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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 The annual portfolio performance report is a Management report that details the state of 
the sovereign and nonsovereign portfolios of the Asian Development Bank (ADB). It presents a 
snapshot of the bank’s operating performance by analyzing key portfolio trends and systemic 
issues, and identifies possible changes in ADB processes and procedures. The report was 
discussed by the Board’s Development Effectiveness Committee on 12 September 2012. 
 

2011 Sovereign Portfolio 
 

The active portfolio on 31 December 2011 totaled $58.8 billion, $4.9 billion (9%) more 
than its value a year earlier. The number of active loan- and grant-financed products increased 
from 773 (576 projects) to 809 (612 projects). The average age of the project portfolio was 
stable, at 3 years, but was below the 3.5 years reported in 2007. By country, the loan and grant 
portfolio was highly concentrated: 53% of its value was in the three largest country portfolios 
(the People’s Republic of China, India, and Viet Nam) and 84% in the 10-largest country 
portfolios. The transport (38%) and energy (21%) sectors accounted for 59% of portfolio value 
and 84% of annual portfolio growth. The technical assistance (TA) portfolio totaled $1.3 billion in 
2011, with 957 ongoing TA projects. Capacity development TA projects (34% by number and 
33% by value) and project preparatory TA (20% by number and 14% by value) composed over 
half of the TA portfolio.  
 

Portfolio Performance 
 

The following were the major trends in the performance of the sovereign loan and grant 
portfolio in 2011:  

 
(i) Contract performance. Contract efficiency has improved by 80% since 2007, and 

the contract award ratio has also remained relatively stable at 26%. The contract 
award ratio differs between countries because of the nature of the contracts and the 
composition of the country portfolio by sector, modality, and funding source. 
Loan-financed contracts below $1 million still made up over 80% of all contracts, 
even as the annual average contract value grew slightly larger. Contracts over $10 
million have fluctuated in number from year to year since 2007; in 2011, there was 
an increase in their annual total and average value. For loan-financed contracts 
under $10 million, subsequent contracts under prior review took up only slightly less 
ADB time than the first contract, and post review consumed more time than prior 
review for the executing agencies.  

(ii) Disbursement performance. The disbursement ratio for the project loan and grant 
portfolio held steady at 20%, but disbursement performance varied between 
countries, modalities, funding sources, and sectors. Cancellations and minor project 
changes increased in number in 2011, while the number of extensions and major 
changes dropped. 

(iii) Project performance ratings. The revised project performance rating (PPR) 
system gave early warning of projects with implementation risks, and the contract 
award and disbursement indicators significantly influenced overall project ratings. In 
2011, 74% of projects were on track. 
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Portfolio Issues to be Addressed  
 
 Portfolio growth and the performance of the Asian Development Fund (ADF) and 
ordinary capital resources (OCR) should be considered in managing country portfolios. 
 

A shift in growth away from relatively high-disbursing country portfolios will exert 
downward pressure on the disbursement performance of the ADB portfolio. The 5% decline in 
the disbursement ratio of the high-growth India portfolio (34% of ADB growth) in 2011 translated 
into a 1% decrease in ADB’s disbursement ratio. However, the decline was offset by 
improvements in the disbursement performance of the People’s Republic of China and 
Indonesia portfolios despite their slower portfolio growth. The Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and Viet 
Nam portfolios together accounted for 47% of ADB growth in 2011. Their combined 
disbursement ratio, however, was below 15%, and below 10% in years 0–2. In addition, the 
growing Afghanistan portfolio, ADB’s sixth largest, had a disbursement ratio of only 8%.   
 

ADF and OCR products perform differently at all stages of the product life cycle. OCR 
loans take longer to process than ADF loans and grants, but once effective, they disburse faster 
and face fewer implementation risks. 

 
The proportion of products disbursing the first 30% of their approved amount within 3 

years of effectiveness needs to improve. As of 31 December 2011, 19 products approved during 
2003–2006, 26 products approved in 2007, and 27 products approved in 2008 had yet to 
disburse their first 30%.  
 
 Implementation is often delayed by poor quality procurement plans and by too many 
small contracts with a significant administrative cost. The quality of procurement plans needs 
improvement at project design stage. Of the procurement plans approved in 2010–2011, 57% 
did not specify the contract packages or the number of contracts expected over the life of the 
project, undermining the basis for projecting contract awards and disbursements. There is also 
no established quality assurance mechanism for the design or annual updating of procurement 
plans. The completeness of procurement plans and the accuracy of contract awards and 
particularly disbursement projections have implications throughout ADB. The Treasury 
Department and the Office of Risk Management base ADB’s requirements for cash, funds, and 
loan loss provisions on the annual disbursement projections. 
 
 An improved PPR system would enable ADB to manage its projects and portfolios more 
effectively. Since its first year of implementation, the PPR system has become an important tool 
for the regional departments in managing project implementation, and the number of missions 
addressing performance issues has grown. A review of the system brought out key 
enhancements needed in the system.   
 

