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A. Background and Rationale 
 
1. The MFF modality was introduced in 2005,1 to: (i) facilitate “greater certainty and upfront 
agreement with a client through financing that fits within the client’s longer-term plan”; and (ii) 
free up ADB staff time spent on processing for implementation. Following a 3-year period of pilot 
testing , the MFF modality was mainstreamed in July 2008.2 Based on the experience gained in 
the pilot phase, ADB considered that the MFF modality enables programmatic investments, 
reduces over-reliance on stand-alone project approaches that often involve repetitive and 
cumbersome business processes, cuts the financial and non-financial costs of doing business, 
opens the way for more structured cofinancing, and provides predictability and continuity to 
clients.  
 
2. The MFF Annual Report published in 2011 concluded that MFFs have performed 
reasonably well during the 2005–2010 time period, although performance has varied 
significantly across countries and sectors.3 Given that the MFF modality has become 
increasingly prevalent since 2005 and tranche approvals have exceeded one-third of ADB’s 
total annual approvals since 2010 (Table 1), it becomes important to analyze issues and identify 
factors that affect MFF performance.  
 
  

                                                 
1  ADB. 2005. Innovative and Efficiency Initiative: Pilot Financing Instruments and Modalities. Manila (August). 
2  ADB. 2008. Policy Paper: Mainstreaming the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila..  
3   ADB. 2011. MFF Annual Report 2010. Manila. 
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Table 1: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals 
 

Year 

Number of 
MFF 

Approvals 

Approved MFF 
Amount 

($ million) 

Approved MFF 
Tranche 
Amount 

($ million) 

% MFF 
Tranche 
Amount 

Approvals to 
Total Loan 
Approvals 

2005 2 1,520 3a 0.1% 
2006 8 3,810 961 14.1% 
2007 7 4,024 1,745 19.5% 
2008 12 5,688 1,935 22.5% 
2009 12 6,190 3,402 26.6% 
2010 12 4,436 3,508 33.7% 
2011 13 6,271 4,233 37.6% 
     
Total 66 31,938 15,787 32.7% 

a: Refers to Asian Development Fund (ADF) Loan 2210-PAK from Special Fund Resources, 
approved on 13 December 2005, for institutional strengthening. This was approved along with 
MFF02 “National Highway Development Sector Investment Program”. 

Source: ADB. 2012. Multitranche Financing Facility Annual Report 2011. Manila, 16 February; 
and ADB database. 

 
B. Multitranche Financing Facility 
 

1. Overview 

3. An MFF is a financing modality made available by ADB to its clients to support their 
medium-to-long-term investment programs or investment plans. Under this facility, a maximum 
financing amount is approved for each proposed MFF. This amount is to be made available to 
the developing member country only for an investment program that meets the preconditions 
approved for the use of MFF: specific entry points, eligibility criteria and decision making filters, 
undertakings, and the reporting arrangements. Following such approval, the Management 
converts this facility amount into a series of loans as and when the investments are deemed to 
be ready and the client requests financing.  The MFF modality was originally meant only for 
investment projects—although a few policy-based loans have also been included in recent 
years. Some MMF tranches have also been used to finance cost over-runs from other ADB 
interventions. 
 
4. The overall facility amount is not a legally binding commitment on ADB or its clients; only 
the converted loans are. ADB management expects that the MFF potentially provides ADB and 
its clients with multiple entry points for policy dialogue within a specified utilization period. 
Policies can be refined, risks addressed, and safeguard frameworks adjusted to consider 
specific issues.  Earlier tranches can be designed to facilitate the implementation of subsequent 
tranches. The first tranche can include (but not be limited to) the financing of advisors for the 
implementation of the first project, preparation of subsequent projects, and capacity 
development.  
 
5. As originally conceived (footnote 2), MFF interventions are broadly classified as follows: 
(i) discrete, sequential components of large standalone projects; (ii) tranches of sector 
investment programs over a long time frame; (iii) financial intermediary credit lines; and  
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(iv) guarantees.4 Tranches of sector investment programs in turn, are of two types: (i) networks 
of highways or transmission lines where the same type of projects with the same executive 
agency or implementing agency are repeated at multiple locations; and (ii) a number of discrete 
but same type of projects are repeated at different locations with different 
executing/implementing agencies (e.g., urban sector projects).  
 
6. ADB believes that in the processing of an MFF and its multiple tranche loans, ADB and 
its clients can expect significant time and related resource savings vis-à-vis standalone 
projects,5 which frees staff time that can be made available during the implementation phase. 
This would come with other associated benefits, such as: (i) more opportunities for interaction 
with clients on sector issues and trends; (ii) more opportunities to address policy and procedural 
gaps; and (iii) more opportunities to modify implementation plans while work is in progress. 
Appendix 1 presents the MFF processing flow-diagram and its resource implications.   
 
7. Since it was mainstreamed in 2008, the MFF has quickly gained importance in ADB’s 
portfolio. By December 2011, ADB had approved 66 MFFs with a total value of nearly $32 
billion, under which 122 tranche loans had been approved. Nearly half of the approved facility 
amounts (a total of $15.8 billion) had been converted to tranche financing instruments; with the 
more mature earlier MFFs showing a higher tranche-to-MFF size approval ratio. By sector, 
about 42% of the MFF approvals in values were in transport, 27% in energy, 14% in urban, 
water and municipal infrastructure services, and 17% in other sectors. Fourteen developing 
member countries utilized the MFF instrument during 2005 and 2011.6  Appendix 2 lists the MFF 
approvals up to end of 2011, by sector and by country.  
 
8. Although there should be a completion report for each MFF tranche, as of now, few 
tranches have closed and few tranche completion reports are available.7 Facility completion 
reports are also expected to be prepared as and when ongoing MFF’s begin to close. Much of 
the information regarding progress of approved MFFs and their tranches is available through the 
project performance management system (PPMS). 
 

