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History of the Infrascope

The 7th edition (2021/22) of the LAC Infrascope assesses the capacity of countries in the region to implement efficient and
sustainable infrastructure PPPs.

Launch of the first
Latin American and the
Caribbean (LAC)
edition LAC
Regional Asia-Pacific; LAC LAC methodology LAC LAC methodology
launch for refresh and analysis refresh and analysis
Asia-Pacific begins begins
e o e . e e . e )
Regional launch for LAC; Asia-Pacific; expanded
Eastern Europe & CIS; Eastern Europe, Central Asia
LAC with methodology Regional launch and the Southern and
LAC update for Africa Eastern Mediterranean
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2021/22

Methodology refresh

Economist Impact with the

Inter-American Development Bank
updated the methodology in 2021

to strengthen the Infrascope’s
accuracy, coverage and
information.

We conducted 80 interviews and
roundtable discussions with PPP
and country experts.

The updated Infrascope index
consists of 56 indicators and 106
sub-indicators, both qualitative
and quantitative.

ights include JIGCELLEL
countries and one new sector
(social infrastructure),
restructured framework, greater
focus on sustainability and more

26
countries

5 sectors:

Water &
sanitation

Transport
Energy

Solid waste
management

Social
infrastructure

The 2021/22 Infrascope Framework

Period of analysis: Feb 2021 - Sep 2021
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Categories

Regulations &
institutions

Risk management & 1

contract monitoring

& impact (ex-post)

Subcategories Indicators

Conducive regulatory environment & political
support for PFPs
PPP dedicated agency
Competitiveness & openness of bidding

Fairness & openness of contract changes

Project selection
Project preparation & support

Efficiency of project preparation

Ervironmental & social sustainability

Structure & sources of financing

Access to financing

Macro environment

Rizk allocation

Mational monitoring & reporting

Disaster risk

Risk of gowernment action

Ex-post evaluation of PPP projects
Maturity & guality
Impact on infrastructure quality/outcomes

Impact on environmental & social outcomes

9D ES
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2021/22
Methodology refresh
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Country findings

>

— Brazil, Chile

Strong institutions and experience delivering infrastructure PPPs, and a proven ability to attract domestic
and foreign capital investment in infrastructure.

— Uruguay, Colombia, Peru, Panama, Costa
Rica
Productive PPP markets strengthened by new PPP legislation and targeted financial assistance for PPP
development. Room for improvement across project preparation, sustainability, and evaluation.

Emerging—Growth markets: scores 50 to <60 — El Salvador, Guatemala, Dominican
Republic, Mexico, Jamaica, Honduras, Paraguay

A lack of overall consistency. Impressive scores in some areas are accompanied by one or more notable
gaps in PPP capacity.

Emerging—Mid-tier: scores 20 to <50 — Ecuador, Argentina, Nicaragua, Guyana, Bahamas
Experience implementing infrastructure PPPs, but still exhibiting many traits of less developed PPP
markets.

Mascent: scores 0 to <30 — Haiti, Trinidad and Tobago, Bolivia, Belize, Barbados, Venezuela,
Suriname

Experience with PPPs is often non-existent, and private participation in infrastructure development is often
not well defined.

Infrascope 2021/22 Overall Score

(meutral weights)

Ramnlk Score 100
1 Brazil 76.3
2 Chile 753
3 Uruguay 6.8
4  Colombia 564
5 Peru 634
=1 Panamsa Bl
7 CostaRica 3
& El Salvador LRI
9  Guatemala 512

10 Dominican Republic =T
" Mexico 569
12 Jamaica L8
13 Honduras LA B
14 Paraguay L34
15 Ecuador 487
16 Argentina 48.0
AVERAGE 473

7 Micaragua 44.2
18 Guyana 421
19 Bahamas 30
20 Haiti 5
i | Trimidad and Tobago 253
22 Balivia 2348
23 Belze 218
24  Barbados 18.0
25 Venezuela 174
26 Suriname 1349

EMATURE (30 to 100)

DEVELDPED (60 to < 80)
W EMERGING (30 to <&l) lMASCENT (0 to < 30)

Score H100w here 100=best Rank out of 26 countries across LA,
1=hbest, = before the rank indicates a tie
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Category findings

Countries in LAC have taken

significant steps towards building
for efficient

and sustainable public-private
partnerships (PPPs) in
infrastructure.