Future Steps 
 
 The following actions will be undertaken to improve the performance of ADB’s sovereign 
portfolio: 
 

(i) the regional departments will identify country specific strategies to maintain 
higher disbursement ratios for their mature portfolios and to improve the ratios for 
their younger portfolios,  
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(ii) the regional departments will examine further the effects of country and sector 
conditions, and project implementation arrangements, on disbursement 
performance, 

(iii) the regional departments will identify project specific strategies for improving 
disbursement  and intensify supervision, 

(iv) the regional departments will improve the quality of procurement plans and 
develop a quality assurance mechanism, involving  the Central Operations 
Services Office (COSO),  

(v) the regional departments will increase the use of advance procurement action,  
(vi) COSO will study country and sector level contract processing to gain a better 

understanding of its dynamics, and identify country specific remedial actions,  
(vii) given the widely held view that the PPR system needs to be improved, COSO 

and the regional departments will agree on the details of the improvement, 
(viii) COSO and the regional departments will prepare a guidance note to ensure 

more consistent use of the technical indicator of the PPR system, 
(ix) the regional departments will agree on a quality assurance process for 

eOperations project records, particularly for making changes in the records, and 
(x) performance indicators for assessing the implementation performance of TA 

projects will be developed during the TA policy review by the Strategy and Policy 
Department. 

 
2011 Nonsovereign Portfolio 

 
Total nonsovereign approvals increased by 15% to $2.1 billion in 2011. Loan approvals 

increased 52% to $1.6 billion. However, guarantee approvals decreased 24% to $417 million, 
and equity approvals decreased 55% to $109 million. Total commitments increased 47% to $1.1 
billion, and total disbursements decreased 8% to $792 million. ADB’s total committed portfolio 
stood at $5.7 billion, a 9% increase over 2010. The weighted average credit risk rating of the 
outstanding loan and guarantee portfolio further strengthened from 7.1 (BB) at year-end 2010 to 
6.3 (BB+) at year-end 2011, in keeping with the improving credit environment in Asia in 2011.  

 
 

[This information contains sensitive financial information subject to disclosure 
restrictions per paragraph 97, exception (viii) of ADB's Public Communications Policy 
(2011).] 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

1. The annual portfolio performance report (APPR) is a Management report on the state of 
the portfolio of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) for sovereign and nonsovereign operations 
(NSO). It provides a snapshot of the performance of ADB’s ongoing operations by analyzing key 
portfolio trends and systemic issues, and identifying possible changes in ADB processes and 
procedures.  
 
2. The APPR is an integral building block within the ADB performance management 
information system and complements the annual Development Effectiveness Review Report 
(DEfR)1

 

 by providing a focused and in-depth analysis of the portfolio. Further, by providing an 
analytical framework for country-level portfolio assessments, the APPR is a key input to the 
annual country portfolio reviews and longer term country partnership strategies. For NSO, the 
APPR presents a comprehensive analysis of the NSO portfolio, including annual flows, 
compositions, quality indicators, and financial returns.  

3. This report includes a chapter on the sovereign portfolio and a chapter on the NSO 
portfolio. Both chapters have three parts as outlined in Table 1.  
 

Table 1: Sections of the 2011 Annual Portfolio Performance Report 
 

Section Chapter II – Sovereign Chapter III – Nonsovereign 
Part A Snapshot of the changes to the sovereign 

portfolio between 1 January and 31 
December 2011 

 
 
Description of the status of the active project 
portfolio financed by loans and/or grants in 
2011 by financing modality, country, 
financing source, and sector concentration, 
and technical assistance 
 

Snapshot of NSO portfolio growth, value, and 
composition between 1 January and 31 
December 2011 by product (e.g. loans, 
equity and guarantees) 
 
Description of the status of the NSO portfolio 
by approvals, commitments, and 
disbursements, and by sector, country, and 
product 

Part B Key portfolio performance indicators for the 
loan and grant portfolio across four aspects 
of the portfolio—contracts, disbursement, 
adjustments, and performance rating 
 

Quality and performance of NSO portfolio of 
each product by key indicators 

Part C Portfolio issues arising out of Part B  
 
Next steps for action by relevant 
departments. 

Portfolio issues arising out of Part B  
 
Next steps for action by relevant 
departments. 

 
4. Data composition and portfolio performance indicators used in the APPR are described 
in Appendix 1. A glossary of sovereign and NSO terms and definitions used in the report is in 
Appendix 2. 
 

 
                                                
 
1  ADB. 2012. Development Effectiveness Review 2011 Report. Manila. 
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II. THE 2011 SOVEREIGN PORTFOLIO  

A. Portfolio Value and Composition 

5. Overall portfolio at a glance. The active portfolio on 31 December 2011 totaled $58.8 
billion, $4.9 billion (9%) more than in 2010. 1  Portfolio growth resulted from an increase in 
approvals (by 0.5%, or $55.7 million) and a reduction in cancellations (by 47%, or $781.7 
million).2 In 2011, 419 new products were approved, and 387 products were closed. Almost one 
in five projects in the active portfolio was new. Consequently, the number of active products 
increased by 32 compared to 2010, raising the total to 1,769 in 2011. The average value of 
products increased from $31 million in 2010 to $33.2 million in 2011. The 2011 portfolio 
continued to have a high concentration of loan products (at 89% of value), and ADB’s first 
sovereign equity investment was approved (Figure 1).3

 
 

6. Loan and grant portfolio. The active loan and grant portfolio value grew by 10% to 
reach $56.9 billion.4 The number of loan products increased by 24 to 536, with the average loan 
value increasing by $5.3 million to $97.3 million (+5.8%). The number of grant products 
increased by 12 to 273, with a $1 million decrease in the average grant value to $17.3 million 
(−6%).5

 
 The average age of the project portfolio was stable at 3 years. 