2. Factors affecting MFF performance 

9. The MFF modality should help staff to strategically design interventions to maximize 
their impacts, when the following constituents are in place: a sector road map, strategic context, 
policy framework, investment program, financing plan, undertakings, and decision making 
criteria and filters.9 The essential characteristics of such constituents are also well understood,10 
and clearly show the need for executing agency(ies) and implementing agency(ies) to have 
good in-house skill sets and capacity levels. An investment program proposed for MFF should 
                                                 
4   The financial intermediation option was included so as not to foreclose the possibility of financing a large number of 

small investments through the MFF modality. The guarantee mechanism was included so as to encourage 
cofinancing from commercial banks (given that one of the intended benefits of MFF is to enable executive agencies 
to seek cofinancing once they are assured of long-term commitment from ADB). 

5   Refer to footnote 2 (paras. 52 and 53).  
6  Of these, one developing member country (Afghanistan) obtained only grants (from Asian Development Fund 

[ADF] and other sources), four countries (PRC, India, Kazakhstan and Vietnam) received only loans from ordinary 
capital resources (OCR), while nine received a mix of OCR and ADF loans (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, 
Georgia, Indonesia, Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea and Uzbekistan). 

7  This is not unusual given that the first MFF approvals occurred in December 2005, and that infrastructure projects 
normally take 3-5 years or more to complete. Besides, as for investment projects funded supported by ADB 
through other modalities, the MFF tranche projects also affected by factors such as insufficient institutional 
capacities, contractors’ unresponsiveness, start-up delays etc. 

9  ADB. 2010. Operational Manual Section D14 issued on 18 May 2010.  Manila.  
10  Refer to footnote 8 (paras. 14–24).  
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first be checked for eligibility on this basis. Appendix 3 lists the key requirements for MFF 
design. 
 
10. The MFF modality also calls for: (i) continuity of ADB staff and significant reallocation of 
ADB resources from processing to implementation; (ii) appropriate management information 
systems and good management and application of such information, and (iii) well equipped 
advisory and support teams for procurement, legal, safeguards, and other matters.11  
 

3. Issues  

11.  On the basis of experience gathered during the pilot phase, the strategic context 
of the MFF, the quality of road maps and policy frameworks, the nature of investment and 
financing plans, warranties and representations, and the application of ADB policies and 
procedures concerns emerged regarding the rationale for selection of the MFF modality, quality 
assurance systems and reporting. New procedures were subsequently developed in 2011.  
 
12. One expectation was that the MFF modality would face fewer hurdles in project 
implementation than the conventional modalities for investment projects because: (i) 
investments proposed for MFF are first checked for eligibility with respect to certain criteria and 
decision-making filters; and (ii) advisory services financed through previous tranches should 
also help address constraints in subsequent tranches. However, in certain sectors and country 
contexts, the MFF design does not appear to work as intended, and tranche projects are still 
affected by factors such as insufficient institutional capacities, contractors’ unresponsiveness, 
reform delays, start-up delays and security concerns.16  
 

4. MFF and Development Effectiveness  

13. A 2010 development effectiveness review (DEfR) showed that ADB had remained by-
and-large on track toward achieving its 2009–2012 output targets, although the delivery of core 
sector development outcomes had been on the decline.17 This finding has spurred management 
and the regional departments (RDs) to adopt a number of initiatives. Salient among these are: 
(i) stronger emphasis on project readiness, enhancing staff skills and organizational structuring 
matters, and improved project monitoring and performance reporting;18 and (ii) improving project 
outcomes through all stages of the project cycle, identifying areas that ADB should further 
emphasize to ensure successful achievement of its mandate, streamlining of business 
processes, and mainstreaming the use of sector roadmaps/results frameworks through the 
project cycle.19  
 
14. The operational performance of MFF tranches could be improved by adequate 
implementation of the action plans articulated by various regional departments.20 However, this 
alone may not be sufficient. Serious assessments on fundamental elements would further be 
needed to ensure that the MFF will help ADB enhance sector development outputs and 

                                                 
11 Refer to footnote 2 (para. 50). 
16  ADB. 2012. Multitranche Financing Facility Annual Report 2011. Manila, 16 February (15 MFFs have potential 

problems and one is at risk [para. 14]; 23 tranches have potential problems [para. 15]). 
17  ADB. 2011. Development Effectiveness Review 2010 Report. Manila. 
18 ADB. 2010.  Good Project Implementation Practice, Report of the Project Implementation Working Group. Manila 

(December). 
19  ADB. 2011.  Improving Project Outcomes. Manila (August). 
20  For details of action plans by various regional departments, refer to Appendixes 1 through 6 of ADB. 2011  

(footnote 19). 
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outcomes. To this end, a tight alignment of sector roadmap with the government strategy and 
CPS would be required, as well as the government’s ownership and commitment, and doability 
(addressing capacity challenges, implementation challenges and other risks). This would allow a 
closer look to identify the problems and causal factors that influence MFF performance, as well 
as provide a sound basis for a conceptual framework to assess risks and performance and 
increase accountability. 
 
C. Evaluation Objectives 
 
15.  The real-time evaluation (RTE) will provide insights in to the future design of successful 
MFF interventions to achieve development effectiveness, particularly because MFFs have 
become more prevalent. In so doing, the RTE will revisit the raison d'etre for introducing the 
MFF modality as well as examine the efforts that ADB may need to put in to improve the 
development effectiveness of MFF interventions. As the MFF modality has undergone changes 
since the pilot phase, the RTE will attempt to review if lessons or initial outcomes from the pilot 
MFFs or other approved MFFs have led to any changes in MFF policy or operating 
requirements to improve organizational effectiveness as well as development effectiveness.  
 
D.  Evaluation Methodology 
 

1. Evaluation Questions 

16. The overarching evaluation question is: To what extent and how effectively has the MFF 
modality helped improve ADB’s organizational effectiveness since it began to be piloted in 2005, 
while not compromising development effectiveness related objectives.  
 