There is much room for
improvement and further progress
will depend on targeted action
across our five evaluation
categories in the coming years.

Average scores for the LAC region across the Infrascope’s five categories
(regional scores, 0-100)

100
20
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

1. Regulations and 2. Project 3. Financing 4. Risk 5. Performance
Institutions Preparation and Management and Evaluation and
Sustainability Contract Monitoring Impact (Ex-Post)

Source: Economist Impact (2022).
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Regulations and Institutions

Definition

This category emphasizes the importance of legal and regulatory
frameworks, institutional capacity, and coordination across the

preparation, implementation and oversight of PPPs.

Category findings

Countries in the region recorded a [sElg(=TET( R o]yl Nol=Tg (s]gp ETplel!

across Regulations and Institutions.

There are, however, gaps with respect to staffing and capacity of PPP

agencies, and transparency around contract changes.

100

support for PPPs

a0
BOD
T —= : -
§8.7 .
G0 i
50
40
30
20
&

Conducive regulatory
environment and political

PPP dedicated agency

Competitiveness and
openness of bidding

i.|'“

Al

Faimess and openness of

Regional
average

contract changes

1) Regulations and Institutions

(neutral weights)

Rank Score /100
1 Chile 064
2 Paraguay 942
3 ElSahador aal
4  Colombia BaY
&  Panama B7B
6  Dominican Republic 877
7 Uruguay 874
g8 Peru 86.2
9  |amaica B3

10 Guatemala 79.0
N Guyana 779
12 Brazil 778
13  Ecuador 75.2
14  Costa Rica 734
15 Argentina 723
16 Mexico 670

AVERAGE B66.5
17 Honduras 66.0
18 Nicaragua 626
19 Haiti 541
20  Bahamas 48.8
21 Trinidad and Tobago 409
772  Baolivia 405
73 Veneruela 349
7?4  Barbados 204
25  Belize 191
26  Suriname 18.8

W MATURE (80 to 100) M DEVELOPED (60 to <&0)

W EMERGING (30 to <60) MNASCENT (D to <30)

Score -100where 100=best. Rank out of 26 countries across LAC,

1=best, = befora the rank indicates a tie.

ECONOMIST
IMPALCT




Project preparation and sustainability

Definition

This category pays particular attention to how project selection,
institutional arrangements for project preparation, and the weight
afforded to environmental and social sustainability.

Category findings
There are significant sERERGRELGOHERIERE 43 —particularly across

project evaluation and selection standards, preparation facilities and
support, and environmental and social sustainability goals.

Robust regional performance on our measure for industry concentration

indicates ENEENUVAE G R =l =ity in PPP markets across LAC.

Regional
average

Project selection Project preparation and Efficiency of project  Emvironmental and social
support preparation sustainability

2) Project Preparation and Sustainability
(neutral weights)

Rank Score /100
1 Brazil 0o
2 Paru 694
3 Mexico b5
4  Chile &0y

=5  Colombia 56.2
=5 Costa Rica 56.2
7 Jamaica 53.2
8  Uruguay 439
89  Argentina 498
10 Guatemala 481
1 Dominican Republic 48.0
12 Honduras 438
132 Paraguay 435
14 Panama 41.5
15 El Salvador 41.2
AVERAGE 407

16 Micaragua 394
17 Ecuador 371
18 Bahamas 347
19  Guyana 264
20 Bolivia 224
21 Belize 209
22 Haiti 206
23 Venezuela 204
24 Trinidad and Tobago 141
25 suriname 0.4
26 Barbados 47

BMATURE (80 to 100) M DEVELOPED (60 to <80)
B EMERGING (30 to <60) Bl NASCENT (0 to <30)

Score 0-100where 100=best. Rank out of 36 countries across LAC,
1=best, = before the rank indicates a tie.

ECONOMIST
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Financing

Definition

This category examines countries’ ability to mobilize adequate and diversified
project funds for implementing infrastructure PPPs, particularly through
private participation.

Category findings

L WhEll performance across this category is higher than expected BIVELRGE
economic turmoil of the past two years, with average performance second
only to Regulations and Institutions.

