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Executive summary  

Argentina’s public investment system has had to contend with volatile macroeconomic 

conditions and complex federated responsibility arrangements between national and 

subnational governments. At the time of the review, Argentina’s economy was in recession, 

inflation was at a 25-year high and the exchange rate had depreciated sharply. The 

government had requested a Stand-By Arrangement from the International Monetary Fund, 

and undertaken policy commitments, including achieving a zero primary fiscal balance by 

31 December 2019 and a 1% primary fiscal surplus from 2020. Despite a rapid increase in 

public expenditure between 2004 and 2015, public investment in Argentina did not keep 

pace. Government investment as a share of GDP has remained below the OECD average 

and other comparable economies in the Latin American region. Consequently, 

infrastructure is ageing and no longer adequate for current needs. This review, along with 

a parallel review of budgetary governance, examines Argentina’s infrastructure governance 

framework against the OECD “Getting Infrastructure Right” framework and the OECD 

Recommendation on Effective Public Investment across Levels of Government. This report 

focuses on four priority areas: developing a strategic vision for infrastructure, prioritising 

public investment, ensuring affordability and value for money, and co-ordinating 

infrastructure policy across levels of government. 

Strategic vision for infrastructure  

Investing in public infrastructure is a priority of the government in office at the time of 

writing, but, given macroeconomic conditions, fiscal space is scarce. Important efforts have 

been made to modernise public governance institutions, improve transparency and 

oversight of infrastructure investment, strengthen the role of the Chief of Cabinet of 

Ministers in defining objectives, and ensure better articulation between the budget and the 

National Public Investment System. Despite the improvements, Argentina does not have 

yet an overall strategic vision that addresses infrastructure needs. Infrastructure plans are 

generally sector-based, and tend to list and describe potential projects in a sector without 

linking to a national strategic infrastructure vision. There are great disparities between 

sectoral planning capacities at the national and subnational level. It will be important for 

Argentina to establish a long-term and whole-of-government investment strategy that 

considers cross-sector synergies as well as the territorial impacts of investment. 

Prioritising public investment  

Argentina has made important efforts to strengthen the Bank of Public Investment Projects 

(BAPIN) and use it efficiently and consistently. The BAPIN has become a more effective 

tool for improving transparency and increasing government accountability. However, it 

does not ensure that the analysis and underlying information is prepared on a consistent 

basis and is comparable across projects. Due to fiscal constraints and a lack of a systematic 

approach to infrastructure management and asset performance, there is a long pipeline of 

urgent projects. Argentina could consider developing a prioritisation process linked to a 

strategic vision for infrastructure, including steps that can be implemented in the budget 

and forecast periods. Work is under way to quantify infrastructure gaps, but this will not 

be sufficient without an overarching strategic vision to inform the prioritisation of projects.  

Individual agencies have significant scope to prioritise and reprioritise projects within 

public investment programmes. There is little cross-government prioritisation and limited 

risk management. Ensuring that project budgets make appropriate allowances for risk, and 
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then managing those allowances under robust governance arrangements, would improve 

project management during the execution phase.  

Affordability and value for money  

Some government agencies are following good practices in preparing investment proposals 

and assessing value for money and affordability. Nevertheless, in the absence of co-

ordinated guidance, agencies may prepare investment proposals using different 

methodologies which prevents consistent, comparable and comprehensive analysis. 

Argentina has recently started producing guidance for evaluating project proposals, 

promoting value for money as a criterion in prioritising infrastructure projects. For the 

preparation of the 2020 budget bill, the National Directorate of Public Investment (DNIP) 

published guidelines for project formulation and evaluation. Although economic evaluation 

indicators are now required for projects above a certain value, there are no formal 

mechanisms to ensure these evaluations are used for project prioritisation. There are only 

limited quality assurance and control processes for public investment. Argentina would 

benefit from guidance on procedures and methodologies to ensure feasibility, affordability 

and cost efficiency. 

Argentina has made important efforts to strengthen the institutional and legal framework 

for public-private partnerships (PPPs). The PPP Law contains many elements regarded as 

international good practice, without constraining the government’s ability to choose the 

optimal structure and process for each project. A “PPP Trust” structure and special 

financing mechanism was adopted for the financing of road infrastructure PPPs, both of 

which are found in Latin America but are not standard in OECD countries. The structure 

reduces the risk transfer to the private sector and may reduce the value for money delivered 

by a PPP. It also introduces public sector risks that may affect the probability and 

magnitude of government’s future contingent liabilities. Further work is planned to develop 

a fiscal risk management methodology, including adopting the PPP Fiscal Risk Assessment 

Model.  