17. Various evaluation issues and questions related to this main evaluation question are 
given below and are detailed in Appendix 4. 
 

a. What features improve MFF Development Effectiveness?  
 
18. Although none of the approved MFF investment programs have closed (as of March 
2012), some preliminary results are available, particularly for MFFs that were approved in the 
earlier years. The development effectiveness of these MFFs will be analyzed, with a view to 
deciphering key constituents that help improve development outcomes.  
 
19. For most MFF’s however, the RTE will need to focus on MFF quality-at-entry aspects. In 
particular, with what design features, does development effectiveness of MFF improve? What 
key MFF constituents are important? How can MFF constituents be incorporated into the design 
of the MFF program to begin with; and how the requirements have changed over time. For 
instance: (i) does the road map define strategic directions for the specific sector and address 
specific challenges and issues; (ii) does the policy framework focus on the main challenges and 
operating conditions in the relevant sector to ensure efficiency, cost recovery, sustainability, and 
competition as appropriate in the country context; (iii) does the client have a detail investment 
program or investment plan?; (iv) are there realistic financing plans for the overall MFF facility 
and for individual tranches; and (v) are there suitable undertakings that capture the basic 
principles and criteria under which ADB will make financing available. Is more policy dialog 
conducted under MFF interventions (whether during processing or implementation), or less 
compared to sector development programs and other loan modalities? Are the components for 
nonphysical investment in MFFs adequate, and whether appropriate and sufficient advisory 
services have been provided for? 
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b. Does the MFF modality reduce transaction costs?  
 
20. To the extent data is available the following transaction costs will be studied to decipher 
the extent to which the MFF modality offers efficiencies over other modalities, in terms of:  
(i) reductions/additions to level of effort from ADB staff during MFF processing and tranche loan 
processing; (ii) savings in commitment fees; (iii) additional costs of tranche loan preparation; 
and (iv) other relevant factors. A suitable counterfactual situation will be created on the basis of 
reasonable assumptions, and analyzed to indicate the efficiency of the MFF modality vis-à-vis 
other modalities.21 
 
  c. Are all MFF tranches compliant with facility-level undertakings?  
 
21. How to structure the tranches so that they are compliant with the facility level 
undertakings? For instance: (i) is the scope of Tranche 1 sufficiently representative of 
subsequent tranches (in terms of scope, financing, social and environmental implications); (ii) 
are the first and subsequent periodic financing requests (PFRs) consistent with the framework 
financing agreement (FFA); and (iii) is expenditure to be financed from ADB sources consistent 
with the approved list of eligible items. 
 

d. How can improvements be made to MFF design and 
implementation?  

 
22. Besides ascertaining that the overall MFF design and the design of all its tranches is 
consistent with the country partnership strategy (CPS), the Strategy 2020, and relevant sector 
strategies, ADB can improve its performance in other ways too. For instance:  (i) how can it 
improve the rigor of its internal review of the MFF design, PFR due diligence, and assessment 
of project readiness for each PFR; (ii) how can ADB better assess implementation readiness 
related issues upfront for each PFR; (iii) what steps does ADB take to ascertain good 
implementation supervision; and (iv) to what extent does ADB institute adequate reporting 
systems in the MFF design.  
 

e. How can executing and implementing agencies facilitate 
development effectiveness?  

 
23. To what extent are the executing and implementing agencies able to ascertain total 
project readiness by the time ADB funds can be mobilized? Is the capacity of the executing and 
implementing agencies commensurate with the requirements of implementing the MFF? 
 
  f. How useful are the monitoring frameworks and practices?  
 
24. This involves an assessment of the quality and usefulness of the monitoring frameworks 
and practices—both at the facility level and the tranche level. How does the facility level DMF 
provide for tracking the direction of the road map, policy framework, safeguards framework, etc. 

                                                 
21 Given the known inadequacies (as of 2012) of the time-sheet management system in ADB, it is very likely that 

more useful albeit qualitative information is gained through interaction with ADB staff on their impressions of level 
of effort to process MFF vs. 2nd/subsequent tranches vs. other loan modalities. 
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How does the tranche level DMF provide for tracking the project level indicators? To what extent 
are the facility-level and tranche-level indicators consistent? 
 

2. Evaluation Criteria 

25. The assessment of the key evaluation criteria for the RTE will be influenced by the fact 
that of the 66 MFFs that have been approved thus far, none has closed. Therefore, at best, 
there can only be early indications from which the results pertaining to the entire MFF (rather 
than individual tranches) can be extrapolated and interpreted. To the extent the scope of 
tranche 2 or subsequent tranches is at variance with that in the original investment program, it is 
likely that indicators provided in the facility-level DMF would need to be modified. Whether or 
not the information required to track the more relevant modified indicators is even tracked is not 
always clear.  
 
26. In any event, it is very likely that a sufficient number of MFF’s should close before 
sufficiently robust indicators for the performance of the MFF modality can be articulated. In the 
absence of such indicators, a real-time evaluation approach will be adopted, and the principal 
evaluation criteria will include: (i) Relevance of MFF design vis-à-vis the design requirements as 
articulated in ADB 2005 (footnote 2); (ii) Responsiveness from ADB, in terms of effort made to 
improve MFF design as well as effectiveness; and (iii) Implications for Results in terms of 
likelihood of alignment with facility-level and tranche-level DMFs. Further details on evaluation 
criteria and issues are provided in Appendix 4. 
 

