proper and improper 
implementation of PPP projects and how audit identified discrepancies in the process. In Indonesia, a round table was 
sponsored to share experiences in PPP project procurement.   
 
Achievement of output targets was not as comprehensive or successful as uniform output targets were assigned across 
countries displaying a wide range of development and capacity for PPP. Under output 1, the required reports were 
only delivered to Thailand and Viet Nam. Similarly, reports covering RMUs as required under output 2 were delivered 
to Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Viet Nam. Under output 3, PPP project appraisal reports were provided to 
Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Viet Nam. Under output 4, only Thailand and the Philippines developed a capacity 
to manage government support obligations and risk portfolios, although in the case of the Philippines, funding was not 
provided by this TA. Finally, the single workshop called for under output 5 was not held. Instead, a report covering how 
to assess unsolicited project was completed and distributed to all the governments. 
 
Overall Assessment and Rating: The TA is rated less than successful. As noted above, the TA is considered relevant. 
The TA provided timely support to the development of PPP programs within the region. Moreover, the TA was 
consistent with ADBs Strategy 2020 and PPP operational plan. However, the TA is considered less than effective. 
While it achieved its intended impact and outcome, a large number of output targets were not achieved as similar 
targets were assigned across countries displaying a wide variety of progress and sophistication in their PPP 
frameworks and competencies. Likewise, a large proportion of the TA amount was not utilized due to the inability to 
fund advanced activities in less developed countries – due to capacity constraints – and the limited need to fund 
activities in the more developed countries. In addition, the TA implementation period was overly long and characterized 
by a large number of changes in implementation. As such, the TA is considered less than efficient. Nevertheless, the 
TA is considered likely sustainable. All the covered countries now have PPPs either in the pipeline, or in the pipeline 
and under implementation. In Indonesia, Philippines, Thailand, and Viet Nam, institutional frameworks have been 
established within governments and support the development of infrastructure to varying degrees. In Cambodia and 
Lao PDR, ADB is providing assistance to launch their first PPP-financed projects. 
 
Major Lessons: The purpose of the TA was to supplement ADB’s existing programs in the selected countries to close 
the remaining gaps and accelerate the use of PPPs to finance infrastructure.  The use of what was effectively a TA 
framework agreement allowed the same consultants to work across countries in an expedited manner. However, the 
project design did not fully account for: (i) the varied progress in establishing PPP programs; and (ii) the existing level 
of support provided by ADB or other donors. For example, the Philippines had established a well-designed and efficient 
PPP framework and support functions. On the other hand, Cambodia, Lao PDR, and Viet Nam required significant 
foundational reforms and augmentation of government agency staff resources to establish PPP as a financing modality. 
Resources spent on Indonesia and the Philippines, while relatively small, still diverted resources away from those with 
a much greater need and may have restrained progress where it was needed most. Moreover, these differences were 
not incorporated into the design and monitoring framework. As a result, many of the output performance targets were 
achieved in only three countries. Second, the design of the TA did not consider the strategic focus of the governments, 
or the market conditions in the individual countries. In Cambodia, bilateral government support is funding priority 
projects, leaving the marginally viable which are not necessarily suitable for PPP financing. In Lao PDR, social projects 
were reserved for PPP which reduced the availability of commercial financing.  
 
Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions: Going forward, support to governments to further their PPP agenda 
should be designed to meet the circumstances of each jurisdiction. In some cases, PPP as a financing modality may 
not be suitable to meet the government’s strategic objectives. Other jurisdictions are well-advanced and require highly 
technical, and expensive inputs. The specific needs should be identified through country programming as suitable 
delivery methods and timeframes can then be formulated. 

TA = technical assistance. 
 

Prepared by: Stephen Schuster       Designation and Division: Principal Financial Sector Specialist, SEPF 