Co-ordinating infrastructure policy across levels of government 

Argentina’s subnational governments carry out two-thirds of total public investment, 

mainly led by provincial governments, which enjoy a high level of autonomy and 

responsibility in public service delivery. Municipal governments also play an important 

role in infrastructure investment and management (especially for urban development), but 

their responsibilities, organisational structures and financial arrangements often vary across 

provinces. In order to unlock the growth potential of regions and cities through effective 

infrastructure investments, Argentina should adopt a place-based approach in planning and 

managing infrastructure investments at all levels. Ideally, the strategic vision for 

infrastructure could be articulated and anchored in a national strategy for regional 

development that clearly identifies long-term regional development goals. While Argentina 

has put in place some initiatives to promote a place-based approach in infrastructure 

investment and territorial planning, these efforts remain fragmented and sometimes 

informal. Weak incentives for inter-government co-ordination – both across levels of 

government and across jurisdictions – are an obstacle to promoting partnerships across 

levels of governments in investment planning and implementation. Inter-government co-

operation is particularly challenging when subnational governments lack capacities. There 

is room to exploit the potential of existing platforms, especially the Federal Councils, to 

encourage formal and regular co-ordination across governments, build the capacities of 

subnational bodies, and explore robust monitoring and evaluation tools for infrastructure 

investments across the country. 



   3 
 

  

  

Table 1. Summary of OECD Recommendations on Infrastructure Governance in Argentina 

 

Recommendations Comments 

Strategic planning and co-ordination 

1.  Develop a whole-of-government 
strategic vision for infrastructure 

 

Develop a whole-of-government strategic planning framework that identifies the 
appropriate long-term planning body, sets parameters to develop strategy, and develops 
the rules and processes that link the public investment process and project prioritisation to 
the long-term strategy. The framework should be anchored in a national strategy for 
regional development. 

Prioritising public investment  

2.  Identify a target for infra-
structure investment based on a 
strategic plan, and include it in 
medium-term expenditure 
framework 

A strategic vision will provide an understanding of the level of infrastructure investment 
required over the long-term. It should be used to develop a target for the annual public 
investment budget, rather than determining public investment by identifying the 
proportion of the total budget that remains after other needs are met. 

3.  Clarify and develop the role of 
the DNIP to prioritise investment 
proposals 

Update Resolution 125/2012 to provide for DNIP to advise on the overall supply of “ready 
to go” projects, in the aggregate and for each agency. 

4.  Introduce an additional stage in 
the public investment budget 
process 

Consider introducing an additional stage in the public investment budget process, in which 
information on projects valued above a certain threshold must be submitted in the BAPIN 
to enable a detailed analysis of those projects. 

Ensuring affordability and value for money 

5.  Provide a consistent approach to 
project evaluation and 
assessment 

Develop guidance on technical evaluation to provide a consistent approach to project 
evaluation and enable consistent assessment of value for money, affordability, and project 
prioritisation. 

6.  Improve risk management in 
infrastructure projects, including 
natural and manmade risks 

Develop guidance on project risk management, including the inclusion of risk and 
contingency allowances in budgets and management of these allowances during project 
execution. Include guidance on the assessment of evolving natural and manmade risks, 
and future proofing new infrastructure in the recommended guidance on project risk 
management. 

7.  Implement quality assurance and 
project governance  

Project governance processes could include requirements for large projects to establish 
steering committees or other groups with representation from central agencies. 

8.  Investigate the use of financing 
structures for traditional 
infrastructure  

If there is a clear argument in favour of using financing structures to bring forward public 
investment that cannot be accommodated within the current budget, investigate the use of 
such structures for traditional infrastructure 

9.  Develop a whole-of-government 
asset management framework 

Develop a whole-of-government asset management framework to drive accountability for 
the management of assets, which will inform which new projects that offer the greatest 
benefits but also entail the greatest risks. 

10.  Conduct an audit of existing 
government assets and use it to 
investigate options to incentivise 
asset management 

Conduct an audit of existing government assets and asset data. This will inform the extent 
of past underinvestment in asset maintenance, the stock of surplus government assets, and 
nature of any related information gaps. Audit findings can be used to provide incentives 
for efficient maintenance and the redeployment or disposal of surplus assets.  

11.  Consider applying the integrity 
measures for PPPs in non-PPP 
projects 

Once there has been more experience with the integrity measures for PPPs, consider 
applying similar measures in traditionally delivered projects to the extent applicable 

Co-ordinating infrastructure policy across levels of government 

12. Develop a place-based approach 
to infrastructure investment 

Develop bottom-up practices where provinces and municipalities are considered key 
partners for defining priorities and implementing infrastructure. These practices need to 
be combined with existing top-down approaches. Both practices are needed regardless of 
the agency responsible for developing the strategic vision 

 13. Improve co-ordination between 
the national and subnational 
governments 

The central level plays a key role and should (i) consider incentives in the budgeting 
process for provinces to co-operate; and (ii) increase the awareness of the positive impact 
of collaboration. The existing Federal Councils can act as the co-ordination instrument, 
particularly the Consejo Federal de Planificación y Ordenamiento Territorial.  

 14. Build capacities at the provincial 
and municipal levels 

To avoid overlaps and a proliferation of initiatives, a central infrastructure advisory body 
could take on this task, as provinces are key levers to articulate capacity building and 
technical support. The Federal Government should strengthen the role of the COFEMOD 
and facilitate cooperation between the INDEC and provincial data offices. 
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