Most countries in the region are [l Sl RORE LR el [CRo) g0 ols g Qigel1]]

multilateral and development finance organizations ARG EN=Te[lelg = RIEIETRE (T=T =]
are widespread vulnerabilities in macro environments.

Regional

average

100
a0
a0
70
&0
50
40
30
20
10

3) Financing
{neutral weights)

Rank Scora /100
1 Brazil 807
2 Chile 7949
3 Uruguay 71
4 Peru 76.2
5 Panama 756
6  Colombia 753
7 Mexico a0
8 El Salvador 671
9  Dominican Bepublic 66.9

10 CostaRica 66.3
1 Honduras 616
12 Paraguay 56.9
13 |amaica 538

AVERAGE 535
14 Argentina 534
15 Guatemala 520
16 Micaragua 445
7 Ecuador 43.8
18 Guyana 424
1% Trimidad and Tobago 404
20 Barbados 383
21 Haiti 361
22 Bahamas 35.2
23 Bolivia 348
24 Beliza 333
25 suriname 15.7
26 Venezuela n4

BMATURE (80 to 100) M DEVELOPED (60 to <80)
B EMERGING (30 to <60) INASCENT (0 to <30)

Score O-100 where 100=best. Rank out of 26 countries across LAC,
1=best, = befora the rank indicates a tia.

ECONOMIS
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Risk management & contract
monitoring

Definition
This category examines the ability of countries to effectively manage risks
and foster an efficient relationship between public and private counterparts.

Category findings
Most countries in the region show inconsistent performance. [Z]fef=Ts Jolg[Iee]ZE3

are being adopted, but detailed application remains complicated

Although regulatory frameworks governing PPPs are increasingly prioritizing

mechanisms that better allocate, share and mitigate contract risks, notable

gaps remain with respect to ongoing monitoring and reporting for projects

and incorporation of procedures for environment and disaster-related risk.
Regional

100 average

Risk of government action

Risk allocation Mational monitoring and Disaster risk
reporing

4) Risk Management and
Contract Monitoring (neutral weights)

Rank Scora/ioo
1 Chile 744

2 Brazil 703

3 Uruguay 694

4  CostaRica 638

5 Panama 681

6  Colombia 663

7 Guatemala 635

g ElSalvador 63.3

9 Mexico 610
10 Guyana 56
L Peru 543
12 Micaragua 503
13 Bahamas S0l
AVERAGE 476

14 Honduras 466
15 Argentina 463
=16 Dominican Republic 453
=16  Paraguay 453
18 Ecuador 440
19 Jamaica 426
20  Trinidad and Tobago 64
2 Haiti 242
22 Suriname 236
23 Belize 233
24  Barbados 718
25 Bolivia 165
26 Venezuela 16.2

B MATURE (80 to 100) M DEVELOPED (60 to <&0)
B EMERGING (30 to <60) BlINASCENT (0 to <30)

Score 0-100wnere 100=0e5L Aank out of 26 countres acrass LAC,
I=lrast, = before the rank indicanes ate.

ECONOMIST
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Performance & ex-post impact evaluation

Definition

This is a new assessment category in the 2021 Infrascope, focused on
he performance and impact of ongoing, operational infrastructure PPPsRYE]s
isn't measured can't be managed.

These areas represent fundamental ways countries can identify strengths and
weaknesses and apply lessons learned for successful future projects.

Category findings

LG ER IO ELG LI critical shortcomings in countries’ capacity and processesji)
successfully evaluate and learn from their experiences with operational PPPs. The
most space for improvement is in evaluating the impact of PPPs on environmental

and social outcomes.

Regianal

BVErage

100
90

BO

T -

50 1
c :
A

a ||

0
il
0 .
18.9
10 -G8 :
.o 1M I 1
Ex-post evaluation of PPP  Maturity and guality Impact on infrastructure  Impact on environmental
projects quality and outcomes and social outcomes

5) Performance Evaluation and Impact
(Ex-Post) (neutral weights)

Rank Score /100
1 Brazil 719

2 Chile 648

3 Honduras 550

4 Uruguay 503

5  Colombia 453

&  Guatemala 435

7 Ecuador 4332

B )amaica 412

9 CostaRica 390
10 Dominican Republic 378
11 Panama 323
12 Peru 30
13 El Salvador 300
AVERAGE 282

14 Paraguay 270
15  Micaragua 241
16 Argentina 183
17 Mexico 173
18 Bahamas 16.2
19 Belize 122
20 Guyana 79
2 Suriname 51
=22 Barbados 48
=22 Bolivia 48
=22  Trinidad and Tobago 48
25  Venezuela 39
26 Haiti 22

B MATURE (80 to 100) M DEVELOPED (60 to <80)
B EMERGING (30 to <60) BINASCENT (0 to <30)

Spore H100wheare 100=best. Rank out of 26 countries across LAC,
1=hbest, = befora the rank indicates a tie.