7. Financing. Seventy-two percent of the loan and grant portfolio value ($40.8 billion) 
comprising 34% products (277) was financed by ordinary capital resources (OCR), whereas the 
Asian Development Fund (ADF) financed 27% of the portfolio ($15.2 billion) comprising 49% 
products (393). The remaining 1% was financed by other special funds (OSF) and cofinancing. 
A total of 139 products were financed with $850.6 million of ADB-managed official cofinancing: 
24% from the Australian Government, 14% from the Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction (JFPR), 
and 6% from the Global Environment Fund (GEF). 

 
8. Modality. Policy-based loans and grants declined by $1.1 billion to $ 3.3 billion—from 9% 
in 2010 to 6% of the 2011 portfolio. Multitranche financing facility (MFF) tranches totaled 26% of 
the portfolio value with 37 new tranche approvals (compared to 22% of the portfolio value in 
2010).  

 
9. Country concentration. The value of the loan and grant portfolio in the 10 largest 
recipients fell 2% to 84% (Table 2). The portfolio value was highly concentrated with 53% in the 
three largest recipients, up from 52% in 2010. India was the largest recipient. Its portfolio grew 
by $1.7 billion to reach 21% of ADB’s portfolio. In 2011, 82% of annual portfolio growth was 
achieved by five recipients: India (34%), Viet Nam (22%), Uzbekistan (16%), Azerbaijan (10%), 
and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) (7%), with India and the PRC together contributing 
less to ADB’s annual portfolio growth ($2.1 billion, or 42%) than Viet Nam, Uzbekistan, and 
Azerbaijan as a group ($2.4 billion, or 47%) (Table 3). 
 
 

 
                                                
 
2   Data in this section are based on net amounts as of 31 December 2011. 
2  If the cancellation in 2010 of a $1 billion countercyclical facility outlier is excluded, 2011 cancellations were higher 

than those in 2010. 
3  The Association of Southeast Asian Nations Infrastructure Fund. 
4   Including projects and programs. 
5  Excluding Afghanistan’s portfolio, the average grant value decreased by 13% in 2011. 
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Figure 1: Sovereign Portfolio at a Glance 
 

  
     ADB = Asian Development Bank, OCR = ordinary capital resources, TA = technical assistance. 
     Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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ADB’s active portfolio as of 1 January 2011 had a 
value of $54 billion, comprising: 
 

(i) $47.1 billion in 512 loans (87.4% of the 
portfolio), 

(ii) $4.8 billion in 261 grants (8.9%), 
(iii) $1.3 billion in 961 TA projects (2.3%), and 
(iv) $757.3 million in 3 guarantees (1.4%). 

 
For loans and grants, 576 projects were active. 
 
Approvals in 2011 totaled $12.2 billion (124 
projects), comprising: 

(i) $11 billion in 99 loans (89.5% of approval 
value), 

(ii) $827.5 million in 44 grants (6.8%), 
(iii) $305.2 million in 275 TA projects (2.5%), 

and 
(iv) $150 million in 1 sovereign equity (1.2%). 

 
Product closures in 2011 totaled $6.5 billion (for 88 
projects), 12% of the value of the active portfolio in 
January 2011. A total of 107 loans and grants 
(valued at $6 billion), 279 TA projects ($0.2 billion), 
and 1 guarantee ($0.3 billion) were closed.  
 

Cancellations in 2011 declined to $0.9 billion from 
$1.6 billion in 2010. Adjusting the 2010 total for the 
one-off cancellation of $1 billion would increase the 
2011 cancellations by almost 50%. Loans 
accounted for $0.8 billion (84%) of the 2011 total 
with 66 cancellations, $0.6 billion (69%) of which 
came from 20 OCR loans, compared with $0.4 
billion from 35 OCR loans in 2010 (adjusted).  
 
The 2011 entry ratio (net growth—approvals less 
cancellations less closures—against new 
approvals) was 40%, consistent with the long-term 
ADB average of 40%. 
 
By 31 December 2011, ADB’s active portfolio had a 
total value of $58.8 billion, 9% ($4.9 billion) higher 
than at the start of the year, comprising:  
 

(i) $52.1 billion in 536 loans (88.7% of the 
portfolio value), 

(ii) $4.7 billion in 273 grants (8.1%), 
(iii) $1.3 billion in 957 TA projects (2.2%), 
(iv) $0.4 billion in 2 guarantees (0.7%), and 
(v) $0.2 billion in 1 equity (0.3%). 

 
For loans and grants, 612 projects were active. 
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Table 2: Portfolio Concentration, by Country, 31 December 2011 

 

 

Country  
 

Portfolio  
($ billion) 

Portfolio Share  
(2010 value)a 

Cumulative share  
(2010 share) 

1.  India 11.9 21% (20%) 

53% (52%) 
2.  PRC 11.0 19% (20%) 
3.  Viet Nam 7.2 13% (12%) 
4.  Bangladesh 4.9 9% (10%) 

68% (69%) 5.  Pakistan 3.5 6% (7%) 
6.  Afghanistan 2.3 4% (4%) 

84% (86%) 

7.  Sri Lanka 2.2 4% (5%) 
8.  Uzbekistan 2.0 4% (2%) 
9.  Indonesia 1.5 3% (4%) 
10.  Nepal 1.4 2% (2%) 
 Others 27 countries 9 16% 100% 
PRC = People’s Republic of China. 
a 2010 data are in parenthesis. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data.  