3. Evaluation Approach 

27. A mix of desk studies, interviews with ADB staff and interactions with in-country 
stakeholders will provide the information for the evaluation. The desk study will include:  
(i) review of documents that pertain to genesis of the MFF modality, concerns expressed by the 
ADB Board at various occasions, and ADB initiatives to manage the decline in delivery of 
(overall, including from MFF interventions) core sector development outcomes; (ii) review of 
country programming documents and MFF specific project documents, including country 
partnership strategies (CPS), Report and Recommendation of the President (RRP), FFA, PFRs, 
PFR Reports, facility administration manuals (FAMs), project administration manuals (PAMs), 
back-to-office reports (BTORs) etc.; and (iii) access to and review of MFF- and tranche-specific 
information in ADB databases such as project performance management system (PPMS) of e-
operations (eOps). MFF and tranche level information culled out from these documents and 
databases would be used to prepare suitable facility-level summaries, which will provide a good 
way to identify gaps in the existing information. Such information gaps will be filled through: (i) 
interactions with regional department management and staff engaged in processing and 
implementation of MFFs through face-to-face meetings (with staff at ADB headquarters), long 
distance communication (with staff in ADB resident missions); (ii) face-to-face meetings with in-
country stakeholders (national/provincial and local governments, executing agencies, 
implementing agencies etc.) for selected MFF interventions; and (iii) key informant survey of in-
country stakeholders with whom face-to-face meetings are not possible, as well as selected 
ADB staff engaged in processing or/and implementing MFFs. Such interactions will also provide 
to the IED team, a better appreciation of the perspectives of various stakeholders. The 
information so gathered will form the basis for compiling selected case studies, analyzing 
transaction cost reductions, and addressing various other evaluation questions (see paras.18–
24). 
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28. On the basis of information so gathered for all 66 MFFs, the MFF performance will be 
evaluated as per criteria outlined above (para. 26). 
 

4. Evaluation Limitations 

29. The RTE will focus mainly on transport, energy, water, urban, agriculture and natural 
resources sectors, wherein, in-country stakeholders for selected MFFs will be interviewed in 
addition to interaction with ADB staff and desk reviews. These account for 90% of MFF 
approvals by amount. A good mix of MFFs in these sectors (that cut across subsectors, 
countries, and extent of progress as documented) will be studied intensively. Given that this is 
an evaluation of the MFF modality, sector-specific issues will not be a focus; although it may so 
happen that certain sector-specific aspects need to be addressed (for instance, those related to 
the network nature of roads or power distribution systems).  
 
30. This being a real-time evaluation, the study team recognizes that its findings will be 
subject to only tranche level self-evaluation (and independent evaluation) experience thus far. 
No approach for evaluating a MFF program was firmed up at the MFF design stage; and there is 
no readily available, tested and widely accepted way of evaluating an entire MFF program 
or/and benchmarking facility-level DMFs. Therefore, the RTE would need to depend entirely on 
early indications, and perhaps use proxy indicators in view of the type of data that is readily 
available. 
 
E.  Resource Requirements 
 
31. A team comprising three IED international staff (with expertise in energy, urban and 
water sectors), one IED national staff, and one IED administrative staff will work on the 
proposed RTE. The IED team will be supported by a team of consultants that include: 
 

(i) a lead transport consultant to guide the evaluation of transport sector MFFs (65 
person-days);  

(ii) a team of in-country consultants in 2–3 developing member countries, who will 
work with the lead transport consultant; 

(iii) a team of in-country consultants in 2–3 developing member countries, who will 
work with the IED international staff on evaluation of energy sector MFFs; 

(iv) a team of in-country consultants in India and 2–3 other developing member 
countries, who will work with IED international staff on evaluation of urban, water 
and multi-sector MFFs; and 

(v) up to three HQ consultants, who will support IED international staff and lead 
transport consultant by systematically compiling information from project 
documents in to a given template which helps identify issues on which 
information is to be collected from ADB staff and in-country MFF stakeholders. 

 
F.  Timeline 
 
32. The indicative timeline is as follows: 
 

Item Expected Completion Date 
Discussion of Approach Paper IV February 
Desk Research IV June 
Site Visits II July 
Drafting Report II August 
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Peer Review/Director’s 1st Review IV August 
Interdepartmental Circulation I September 
Director’s 2nd Review I October 
Editing III October 
DG Level Meeting (or equivalent) IV October 
DG Approval and Circulation I November 

 
33. Peer and external review. Toshiyuki Yokota and Henrike Feig are the proposed IED 
peer reviewers. In addition, the draft report will also be reviewed by two external reviewers—
Stephen Curry and Nils Fostvedt.  
 
34. Knowledge dissemination plan. This EAP and the final RTE report will be made 
available to the public upon IED Director General approval. To obtain feedback, a seminar will 
be held for the ADB staff and, an informal board seminar may be held as needed. A summary of 
key findings and lessons in the form of "Learning Curves" will be prepared, along with other 
possible dissemination mediums. 
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MULTITRANCHE FINANCING FACILITY APPROVAL PROCESS 
 

Figure A1.1: Flow Chart for Processing First PFR 
 

   
*In exceptional cases, FFA and PFR may be unsigned at the time of submission to the Board. 
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Figure A1.2: Flow Chart for Processing Second and Subsequent PFRs 
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MFFs 2005–2011 BY SECTOR 
 

MFF 
No. DMC Title 

Total   
($ mn) 

OCR     
($ mn) 

ADF    
($ mn) 

Grant   
($ mn)

Grant 
Source 

Guarantee 
($ mn) 