ECONOMIST
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Performance & ex-post

Impact evaluation

Category findings

Impact on environmental and social
outcomes is the final evaluation
indicator in the Infrascope and focuses
on sustainability — one of the index’s
most defining themes.

LR substantial space for progress

across all countries.

19 countries fail to score on any aspect
of Impact on environmental and social
outcomes, including:

» evaluating PPP performance
against climate change goals;

» evaluating performance against the
UN SDGs; and

» requiring PPPs to actively
incorporate elements of
“future-proofing” (eq, resilience or
adaptability) into design.

There is significant room for improvement around sustainability across the region, in
particular for indicators within 5.4 Impact on environmental and social outcomes
(average regional scores, 0-100)

- Sustainability-related indicators

100
90

i)

50 54.4
30
20
10

2.4) Environmental and  3.1.4) Sources of 4.3.1) Disaster risk 5.4) Impact on Rest of indicators
social sustainability  financing (sustainable sensitive investment  environmental and
financing) (regulation) social outcomes

Source: Economist Impact (2022).
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Country findings

>

— Brazil, Chile

Strong institutions and experience delivering infrastructure PPPs, and a proven ability to attract domestic
and foreign capital investment in infrastructure.

— Uruguay, Colombia, Peru, Panama, Costa
Rica
Productive PPP markets strengthened by new PPP legislation and targeted financial assistance for PPP
development. Room for improvement across project preparation, sustainability, and evaluation.

Emerging—Growth markets: scores 50 to <60 — El Salvador, Guatemala, Dominican
Republic, Mexico, Jamaica, Honduras, Paraguay

A lack of overall consistency. Impressive scores in some areas are accompanied by one or more notable
gaps in PPP capacity.

Emerging—Mid-tier: scores 20 to <50 — Ecuador, Argentina, Nicaragua, Guyana, Bahamas
Experience implementing infrastructure PPPs, but still exhibiting many traits of less developed PPP
markets.

Mascent: scores 0 to <30 — Haiti, Trinidad and Tobago, Bolivia, Belize, Barbados, Venezuela,
Suriname

Experience with PPPs is often non-existent, and private participation in infrastructure development is often
not well defined.

Infrascope 2021/22 Overall Score

(meutral weights)

Ramnlk Score 100
1 Brazil 76.3
2 Chile 753
3 Uruguay 6.8
4  Colombia 564
5 Peru 634
=1 Panamsa Bl
7 CostaRica 3
& El Salvador LRI
9  Guatemala 512

10 Dominican Republic =T
" Mexico 569
12 Jamaica L8
13 Honduras LA B
14 Paraguay L34
15 Ecuador 487
16 Argentina 48.0
AVERAGE 473

7 Micaragua 44.2
18 Guyana 421
19 Bahamas 30
20 Haiti 5
i | Trimidad and Tobago 253
22 Balivia 2348
23 Belze 218
24  Barbados 18.0
25 Venezuela 174
26 Suriname 1349

EMATURE (30 to 100)

DEVELDPED (60 to < 80)
W EMERGING (30 to <&l) lMASCENT (0 to < 30)

Score H100w here 100=best Rank out of 26 countries across LA,
1=hbest, = before the rank indicates a tie

ECONOMIST
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Como respondemos al diagnostico ‘3 Bl D