             
Table 3: 2011 Portfolio Growth by Country 

 
  

Country 
 

Portfolio 
($ billion) 

Country Portfolio 
Growth a 

(%) 

Share of Gain 
or Loss  

(%) 

Share of ADB 
Growth 

 (%) 
A: Growing Portfolios  
 India  1.7 17% (19%) 27 34 
 Viet Nam  1.1 18% (18%) 17 22 
 Uzbekistan  0.8 62% (67%) 12 16 
 Azerbaijan  0.5 87% (-9%)  8 10 
 PRC  0.4 3%  6 7 
 Subtotal (5 countries)  4.5 15% 70 89 
 Others (18 countries)  1.9 22% 30 38 
   Total (23 countries)  6.3 17% 100 127 
B: Declining Portfolios 
 Indonesia  0.6 -30% (-42%) 47 13 
 Cambodia  0.1 -21% 11 3 
 Sri Lanka  0.1 -6%  11 3 
 Bangladesh  0.1 -1% (9%) 5 1 
 Pakistan  0.3 -7% (-11%) 21 6 
 Subtotal (5 countries)  -1.3 -9% 96 25 
 Others (7 countries)  -0.1 -19% 4 1 
   Total (12 countries)  -1.3 -9% 100 27 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PRC = People’s Republic of China. 
a 2010 data are in parenthesis. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 

 
10. The three significant changes in country portfolio growth between 2010 and 2011 were 
(i) Bangladesh from a growing portfolio at 9% from 2009 to 2010 to a declining portfolio at −1% 
from 2010 to 2011; (ii) Kazakhstan being replaced by Azerbaijan in 2011, both with an annual 
country portfolio growth over 80%; and (iii) four of the 10 largest portfolios downsized 
(Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka). 
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11. Funding source concentration. Two thirds of OCR financing was held by only three 
countries: India, the PRC, and Viet Nam. India and the PRC accounted for 88% of the OCR-only 
portfolio value and 56% of all OCR funds (Table 4). Furthermore, concentration by funding 
source shows the following: 
 

(i) The 10 largest ADB borrowers accounted for 94% of OCR funds, with the five 
largest accounting for 79%.  

(ii) Viet Nam held 18% of the ADF portfolio followed by Bangladesh (17%), 
Afghanistan (15%), and Nepal (9%) (Table 5).  

(iii) The transport sector accounted for 28% of ADF funds and energy for 9%. Sector 
portfolios with a higher proportion of ADF funds included agriculture, education, 
health, and industry. 

 
Table 4: OCR Portfolio Concentration 

 
 

Country  
Total 
OCR  

($ billion) 

Share of 
OCR Only 

Share of 
All OCR 

Cumulative 
Share OCR 

Total 
Blend 

($ billion) 

Share of 
Blend 

Cumulative 
Share Blend 

India 11.9 46% 29% 

67% 

   
PRC 10.9 42% 27%    
Viet Nam 4.5  11% 7.1 29% 

63% 
Pakistan 2.6  6% 

79% 
3.4 14% 

Bangladesh 2.3  6% 4.9 20% 
Uzbekistan 1.5  4% 

94% 

2.0 8% 

86% 

Sri Lanka 1.3  3% 2.2 9% 
Philippines 1.2 5% 3%   
Kazakhstan 1.2 5% 3%   
Indonesia 1.0  2% 1.4 6% 
Azerbaijan     1.0 4% 

97% 

PNG     0.7 3% 
Lao PDR     0.5 2% 
Georgia     0.5 2% 

Others 2.4 2% 6% 100% 0.6 3% 3% 
PRC = People’s Republic of China, OCR = ordinary capital resources, Lao PDR = Lao People's Democratic 
Republic, PNG = Papua New Guinea. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 

 
Table 5: ADF Portfolio Concentration by Country 

 

Country  
 

ADF  
($ billion) 

Country Share of 
Total ADF 

(%) 

Cumulative Share of 
Total ADF 

(%) 
Viet Nam 2.7 18% 

49% 
Bangladesh 2.6 17% 
Afghanistan 2.2 15% 
Nepal 1.3 9% 

63% Sri Lanka 0.8 5% 
Pakistan 0.8 5% 

81% 
 

Uzbekistan 0.5 3% 
Cambodia 0.5 3% 
Tajikistan 0.5 3% 
Indonesia 0.4 3% 
Total  12.4 81% 81% 
ADF = Asian Development Fund. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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12. Sector concentration. The transport (38%) and energy (21%) sectors accounted for 
59% of the portfolio value and 84% ($4.2 billion) of annual portfolio growth.6

  

 The water and 
education sectors accounted for 14% of the portfolio value (Figure 2). The energy, multisector, 
and public sector management (PSM) sectors grew their portfolio share. By subsector, the 
concentration is as follows: 

(i) Electricity transmission increased by 4% to reach 52% of the energy portfolio,  
(ii) Road transport remained at 77% of the transport portfolio, and  
(iii) Water supply and sanitation increased by 9% to reach 50% of the water portfolio. 

 

 
  

13. Loan financed contracts. In 2011, 5,540 contracts were awarded with a total value of 
$9.3 billion. This was 114 contacts and $1.3 billion more than in 2010, but more than 400 less 
than the almost 6,000 contracts in 2007 valued at $7.3 billion. Both the number and value of 
contracts peaked in 2009 (6,405 contracts for $9.4 billion). Between 2007 and 2010, an average 
of 68% by number and 84% by value of all contracts were for civil works and goods. In 2011, 
due to a larger number of turnkey contracts above $10 million, this proportion of civil works and 
goods contracts rose to 73% by number but reduced to 67% by value.7

 
                                                
 
6  This report uses the following sector names: (i) “transport” for transport and information and communication 

technology (ICT), (ii) “water” for water supply and other municipal infrastructure services, (iii) “agriculture” for 
agriculture and natural resources, (iv) “health” for health and social protection, (v) “industry” for industry and trade, 
and (vi) “PSM” for public sector management. 