Date 
Approved 

Agriculture and Natural Resources 
9 PAK Punjab Irrigated 

Agriculture 
Investment Program 

    900.0  
890.0 

   10.0   13-Dec-06 

22 IND Orissa Integrated 
Irrigated Agriculture 
and Water 
Management 
Investment Program 

    188.2  
188.2 

         -    18-Sep-08 

27 INO Integrated Citarum 
Water Resources 
Management 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
470.0 

   30.0 0  0 04-Dec-08 

33 AFG Water Resources 
Development 
Investment Program 

    303.3            -  303.3 ADF/UK 0 23-Sep-09 

45 IND Agribusiness 
Infrastructure 
Development 
Investment Program 

    170.0  
170.0 

         -  0  0 16-Sep-10 

49 IND Sustainable Coastal 
Protection and 
Management 
Investment Program 

    250.0  
250.0 

         -  0  0 29-Sep-10 

50 IND Assam Integrated 
Flood and Riverbank 
Erosion Risk 
Management 
Investment Program 

    120.0  
120.0 

         -  0  0 19-Oct-10 

Energy     

3 IND Uttaranchal Power 
Sector Investment 
Program 

    300.0  
300.0 

         -  0  0 30-Mar-06 

5 PAK Renewable Energy 
Sector Development 
Investment Program 

    510.0  
500.0 

   10.0 0  0 01-Dec-06 

7 PAK Power Transmission 
Enhancement 
Investment Program 

    800.0  
790.0 

   10.0   12-Dec-06 

8 PRC Gansu Heihe Rural 
Hydropower 
Development 
Investment Program 

      50.0  
50.0 

         -    13-Dec-06 

11 IND Madhya Pradesh 
Power Sector 
Investment Program 

    620.0   620.0          -    29-Mar-07 

13 VIE Mong Duong 1 
Thermal Power 
Project 

    930.7  
930.7 

         -    21-Sep-07 
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MFF 
No. DMC Title 

Total   
($ mn) 

OCR     
($ mn) 

ADF    
($ mn) 

Grant   
($ mn)

Grant 
Source 

Guarantee 
($ mn) 

Date 
Approved 

19 IND National Power Grid 
Development 
Investment Program 

    600.0  
600.0 

         -    28-Mar-08 

20 PRC Guangdong Energy 
Efficiency and 
Environment 
Improvement 
Investment Program 

    100.0  
100.0 

         -    04-Jun-08 

21 PAK Power Distribution 
Enhancement 
Investment Program 

    810.0  
800.0 

   10.0   03-Sep-08 

23 IND Himachal Pradesh 
Clean Energy 
Development 
Investment Program 

    800.0  
800.0 

         -    23-Oct-08 

26 AFG Energy Sector 
Development 
Investment Program 

    570.0            -  570 ADF 0 28-Nov-08 

31 PAK Energy Efficiency 
Investment Program 

    780.0  
760.0 

   20.0 0  0 17-Sep-09 

38 IND Assam Power Sector 
Enhancement 
Investment Program 

    200.0  
200.0 

         -  0  0 18-Nov-09 

51 PNG Town Electrification 
Investment Program 

    120.0  
60.0 

   60.0 0  0 25-Nov-10 

57 IND Madhya Pradesh 
Energy Efficiency 
Improvement 
Investment Program 

    400.0  
400.0 

         -  0  0 07-Jul-11 

62 IND Himachal Pradesh 
Clean Energy 
Transmission 
Investment Program 

    350.0  
350.0 

         -  0  0 30-Sep-11 

66 VIE Power Transmission 
Investment Program 

121.0 121.0   16-Dec-11 

Finance     
48 KAZ Small and Medium 

Enterprise 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
500.0 

         -  0  0 29-Sep-10 

Multisector     
17 IND India Infrastructure 

Project Financing 
Facility 

    500.0  
500.0 

         -    14-Dec-07 

37 IND Second India 
Infrastructure Project 
Financing Facility 

    700.0  
700.0 

         -  0  0 17-Nov-09 

44 IND National Capital 
Region Urban 
Infrastructure 
Financing Facility 

    150.0  
150.0 

         -  0  0 10-Aug-10 
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61 UZB Housing for 
Integrated Rural 
Development 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
500.0 

         -  0  0 31-Aug-11 

Public Sector Management    
41 VIE SOE Reform and 

Corporate 
Governance 
Facilitation Program 

    630.0  
600.0 

   30.0 0  0 14-Dec-09 

Transport and Communication    
1 IND Rural Roads Sector 

II Investment 
Program 

    750.0  
750.0 

         -  0  0 20-Dec-05 

2 PAK National Highway 
Development Sector 
Investment Program 

    770.0  
770.0 

         -  0  0 13-Dec-05 

4 BAN Railway Sector 
Investment Program 

    430.0  
400.0 

   30.0 0  0 10-Oct-06 

10 IND Uttaranchal State-
Road Investment 
Program 

    550.0  
550.0 

         -    18-Dec-06 

14 AZE Road Network 
Development 
Program 

    500.0  
490.0 

   10.0   28-Sep-07 

16 PAK National Trade 
Corridor Highway 
Investment Program 

    900.0  
890.0 

   10.0   10-Dec-07 

24 KAZ CAREC Transport 
Corridor I (Zhambyl 
Oblast Section) 
[Western Europe-
Western People's 
Republic of China 
International Transit 
Corridor] Investment 
Program 

    700.0  
700.0 

         -    12-Nov-08 

25 AFG Road Network 
Development 
Investment Program 

    400.0            -  400 ADF 0 28-Nov-08 

29 PNG Highlands Region 
Road Improvement 
Investment Program 

    400.0            -    400.0 0  0 16-Dec-08 

34 GEO Road Corridor 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
381.2 

  118.8 0  0 29-Sep-09 

35 ARM North-South Road 
Corridor Investment 
Program 

    500.0  
440.0 

   60.0 0  0 29-Sep-09 

39 PNG Civil Aviation 
Development 
Investment Program 

    480.0  
140.0 

  340.0 0  0 24-Nov-09 
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40 PRC Railway Energy 
Efficiency and Safety 
Enhancement 
Investment Program 