Banco Interamericano
de Desarrollo

Desarrollo de andlisis e
instrumentos para reforzar las
areas débiles

Dando respuesta
a los resultados
— acciones
derivadas del

analisis del
Infrascopio

‘ ’ BID Provision de asistencia técnica

Banco Interamericano
de Desarrollo



Hacia adelante: areas a reforzar

Respuestas a partir de la Red APP

3BID

de Desarrollo

oversight

ancing (multiateral banks)
K

pacton

69 2.42) Socil equitability
70 222) Project support
of fin

75 5.4.1) Climate outcomes

BELOW 40%
54 2.1.2) Economic principles for project selection
55 2.4.1) Environmental and community impacts
56 2.2.1) Preparation facilities
57 4.1.4) Government guarantees
58 4.3.2) Disaster risk sensitive investment (insurance)
59 5.2.2) Value of PPP investment
60 4.3.1) Disaster risk sensitive investment (regulation)
61 4.3) Disaster risk
62 2.4) Environmental and social sustainability
63 5.3) Impact on infrastructure quality/outcomes
64 5.3.1) Quality monitoring and reporting
65 2.2) Project preparation facilities
66 5.1) Ex-post evaluation of PPP projects
67 5.1.1) Agency and evaluations
68 4.3.3) Disaster risk management
69 2.4.2) Social equitability
70 2.2.2) Project support
71 3.1.3) Sources of financing (project bonds)
72 5.4.3) Resilience
73 5.4) Impact on environmental and social outcomes
74 5.4.2) Progress toward SDGs
75 5.4.1) Climate outcomes

39,43
37,82
37,18
34,62
34,62
34,38
32,69
31,08
29,97

28,2

28,2
27,72
26,28
26,28
25,96
22,12
18,27
17,75
15,38

6,41

3,85

ECONOMIST

Evaluating the enviro
public-private partnershi
LatinAmerica and the Cari

oo 3 IDB
o

aveiopmant Bank

Evaluation (different stages)
Sustainability related

project preparation capacities
Financing

Banco Interamericano



Hacia adelante: areas a reforzar

Respuestas a partir de la Red APP

O BID

Banco Interamericano
de Desarrollo

Topic SCOIIZ‘
2.1.2) Economic principles for project selection 39,43
5.2.2) Value of PPP investment 34,38
5.3.1) Quality monitoring and reporting 28,2
5.1) Ex-post evaluation of PPP projects 26,28
5.1.1) Agency and evaluations 26,28
2.4.1) Environmental and community impacts 37,82
4.3.2) Disaster risk sensitive investment (insurance) 34,62
4.3.1) Disaster risk sensitive investment (regulation) 32,69
4.3) Disaster risk 31,08
2.4) Environmental and social sustainability 29,97
5.3) Impact on infrastructure quality/outcomes 28,2
4.3.3) Disaster risk management 25,96
2.4.2) Social equitability 22,12
5.4.3) Resilience 15,38
5.4) Impact on environmental and social outcomes 6,41
5.4.2) Progress toward SDGs 3,85
5.4.1) Climate outcomes 0
3.1.3) Sources of financing (project bonds) 17,75
2.2.1) Preparation facilities 37,18
4.1.4) Government guarantees 34,62
2.2) Project preparation facilities 27,72

2.2.2) Project support 18,27

Evaluacién e impacto proyectos/programas APP:

foco en ejercicios analiticos / ex post

Sostenibilidad: desde preparacion hasta
financiamiento — mejoras regulatorias,
institucionales y ejercicios de impacto

Facilidades de preparacion de proyectos: evaluacion,
mecanismos, recursos, y gobernanza




Hacia adelante: areas a reforzar

Respuestas a partir de la Red APP ‘3 Bl D

Banco Interamericano
de Desarrollo

Sostenibilidad: desde preparacion Facilidades de preparacion de
hasta financiamiento — mejoras proyectos: evaluacion,

Evaluacion e impacto
proyectos/programas APP:
foco en ejercicios analiticos

/ ex post

regulatorias, institucionales y mecanismos, recursos, y
ejercicios de impacto gobernanza

Convocatoria abierta 2022/23 a propuestas que explore alguna de estas areas, a partir del diagndstico del Infrascopio 2021/22
Orientacion a proveer recomendaciones de politica publica en el area de Desarrollo de infraestructura mediante APP

Se priorizaran propuestas con enfoque analitico / uso de datos y evidencia para el desarrollo de recomendaciones

Se priorizaran propuestas con foco regional o subregional



Ventanilla Unica APP
Grupo BID

Presentacion Principales
Resultados Infrascopio 2021/22
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