 The transport and 
energy sectors (with the road transport, and electricity transmission and distribution subsectors 

7  A turnkey contract is the one that includes the supply of know-how, basic and detailed engineering and design, all 
procurement activities, the supply and installation of equipment, and the construction of a complete facility or works 
under one contract in which one entity takes total responsibility to provide a fully-equipped facility, ready for 
operation at the "turn of the key”. 
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Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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dominant) accounted for 82% of contracts by number and 88% by value primarily because of 
their dominance of contracts over $10 million.  
 
14. As expected from the portfolio concentration, annually since 2007 at least 78% by 
number and 85% by value of all contracts were awarded in eight countries (Bangladesh, the 
PRC, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam). By value, almost 50% of contracts 
were awarded in India (18%) and the PRC (30%) annually since 2007. In 2011, the first contract 
value increased by 50% over 2010 to $9 million8

 

 but took 55% (209 days) longer to award than 
in 2007. This was because of the higher number of first contracts over $10 million that took a 
longer time to award. In 2011, products applying advanced procurement, with their first contract 
awarded prior to effectiveness, decreased slightly from 2010 (by 1%) to 23%, but this was more 
than double the 10% in 2007. 

15. Technical assistance portfolio. The active TA portfolio ($1.3 billion and 957 TA 
projects) included 328 capacity development TA projects (34%, with an average value of $1.3 
million), 195 project preparatory TA projects (20%, with an average value of $0.96 million), and 
152 policy and advisory TA projects (16%, with an average value of $1.11 million) (Figure 3). 
For active TA projects, the average duration from approval to closure was 1.9 years; however, 
43% were more than 2 years old and 5% (or 12% in terms of value) were more than 5 years old. 
For closed TA projects, the average duration was 3.5 years. Further, the TA portfolio is 
characterized by the following: 

 
(i) Fifty cofinanciers funded 46% ($608 million) of the TA portfolio; Japanese 

Special Fund, 7% ($97 million); OSF, 5% ($66 million); and ADB’s Technical 
Assistance Special Fund (TASF), 42% ($549 million). The largest cofinanciers for 
TAs were the Australian Government ($110 million, 18% of co-financing) and 
JFPR $72 million (12%).  

(ii) Operations departments managed 75% of the TA portfolio, concentrated among 
recipients with the largest loan and grant portfolios.9

(iii) Among the larger TA portfolios (Cambodia, the PRC, and Viet Nam), the 
agriculture sector had priority in TA support. Overall, the public sector 
management sector had the highest share of TA support (Figure 4).  

 

 

 
                                                
 
8  The average size of the first contracts exceeded $30 million because of a single exceptional contract of $1.3 billion 

excluded for the analysis. 
9  This is except Indonesia, which has the largest TA portfolio because of the TA 7554-INO (ADB, 2010, Education 

Sector Analytical and Capacity Development Partnership, Manila). The education sector in Indonesia accounts for 
54% of its TA portfolio. 
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B. Portfolio Performance by Key Indicators  

16. Part B analyzes key portfolio performance indicators for the loan and grant portfolio 
across three aspects of the portfolio: contracts, disbursement, and project performance 
ratings.10

 
 A more detailed analysis is in Appendix 3.   

1. Loan Financed Contracts  

17. Contracts less than $1 million continue to be over 80% of all contracts even though there 
has been a slight increase in the annual average contract value. In 2011, 97% of 5,540 signed 
contracts were less than $10 million, accounting for 39% of the total value ($3.7 billion). 

 
                                                
 
10  The data in Part B excludes policy based operations. 
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Figure 3: Active Technical Assistance Portfolio by Type 
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AD = advisory, CD = capacity development, PA = policy and advisory, PP = project preparatory, RD = research 
and development, RE = regional, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Asian Development Bank information systems. 
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Figure 4: Active 2011 Technical Assistance Portfolio by Sector  
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ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN = finance, HSP = health and 
social protection, IAT = industry and trade, MUL = multisector, PSM = public sector management, TAI = 
transport and ICT, WMS = water and other municipal infrastructure and services. 
Source: Asian Development Bank information systems. 
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Compared to 2007, this 7% drop by number but 12% rise by value resulted in a 9% rise in the 
average contract value from $570,000 in 2007 to $620,000 in 2011. However, for the last 2 
years over 80% of these contracts were under $1 million (of which 75% are under $500,000). 
This confirms the continued relevance of the Good Project Implementation Practices 11

 

 
recommendation that there should be fewer and larger contracts. 

18. Annually since 2007, seven countries (Bangladesh, the PRC, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, 
Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam) accounted for 83% of the number of contracts awarded and 85% of 
the total value in 2011. Six sectors—led by agriculture with 31% (education, energy, transport, 
water, and multisector)—consistently accounted for 91% of the contracts awarded and 96% of 
the total value annually from 2007 to 2011.  
 
19. Although the annual number of contracts over $10 million has fluctuated since 2007, the 
annual total and average value of the contracts has increased. In 2011, the 146 contracts over 
$10 million had a total value of $5.6 billion, compared to 137 contracts valued at $4.5 billion in 
2010 and 155 contracts valued at $4.04 billion in 2007. The average contract value increased 
by 35% from $26 million in 2007 to $35.3 million in 2008 and has remained reasonably constant 
since ($35.1 million in 2011). In 2011, 75% by number and 83% by value of all contracts 
awarded were almost evenly spread across four countries (Bangladesh, the PRC, India, and 
Viet Nam). 