 1,000.0  
1,000.0 

         -  0  0 08-Dec-09 

42 UZB Central Asia 
Regional Economic 
Cooperation Corridor 
2 Road Investment 
Program 

    600.0  
240.0 

  360.0 0  0 20-Apr-10 

43 GEO Sustainable Urban 
Transport Investment 
Program 

    300.0  
135.0 

  165.0 0  0 19-Jul-10 

47 KAZ Central Asia 
Regional Economic 
Cooperation Corridor 
2 (Mangystau Oblast 
Sections) Investment 
Program 

    800.0  
800.0 

         -  0  0 28-Sep-10 

53 VIE Greater Mekong 
Subregion Ben Luc-
Long Thanh 
Expressway Project 

    636.0  
636.0 

         -  0  0 17-Dec-10 

52 VIE Ho Chi Minh City 
Urban Mass Rapid 
Transit Line 2 
Investment Program 

    540.0  
540.0 

         -  0  0 17-Dec-10 

56 ARM Sustainable Urban 
Development 
Investment Program 

    400.0  
220.0 

  180.0 0  0 19-Apr-11 

58 IND North Eastern State 
Roads Investment 
Program 

    200.0  
200.0 

         -  0  0 21-Jul-11 

59 UZB Second Central Asia 
Regional Economic 
Cooperation Corridor 
2 Road Investment 
Program 

    500.0  
320.0 

  180.0 0  0 23-Aug-11 

60 IND Railway Sector 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
500.0 

         -  0  0 31-Aug-11 

63 AFG Transport Network 
Development 
Investment Program 
(SF) 

    787.0            -  787 ADF, 
Afghanistan 

Infrastructure 
Trust Fund 

(AITF) 

0 20-Sep-11 

65 MON Western Regional 
Road Corridor 
Investment Program 

170.0 100.0 70.0 0  0 09-Dec-11 

Water and Other Municipal 
Infrastructure Services 

   

6 IND North Karnataka 
Urban Sector 
Investment Program 

    270.0    270.0          -  0  0 06-Dec-06 
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12 IND Jammu and Kashmir 
Urban Sector 
Development 
Investment Program 

    300.0  
300.0 

         -    31-May-07 

15 IND Rajasthan Urban 
Sector Development 
Investment Program 

    273.0  
273.0 

         -    31-Oct-07 

18 IND Uttarakhand Urban 
Sector Development 
Investment Program 

    350.0  
350.0 

         -    24-Jan-08 

28 PAK Sindh Cities 
Improvement 
Investment Program 

    300.0  
150.0 

  150.0 0  0 03-Dec-08 

30 IND North Eastern 
Region Capital Cities 
Development 
Investment Program 

    200.0  
200.0 

         -  0  0 01-Jun-09 

32 AZE Water Supply and 
Sanitation 
Investment Program 

    600.0  
600.0 

         -  0  0 23-Sep-09 

36 UZB Water Supply and 
Sanitation Services 
Investment Program 

    300.0            -    300.0 0  0 29-Sep-09 

46 IND Infrastructure 
Development 
Investment Program 
for Tourism 

    250.0  
250.0 

         -  0  0 28-Sep-10 

54 VIE Water Sector 
Investment Program 

 1,000.0  
1,000.0 

         -  0  0 22-Feb-11 

55 GEO Urban Services 
Improvement 
Investment Program 

    500.0  
250.0 

  250.0 0  0 30-Mar-11 

64 IND Assam Urban 
Infrastructure 
Investment Program 

200.0 200.0 0 0  0 30-Sep-11 
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KEY REQUIREMENTS FOR MFF DESIGN 
 

S.No. Description 
A Documentation 
1 Justify choice of Modality in Concept Paper (prepare a matrix, as para. 4 of 

Operating Procedures in Section D14 of Operating Manual)   
2 All the following constituents are present and well defined: 

a) Sector strategy and associated road map 
b) Clear strategic context justifying ADB’s intervention 
c) A policy framework (if unsatisfactory or not available, then must include other 

modalities for policy dialogue and development) 
d) Detailed investment program/plan strongly owned by the client 
e) Financing plan for the MFF 
f) Facility level undertakings that capture the basic principles and criteria under 

which the financing will be made available 
3 Good staff judgment to back the decisions regarding: 

a) Whether or not the EA or IA is suitable to implement an MFF  
b) The level of implementation complexity that can arise from a project involving 

multiple EAs and IAs can be managed 
(Note: consider EA/IA capacity, past implementation records, policy and institutional 
mandate of EA/IA) 

4 Consistency of MFF support with priorities outlined in the country partnership 
strategy (CPS) at the time of approvals of MFF and each Tranche 

5 Checklist signed by project team leader, director and director general to accompany 
departmental request for circulating MFF’s RRP to the Board  

B MFF Structuring (towards maximizing impact) 
6 Design of Tranche1 and its physical investment projects, should be representative of 

the entire MFF to the extent possible.  
Else, the RRP should contain indicative information (geography, subsector, type of 
investment etc.) that is sufficient to understand the scope and financing of 
subsequent tranches, and merits of the proposed MFF 

7 The first tranche should not exclusively finance detailed design, due diligence 
services, capacity building etc. The tranche must have a physical investment 
component  
(Note: if non-physical investment alone is required, then other modalities should be 
used, such as TA loan or a project design advance (PDA) 

8 The first tranche projects should be representative of the entire MFF from a 
safeguards perspective. 
If not, the RRP should include: 
a) indicative/expected categorization for each tranche (which will be confirmed 

during implementation) 
b) Explain measures that will be put in place during tranche processing, to secure 

safeguards compliance (i.e., compliance with Operations Manual Sections F1 
and D14). This may be explained in the FFA. 

