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Several projects are underway as part of the ASEAN Connectivity 
Masterplan 

SOURCE: Press searches 

Singapore Kunming  
Rail Link 
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Roads 

However, many ASEAN countries need to address 
their lagging infrastructure needs first 

SOURCE: CIA Factbook; Infrastructure Africa, World Economic Forum Survey 2010 
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Historically, ASEAN countries have substantial variability in infrastructure 
spending 

1 Percentage of 2010 world GDP generated by the 86 countries in McKinsey analysis 
2 Theoretical estimate for transport in ASEAN countries based on multiple reports and average of equivalent countries in database 
3 Excludes transport infrastructure expenditure for ASEAN countries 

SOURCE: IHS Global Insight; GWI; IEA; ITF; McKinsey Global Institute analysis, IMF, World Bank, Ministry of Transport 

Amount spent on infrastructure, 1992–2011 

Weighted average % of GDP 
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Research has found the value of infrastructure stock to be ~70% of GDP 
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Using the 70 percent rule of thumb, infrastructure investment in ASEAN 
would need to rise to keep pace with other countries and needs of 2030 

1 Estimated need based on projected growth, 2013–30 
2 Weighted average annual expenditure over years of available data, 1992–201 
3 Includes only public sector infrastructure investments 

Infrastructure spending % of GDP 
ASEAN countries will need to spend more than it has historically to maintain 
infrastructure stock of ~70% of GDP 
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Barriers faced to achieving infrastructure objectives 

SOURCE: Infrastructure Investor magazine; McKinsey Global Institute analysis 

Fiscal pressure 

Average debt to GDP 
ratios in ASEAN 
countries, and 
governments looking to 
phase out subsidies 

50% 

Investor-ready 
project pipeline 

Share of Indonesia’s 
required US$ 150 billion 
for new infrastructure can 
be financed by public 
sector 

15% 

Regulatory and 
institutional 
inefficiencies 
Share of road projects in 
India delayed due to land 
acquisition 80% 

Ineffective 
governance 

Too many entities involved 
in an infrastructure 
megaproject ?? 

Any interesting 
statistic to 
showcase 
ineffective 
governance? 

Not sure this fits?  
 
Maybe put some facts around 
money earmarked and deals 
as % of that is very low? Or 
proportion of projects 
identified as % of total need?   
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Global infrastructure investment need and how it could be reduced 

Yearly average, 2013–30;  
US$ trillion, constant 2010 dollars 
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Delivering the ASEAN infrastructure imperative will require substantial re-
thinking by both governments and the private sector 

SOURCE: McKinsey Global Institute analysis 

1 Telecom investment need beyond the scope of this paper. 
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Productivity gains will come from three main sources 

▪   Clear socio-economic objectives 
▪   Standard cost-benefit analyses 
▪   System-wide decision-making 

▪   Streamlining approvals & land acqu. 
▪   Better tendering & procurement 
▪   Design optimization & planning 
▪   Lean construction 
▪   Advanced contractor management 
▪   Construction sector development 

▪   Increased asset utilization 
▪   Preventive maintenance 
▪   Transmission and distribution 
▪   Demand management 

Chile’s quantitative, 
transparent project 
evaluation system 
screens out 25–35% of 
proposals 

New South Wales sped 
up permitting 
processes by 11% 
while increasing their 
effectiveness 

Phnom Penh reduced 
non-revenue water 
consumption from 72% 
to 6% 

Making better 
decisions 
about project 
selection 

Streamlining 
delivery 

Making the 
most of 
existing 
assets 

SOURCE: McKinsey Global Institute 

Should we add 1 
deep-dive about each 
from the region? E.g. 
Singapore LTA for 
portfolio? Any 
example for 
streamlining delivery? 
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Example: Delhi-Mumbai Industrial Corridor 

SOURCE: Interviews, literature search 

▪   Single accountable SPV – the DMIC Development Corporation 
–   Centralised special project vehicle (SPV) with full autonomy 
–   Law amended so SPV was structured like a corporate body 
–   Creates project-specific SPVs for individual projects 

▪   De-risking project development 
–   Revolving project development fund financed by government 

and development agencies 
–   Clearances, permits, land obtained well before financial close 
–   Independent procurement process to bring in international and 

technical expertise 

▪   Complexity of stakeholder management 
–   7 states and many infrastructure projects – logistics, industrial 

clusters, integrated townships, roads, power plants  
–   DMIC-DC has authority and accountability to take decisions 
–   Set up state-level coordinating bodies for stakeholder 

management 
–   Encouraged competition between the states to move the 

projects forward 

Put in place the 
critical enablers of 
strong governance, 
legal stability, and 
de-risking projects 
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Brazil’s regulatory framework for PPP has gone through different phases, 
becoming more robust and making it attractive for investors 

SOURCE: concession documents; press clippings; experts interviews 

Complete state control … … transition period … … current regulatory framework 

▪   1990: launch of National Privatization 
Plan (law 8.031/90)  

▪   1995: creation of Concessions law 
(8.987), which is still in force and valid for 
all infrastructure sectors 