 
20. For contracts under $10 million, ADB took only slightly less time to process subsequent 
contracts than the first contract under prior review. Further, the executing agencies took more 
time for contracts under post review than under prior review. First contracts under $10 million 
take longer to process than subsequent contracts, and executing agencies take more time to 
process construction contracts under post- than prior review procedures. However, for goods 
contracts under international competitive bidding, the median time for subsequent contracts was 
almost 1 month longer than for the first contract. Under prior review, executing agencies took 
the same time to process subsequent contracts compared to first construction contracts but 
slightly more time for subsequent goods contracts. Further, executing agencies took more time 
to process subsequent construction contracts using post review procedures when ADB’s advice 
is not required than for prior review procedures. Transport sector construction contracts under 
prior review took almost twice the time of the other sectors and, of this time, ADB took over 65%, 
contributing to time taken to finalize transport contracts. 

 
21. ADB’s Central Operations Services Office (COSO) conducted an analysis of time to 
process construction and goods contracts for less than $10 million12

 
                                                
 
11  ADB. 2010. Good Project Implementation Practice: Report of the Implementation Working Group. Manila. 

 to test the hypotheses that 
(i) first contracts under $10 million take longer to process than subsequent contracts and (ii) 
executing agencies take less time to process contracts under post- than prior review procedures. 
The analysis found that, when using national competitive bidding (NCB) procedures, the median 
time for prior reviewed first construction and goods contracts from ADB’s receipt of bidding 
documents to contract signing was greater than for subsequent contracts (Table 6). However, 

12  All contracts under $10 million recorded in the project contract information system data base from 2006 to 2011 for 
project loans made effective in 2006 and 2007 in Bangladesh, the PRC, India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and 
Viet Nam, in the nine top subsectors by number of contracts, for goods, construction, and consulting awarded 
using ICB and national competitive bidding procurement modes. A sample of 30 contracts for each of the possible 
combination of country, subsector, procurement mode, and nature of procurement was collected. The sample 
population of 548 contracts (225 prior review and 323 post review) was analyzed. 
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for goods contracts under international competitive bidding (ICB), the median time for 
subsequent contracts was almost 1 month longer than for the first contract.  
 

i. Table 6: Comparative Median Processing Time for Prior and Post Reviewed 
Contracts 
 

  Prior Review (months) Post Review (months) 

 Construction Goods Construction Goods 
Sector Total EA ADB Total EA ADB EA EA 
NCB                 
First Contract 5.5 3.4 2.1 4.7 2.9 1.9 

  Subsequent Contract 5.1 3.4 1.8 3.9 3.0 0.8 3.8 2.7 
ICB 

        First Contract 10.3 5.6 4.7 8.0 4.8 3.2 
  Subsequent Contracta       8.8 6.3 2.6     

ADB = Asian Development Bank, EA = executing agency, ICB = international competitive bidding, NCB =national 
competitive bidding. 
a Because of insufficient sample size, no ICB subsequent construction contract times are recorded. 
Source: ADB’s Central Operations Services Office. 

 
22. The time taken by ADB to process subsequent contracts under prior review (35% of the 
total time) was only slightly less than the first contract (38% of the total time). However, for 
goods contracts using ICB, executing agencies took more time for subsequent contracts than 
the first contract while ADB decreased its time.13

 

 Prior reviewed construction contracts in Sri 
Lanka and Viet Nam took considerably longer than the average median of the five countries 
analyzed –Bangladesh, the PRC, India, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam– but the time their executing 
agencies took to post review construction contracts was the fastest. For ICB goods contracts, 
Viet Nam took almost three times longer than the PRC to process contracts; ADB took over 54% 
of the total time, compared with about 20% in both the PRC and Pakistan. Some of these 
findings require further detailed analysis, in particular on the influence of country characteristics. 

23. Contract efficiency —the total contract size divided by the time elapsed in days from 
effectiveness to contract award— improved by 80% since 2007, with an increase of the average 
of $1,050 per day contracted in 2007  to $1,850 per day in 2011 (Figure 5). The increased 
efficiency since 2007 reflects higher average contract values, faster contracting, or both. 
Contract efficiency of OCR-only countries compared with ADF-only countries was seven times 
higher for all contracts and four times higher for the first contract.  
 
24. The overall contract award ratio 14

 
                                                
 
13  Prior review procedures apply to all ICB contracts. 

 (26% in 2011) has been constant but differs by 
country because of the nature of contracts and the composition of the country portfolio by sector, 
modality, and funding source. The contract award ratio improved for energy and agriculture 
contracts, dropped for transport and water contracts, steadily increased for MFF tranches (31%) 
overtaking the contract awards ratio of non-MFF products (22%), and was 35% higher for OCR 
(27%) than ADF (20%) products (Figure 6). 

14  The ratio of contract awarded or the actual commitment (for financial intermediation loans) during the year over the 
value available for contract or commitment awards at the beginning of the year. 
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2. Disbursement 
 

25. The disbursement ratio for the project loan and grant portfolio remained stable, with 
disbursement performance varying by country, modality, funding source, and sector. The 
disbursement ratio for the project loan and grant portfolio remained stable in 2011 at almost 
20%.15

 

 The overall disbursement ratio of the 10 largest portfolios significantly influences ADB’s 
project disbursement ratio. The disbursment ratio of the PRC, India, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka 
was the same or above the ADB average (20%) with Bangladesh, Nepal, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, 
and Viet Nam showing moderate to low disbursement ratios. Afghanistan’s portfolio was above 
the average age but significant security and capacity constraints pushed the disbursement ratio 
down to 8%. 