9 MFF size should be justified within the context of: 
a) client’s financing needs and readiness of the investments 
b) technical, economic and administrative efficiency factors 
c) EA/IA absorptive capacity  
d) ADB’s strategic intervention in the sector 
(Note: this contributes to maximizing development effectiveness)  
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S.No. Description 
10 Information on Tranche projects, loan amounts etc. should be included in the facility 

administration manual (FAM). 
(Note: similarly, each tranche should contribute to maximizing development 
effectiveness and optimizing resource use) 

11 PPTA should be used only for preparation of the MFF and Tranche1  
(Note 1: unless exceptional circumstances prevail) 
(Note 2: financing of preparation of subsequent tranches should be incorporated in 
earlier tranches) 

12 Design and Monitoring Frameworks (DMFs) 
a) DMF for entire MFF, should track the direction of the road map, policy 

framework, safeguards framework, financing plan, broad investment program, 
inputs, outcomes and results 

b) DMF for each Tranche should focus on project level outcomes, outputs and 
inputs 

c) Need for consistency and clear linkages between the two 
13 List of eligible items for expenditure are determined in the MFF’s RRP as approved 

by the Board. PFR Reports submitted for President’s approval should specify which 
expenditures are to be financed from ADB sources, and be consistent with the 
approved list of eligible items  

C Quality Assurance and Review  
(Processing stage) 

14 One expert from a Panel of Experts to review: 
a) adequacy of the MFF as the choice of modality 
b) compliance with MFF policies 
Note: certainly at the concept paper clearance stage; may also be in later stages 

Source: ADB. 2011. Staff Instructions for the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila (1 July).
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MFF EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions 

Information 
Sources and 

Collection 
Methods 

Relevance  
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
How is the MFF modality the right choice, from the perspectives of: 
 Flexibility to Government/EA/IA to make loan requests as and 

when projects are ready 
 Less repetitive and procedure bound effort on the part of the 

Government, EA/IA and ADB 
 All conditions precedent for use of the  MFF modality being in 

place 
 Benefits of ADB’s medium-term partnership with concerned 

EA/IA, etc. 

Project 
documents; 
Interface with 
concerned ADB 
personnel; In 
selected cases, 
also interface 
with  EA/IA 
personnel 

Relevance  
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
What are the key features of a sound sector strategy and associated 
road map? 
 Does it address sector challenges and issues? 
 Is it comprehensive (i.e. does not leave out anything obvious; or 

if some seemingly obvious aspect is left out, the rationale is 
explained)? 

 Does it reflect the overall country/sector/institutional strengths, 
weaknesses, requirements, resource base, etc.? 

 Where necessary, does it reflect local circumstances/conditions 
(strengths, weaknesses, requirements, resources)? 

 Does it address the underlying issues of improving governance 
over time? 

 Is it likely to improve financial viability of the concerned 
institutions?  

 Is it likely to improve compliance with social and environmental 
safeguards? 

--do-- 

Relevance  
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
Is there a reasonable policy framework? If so, in what way? If not, 
then explain the other modalities included for policy dialogue and 
development, and the relevance of the policy dialogue/advice to the 
scope of the MFF.  

--do-- 

Relevance 
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
Is there a detailed investment program that is thoroughly owned by 
the client; in particular: 
 Is it just an expenditure side statement? 
 Or is it an internally consistent statement (perhaps comprising 

balance sheet, profit and loss account, and cash-flow 
statements) for concerned EA/IA and for the sector?  

 Are the assumptions realistic; i.e. consistent with tax and 
accounting laws, consistent with type of project agreements and 
financial covenants that are considered normal for projects in 
the sector etc.? 

--do-- 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions 

Information 
Sources and 

Collection 
Methods 

Relevance 
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
Is there a good financing plan for the entire MFF? In particular: 
 What is the expected contribution from the host country 

government or/and EA/IA? 
 What is the extent of cofinancing (from other development 

partners)? 

--do-- 

Relevance 
(of MFF) 

To what extent does the MFF design include the necessary 
constituents? 
 What facility level undertakings that capture the basic principles 

and criteria under which the financing will be made available? 
 Was an external Expert (from the Panel of Experts) appointed to 

review the MFF upfront? If yes, did any suggestions come that 
will enhance the development effectiveness of the MFF? 

--do-- 

Relevance 
(of MFF) 

To what extent are MFF design and tranches consistent with 
CPS and FFA? 
To what extent is the MFF support consistent with the priorities 
outlined in the country partnership strategy (CPS):  
 Consistency at the time of MFF approval 
 Consistency at the time of each tranche approval 

--do-- 

Relevance 
(of MFF)  

To what extent are MFF design and tranches consistent with 
CPS and FFA? 
Is the MFF structuring as per key requirements? In particular: 
 To what extent is the scope and financing of Tranche 1 

sufficiently representative of subsequent tranches? 
 How are the social and environmental safeguards compliance 

related matters of Tranche1 sufficiently representative of 
subsequent tranches? 

 To what extent is the MFF size justified within the context of the 
client’s financing needs, readiness for investments, absorptive 
capacity, technical / economic / administrative efficiency, and 
ADB’s intervention strategy for that sector in that country? 

 To what extent is the facility administration manual updated 
regularly to incorporate information on projects, loan amount etc. 
for each tranche? 

 Is a PPTA used for preparing tranche 2 or subsequent tranches  
 Are expenditures to be financed from ADB sources (as per PFR 

reports) consistent with the approved list of eligible items (as 
determined in the MFF RRP)?  

--do-- 

Relevance  
(of PFR1 and 
subsequent 
PFRs) 

To what extent are MFF design and tranches consistent with 
CPS and FFA? 
Is the PFR compliant with the FFA? In particular: 
 Is it in line with sector strategy and road-map (as they evolve), 

financing plan, undertakings (or covenants, assurances) that 
makes financing available? 

 Does the EA/IA continue to have the regulatory mandate to 
implement the range of project types in the various components 
of the PFR?  

 If deemed necessary at FFA signing or RRP approval stage, 
and if sufficient support not provided through previous tranches, 

--do-- 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions 

Information 
Sources and 

Collection 
Methods 

does this PFR include some/sufficient capacity building effort for 
the EA/IA? 

 Is there a reasonable policy framework at the time of tranche 
approval? If it has evolved since FFA signing and RRP approval, 
then how is the evolving policy framework more supportive of 
the sector strategy and road map? 

 Are the PFR physical and non-physical components consistent 
with the priorities outlined in the CPS? 