▪   2004: creation of PPP law (11.079), 
which establishes sponsored and 
administrative options 

▪   2011: Decree 7.603 allows 
debentures to raise capital 

▪   Dec 2012: temporary law for new 
ports concessions (pending final 
congress approval) 

▪   More mature process with early involvement of key stake holders (BNDES; Brazil’s Superior Audit 
Office) to structure projects and coordination with private sector reduce unanticipated events 

▪   New financing vehicles (debentures, receivables funds/certificates) 

▪   Mechanism for private sector to proactively propose projects to public institutions (Interest 
Manifestation Process) 

▪   Government studying creation of an Infrastructure Fund to facilitate financing for private and state 
banks (expected up to ~US$ 3.5 bn in 2013) to provide long term financing 

▪   Brazilian Agency for Funds and Guarantee Management (temporary law MP 564 approved) to 
provide more competitive insurance policies for infrastructure projects (up to ~US$ 5.5 bn fund) 

▪   Concession conditions modified by sector (e.g., airports, ports, roads) to increase project returns, 
making it more attractive for investors 

Regulatory framework has become more robust and concession conditions are more attractive 
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Back-up 

SOURCE: Source 

Text 
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Questions for Round table discussion 
1 Overall 
▪   Are there any other barriers you have observed in planning, construction and operations of infrastructure across 

ASEAN markets? 
▪   Of all the barriers discussed, which do you think are the “show stoppers”? Which do you think are relatively easier 

to address? 

2 Fiscal constraints 
▪   How can the private sector play a larger or more proactive role in funding critical infrastructure?  
▪   How should the public sector prioritise infrastructure needs, in an environment of scarce resources? 

3 Lack of investor-ready PPP project pipeline 
▪   How can governments provide more transparency over infrastructure needs to allow a private sector response? 
▪   What are the common failures typically observed in private public partnership infrastructure projects? 

4 Complex execution due to regulatory and institutional inefficiencies 
▪   What are the key bottlenecks typically faced in project approvals (e.g. contract award) and project execution (e.g., 

financing)? 
▪   What are the implications of such delays on the project from a financial and operational perspective? 

5 Ineffective governance systems 
▪   Is there a clear separation between technical and political decisions in your infrastructure market(s)? Why or why 

not? 
▪   Is there clarity over the roles and responsibilities of various agencies involved in decision making and execution?  
▪   Do the ASEAN markets have sufficient capacity and expertise to deliver on the infrastructure needs, from both a 

public and private sector perspective? 
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Questions for Round table discussion 

2 Improving project selection 
▪   How does the private sector play a bigger role in helping the public sector select the projects that optimises 

use of the country’s resources? 
▪   What forums are available today to enable that public-private sector dialogue? 

3 Streamlining delivery 
▪   How do we lift the productivity levels of infrastructure delivery (e.g. construction, design, O&M)?  
▪   What best practices have we observed in other markets? 
▪   What incentives or frameworks should be put in place to encourage this or penalise nonperformance? 

4 Making the most of existing infrastructure assets 
▪   How do we better deploy technology across aging infrastructure to improve capacity and utilitsation? 
▪   Are there opportunities for ASEAN countries to “leapfrog” in terms of infrastructure development by leveraging 

technology (e.g. mobile phones versus fixed networks)? 
▪   What research or incentives should be put into place to enable this to happen? 

1 Improving project selection 
▪   How can we work together across ASEAN to overcome these barriers?  
▪   What can we learn from each other? 
▪   How can we facilitate more cross-border partnerships? 
▪   What are the forms of these potential partnerships we can strike across ASEAN (both public and private 

sector) to tackle these issues? 
▪   Who should champion this, in countries and across ASEAN? 
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Executive summary 

▪   ASEAN countries are individually and collectively investing in infrastructure, but this is far from meeting 
the region’s demand 
–   There is substantial variability in infrastructure spending across the ASEAN countries, with an 

average of 3 per cent of GDP  
–   ASEAN countries will need to spend more than their historical investments in order to meet the 70 

per cent “rule of thumb” for infrastructure stock in each country 
–   Several projects are underway as part of the ASEAN Connectivity Master plan; however, many 

ASEAN countries need to address their lagging infrastructure needs first 

▪   The barriers to achieving the goals of an integrated ASEAN and raising the investments is challenging 
–   Fiscal constraints limit direct public investment; historically infrastructure investments suffer when 

deficits are rising 
–   The project pipeline is largely riskier greenfield projects in emerging markets, which the private 

sector is reluctant to invest in 
–   Uncertain regulatory and permitting processes cause significant delays in project delivery 
–   Lack of a strong institutional framework to enable effective coordination between the many agencies 

involved 

▪   Delivering the ASEAN infrastructure imperative, both at a country level and cross-border, will require 
substantial re-thinking by both governments and the private sector 
–   Improving project selection and optimising infrastructure portfolios 
–   Streamlining delivery 
–   Making the most of existing infrastructure assets 

KEEP or DELETE; if keeping, 
complete sentences 
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