26. An increased proportion of the portfolio’s value was in products aged 0–2 years from 
effectiveness, but their disbursement ratio dropped slightly in 2011 from 2010. For products with 
similar age profiles, disbursement performance of ADF-financed products was significantly 
lower than for OCR-financed products. Disbursement performance by sector was influenced by 
the age of the portfolio and the value of contracts and, particulary, the first contract relative to 
product value with high disbursements observed in finance, health, multisector, PSM, and 
transport; and moderate disbursements observed in water, education, energy, and agriculture. 
Sector disbursement profiles disaggregated by financing source showed better disbursement 
performance in the agriculture and multisector products with ADF funding, and in the transport, 
energy, and water sectors with OCR funding. 
 
27. In 2011, the total value of disbursements increased by 14% to $6.3 billion from 2010, 
compared to a slight increase (1%) in the undisbursed balance from 2010 to 53% ($25.8 billion). 
MFF products accounted for 29% of the total value of disbursements (up from 20% in 2010). 
MFF and non-MFF products had similar disbursement profiles but with considerable country 
variances. 

 
                                                
 
15  Differences in disbursement ratios between DEfR and APPR are because of the different data sets used in the two 

reports: the DEfR only includes OCR and ADF financing and includes program loans; the APPR includes all OCR, 
ADF, OSF, cofinancing, and excludes program loans and/or grants that have a different disbursement profile to 
investment projects. 
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28. The overall imprest account turnover ratio16

 

 in 2011 remained stable at a low level of 1.5 
but was highly volatile by country and year. Although only 44% of projects had imprest accounts, 
over $1 billion was disbursed through these accounts in 2011. The turnover ratio reflects project 
implementation status and is at least 2 for fast disbursing projects. Projects in the PRC, Sri 
Lanka, and Viet Nam accounted for 66%. The high country volatility confirms the impact of 
country characteristics on project implementation. 

29. In 2011, cancellations and the number of minor changes of project increased, but the 
number of extensions and major changes dropped. There was an 88% increase in the 2011 
average cancellation per product to $9 million from 2010 with two-thirds of the cancellations for 
OCR loans (Figure 7). The change in the definition of major and minor change of project 
recommended in the Good Project Implementation Practice (GPIP) report, resulted in an 83% 
drop over 2010 in major changes and a 49% rise in minor changes. 17

 

 In accordance with the 
GPIP recommendation on extensions, the number of extensions dropped to the lowest level 
since 2007, although their average length was unchanged from 2010 (25 months) (Figure 8). 

 

 
3. Project Performance Rating 

 
30. 2011 was the first full year of applying ADB’s revised project performance rating (PPR) 
indicators to all active projects financed by loans and/or grants.18 The revised PPR system 
provides an early warning for projects with implementation risks, with the contract award and 
disbursement indicators having a significant influence on overall project ratings. In 2011, 26% of 
projects (23% of the portfolio value) had implementation risks.19

 
  

31. Ratings by indicator. The technical, financial management, and safeguards ratings 
were on track in 90% of projects in the first quarter, rising to about 97% in each of the remaining 
three quarters of 2011. As a result, the contract award and disbursement indicator ratings had a 
significant influence on the overall project ratings. At the end of the first quarter, both ratings 
 
                                                
 
16  The imprest account turnover ratio is the total liquidated amount over the total balance of the imprest account as of 

year-end. 
17  ADB. 2010. Good Project Implementation Practice: Report of the Implementation Working Group. Manila 
18  This includes projects financed by ADF and Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction grants. See PAI 5.08 for details. 
19  The APPR considers projects with either actual or potential problems as having implementation risks. 
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were at least 95%20

 

 on track as was expected given the projections were only 3 months old at 
that time. However, by the fourth quarter the on track ratings declined to about 75% each, with 
disbursement ratings dropping to 69% in the third quarter. For both indicators, the proportion of 
actual problem ratings was almost twice that of potential problem ratings for each quarter. The 
implementation risk for contract awards steadily increased from 16% to 25% from the second to 
fourth quarters; and for disbursement 25% of the project were at risk by the end of 2011, after 
increasing to 30% in Q3. 

32. Project performance ratings by sector and funding source. The sectors with the 
lowest number of projects, PSM and industry, had the highest percentage of projects rated with 
actual problems. A higher proportion of projects in the energy (14%), finance (12%), and 
transport (11%) sectors were rated with actual problems than in the agriculture (5%) sector 
(Figure 9). The PSM and industry sectors (both with 50%) had the highest share of projects with 
implementation risks, followed by energy (36%), transport (27%), water (27%), and agriculture 
(23%).  

 
33. By funding source, 31% of the projects financed with only ADF loans or grants had 
implementation risks compared with 21% of projects with only OCR financing.21

 

 For purely ADF-
financed projects, 53% of the energy projects were classified with implementation risks, 
compared with 35% for water, 34% for agriculture, and 31% for transport. For purely OCR-
funded projects, 32% of the energy projects, 19% of the water projects, 18% of the transport 
projects, and 17% of the agriculture projects had implementation risks.  