 Are the physical investment projects of the subsequent tranches 
similar to (i.e., consistent with, in the same subsector) the scope 
of projects in Tranche 1? 

 Are the physical investment projects of the subsequent tranches 
similar in terms of social and environmental implications, 
mitigation approaches, financing plans etc. as the Tranche 1? 

 Is the PFR size justified within the context of 
o client’s financing needs and investment readiness? 
o technical, economic and administrative efficiency? 
o EA/IA absorptive capacity? 
o ADB’s strategy of interventions in the sector? 

Relevance  
(of PFR1 and 
subsequent 
PFRs) 

To what extent are MFF design and tranches consistent with 
CPS and FFA? 
To what extent is the PFR compliant with the RRP?  
 Is the expenditure to be financed from ADB sources (as per PFR 

reports) consistent with the approved list of eligible items as 
mentioned in the RRP? 

--do-- 

Relevance  
(of MFF) 

How does MFF reduce transaction cost? 
 To what extent does MFF structuring result in savings of staff 

time; and how is this gauged?  
 To what extent does the EA/IA experience cash flow savings 

(i.e., commitment fee savings offset against additional interest 
cost on preparation of subsequent tranches)? 

--do-- 

Implications 
for Results 
(of MFF) 

To what extent is EA/IA capacity to implement MFFs sufficient 
or improved or improving? 
Is the EA/IA suitable to implement the MFF? In particular: 
 Is the EA/IA capacity commensurate with the requirements of 

implementing the MFF (or is the MFF too ambitious)? 
 What complexity can arise when multiple EAs/IAs are involved, 

and how can such complexity be reasonably managed? 
 What is the EA/IA’s past implementation record regarding 

project management, procurement, financial management, and 
technical capability? 

 Does the EA/IA have the policy and institutional mandate to 
implement the type of projects in the MFF? 

--do-- 

Responsive-
ness  

To what extent does ADB assist EA/IA to improve project 
readiness and implementation readiness? 
To what extent is there a rigorous ADB internal review upfront, in 
terms of 
 identifying and addressing weaknesses in project readiness? 
 identifying and addressing weaknesses in implementation 

readiness? 

--do-- 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions 

Information 
Sources and 

Collection 
Methods 

 understanding the extent to which the sector strategy, road map, 
policy, etc. are weak or insufficient to support commitment to the 
MFF? 

 understanding the extent to which institutional capacity falls 
short of requirements or ownership is weak? 

Responsive-
ness 

To what extent does ADB assist EA/IA to improve project 
readiness and implementation readiness? 
Is there thorough implementation supervision by ADB, in terms of 
 ascertaining that the EA/IA fully understand ADB procedures? 
 identifying weaknesses in consultant performance and taking 

remedial action? 
 identifying weaknesses in contractor performance and taking 

remedial action? 

--do-- 

Responsive-
ness 

To what extent does ADB screen MFFs and PFRs 
appropriately? 
For each PFR, determine the level of project readiness on the basis 
of (among other) the following: 
 The extent to which project feasibility and detailed designs are 

completed at the time of approval of MFF (and Tranche1) and 
later for subsequent tranches? 

 The extent to which capacity of concerned EA/IA appropriately 
assessed, found to be acceptable, and is the EA/IA strongly 
engaged? 

 The extent to which safeguard action plans have been taken? 
 The extent to which procurement for packages (including 

consultancies) during first year sufficiently planned/advanced 
before tranche approval?  

--do-- 

Responsive-
ness 

To what extent does ADB screen MFFs and PFRs 
appropriately? 
For each PFR, to what extent did the due diligence process identify 
any projects 
 that are not in line with the sector enablers or/and the CPS, 

or/and do not meet quality-at-entry criteria?  
 for which adequate risk assessment not been done, and 

appropriate mitigation measures not incorporated? 
 for which implementation plans are not sufficiently clear from the 

facility administration manual (FAM)? 

--do-- 

Responsive-
ness 

To what extent does ADB assist EA/IA to improve project 
readiness and implementation readiness? 
For each PFR, is implementation readiness appropriate, i.e., 
 to what extent have project readiness filters been agreed with 

the EA?  
 if implementation consultants are required, what is the progress 

in consultant procurement? 

--do-- 

Implications 
for Results 

To what extent are the facility-level and tranche-level output 
and outcome indicators appropriately designed? 
Regarding Design and Monitoring Framework (DMF) for the entire 
MFF and each Tranche: 
 How does the DMF for the MFF track—and has suitable 

indicators for tracking—the direction of the road map, policy 

--do-- 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Questions 

Information 
Sources and 

Collection 
Methods 

framework, safeguards framework, financing plan, broad 
investment program, inputs and results? 

 How does the DMF for each tranche focus appropriately on—
and have appropriate indicators for—project level outcomes, 
outputs and inputs? 

 How to establish (qualitatively at least) a reasonable level of 
consistency between the MFF and tranche level DMFs? 

Implications 
for Results 

To what extent are the facility-level and tranche-level output 
and outcome indicators appropriately designed? 
 To what extent have expected/anticipated benefits from each 

PFR (Tranche) been realized? 
 If across tranches there is a significant difference between the 

“expected vs. actual benefits” then explain the reasons. To what 
extent are the reasons on account of the MFF modality?  

--do-- 

Implications 
for Results 

What is behind the veracity of information that determines if 
facility- and tranche-level output and outcome indicators are 
met? In particular: 
 Is relevant information on the tranche and tranche 

components/projects included in the facility administration 
manual (FAM)? 

 What is the adequacy of reporting systems (e.g., from EA/IA to 
ADB)? 

 What is the quality of the information collected? And how is this 
information actually used? 

 What more is required from an MFF to overcome operational 
constraints? As an example, would improvement in governance 
systems, pricing of product or service, staff motivation etc. be 
useful? Any other? 

 What risk management tools have been deployed in ADB, and 
since when? 

--do-- 

 