 
 
 
 

 
                                                
 
20  Based on 482 projects and excluding projects without a rating. 
21 In both cases, blended projects financed with ADF or OCR were excluded. 
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C. Portfolio Issues to be Addressed 

1. Impact of Portfolio Growth and Funding Source on Portfolio Performance 

34. A shift in growth away from relatively high-disbursing country portfolios will exert 
downward pressure on the disbursement performance of the ADB portfolio. Overall in 
2011, ADB’s active portfolio performed similarly to 2010, despite continued portfolio growth. 
Significant portfolio changes counterbalanced each other, highlighting how three different 
groups of countries have affected overall performance: (i) India, with high growth and declining 
disbursement; (ii) the PRC and Indonesia, with stable or declining portfolio growth and improved 
disbursement performance of their aged portfolios; and (iii) Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and Viet 
Nam, with high portfolio growth and lower disbursement performance.  
 
35. Firstly, India’s portfolio grew the fastest in 2011, accounting for 34% of ADB’s portfolio 
growth. By the end of the year, India was ADB’s largest recipient with 21% of the total active 
portfolio. However, while India maintained relatively high overall disbursement, its disbursement 
ratio fell by 5% compared to 2010. This drop seemed to be because of a reduction in the 
disbursement of products in their first, fourth and fifth implementation years, as the 
disbursement ratios of products in their second and third years exceeded 30% (Figure 10). 
Further, a third of the projects in India faced implementation risks. This may reflect the strategic 
shift in India’s portfolio over the last 5 years to projects with state government executing 
agencies in some of India’s poorest states with less institutional capacity.  
 

 
 
36. Second, in 2011, India’s portfolio disbursement decline was largely offset by another 
important change, the improved disbursement performance in a second group of countries, i.e. 
the PRC (with a 19% share of the ADB portfolio) and Indonesia (3%). The PRC and Indonesia 
both had a larger proportion of projects nearing completion with an overall disbursement ratio 
above 25% and a below average proportion of projects facing implementation risks. Although 
young PRC products in the start up of implementation disbursed slowly, their disbursement was 
far higher than the ADB average in years 3–5. However, Indonesia’s portfolio has been 
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Figure 10: India, Project Disbursement Performancea 

by Year of Project Life 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = Ordinary Capital Resources 
a Includes project, sector, technical assistance loans and grants (OCR and ADF only). 
Source: Asian Development Bank data 
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downsizing for 2 years (2011 country portfolio growth declined by 30%), and the PRC’s growth 
is leveling off (2011 country portfolio growth was 3%).  
 
37. The downward movement of India’s disbursement in 2011 illustrates a portfolio 
concentration risk where a 5% change in disbursement performance in a country with a fifth of 
ADB’s total portfolio translates into a 1% drop in ADB’s disbursement performance. 
Consequently, should the future disbursement performance of either of ADB’s top three 
recipients drop significantly (the PRC, India, , and Viet Nam), expected higher disbursement 
performance of countries with aging portfolios such as Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, and Sri 
Lanka (which together accounted for 23% of ADB’s portfolio) will have to offset the downward 
pressure on ADB’s total portfolio.  
 
38. This is only possible if those countries with aging portfolios are in fact disbursing at the 
expected higher levels. However, this is not yet the case with the portfolios of Bangladesh or Sri 
Lanka. Although having an older portfolio, Bangladesh’s disbursement performance is at the low 
end of countries categorized as having moderate disbursement performance. Even after 6 years, 
projects effective in 2006 have yet to disburse 30% of their cumulative total net approved 
amounts (Figure 11). Further, it would appear from disbursement performance since 2009 that 
the application of project readiness filters has yet to have a sustained effect on first year 
disbursement. Disbursement performance in 2011, and to a lesser degree 2010, has been low 
across projects of all ages in the portfolio.  
 

 
 
39. The Sri Lanka country portfolio, which is also categorized as moderately disbursing, has 
a quite different profile with products effective during 2006–2008 disbursing well after 2008 
(Figure 12). However, this disbursement performance has not been sustained in younger 
products effective  since 2009. 
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Figure 11: Bangladesh, Project Disbursement Performancea 

by Year of Project Life 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = Ordinary Capital Resources, TA = 
technical assistance 
a Includes project, sector, TA loans and grants (OCR and ADF only) 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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40. Third, in 2011, Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam portfolios together accounted for 
48% of the share of ADB’s portfolio growth, exceeding the 41% share of growth by the PRC and 
India combined. The Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan portfolios have grown considerably over the 
past 2 years. Although categorized as moderate disbursing countries, the combined overall 
disbursement ratio for these three fast growing countries was below 15% (and below 10% in 
years 0–2). While this low disbursement performance could be explained by the young portfolios 
in Azerbaijan and Uzbekistan, the Viet Nam portfolio is more balanced by project age. In 
addition to Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam with moderate disbursement performances, 
Afghanistan’s overall disbursement ratio of only 8% ranks it as a low disbursing country. 
Although both Viet Nam and Afghanistan have older portfolios with fast portfolio growth, both 
have implementation risks in about 40% of their projects. 
 
41. Maintaining ADB’s overall portfolio performance will require improving the disbursement 
performance in high growth, moderate, and low disbursing countries. While the age of products 
influences disbursement, country specific conditions are of critical importance. Advanced 
procurement actions can improve early disbursement but are they not always applied, and in 
Viet Nam they cannot be applied. Projects in Viet Nam that are executed by numerous sub-
national government agencies with limited project management experience and take a cautious 
approach to exercising their decentralized authority are likely to be delayed. Supporting 
Afghanistan’s post conflict development is constrained by both security and implementation 
capacity. Complex national decision-making processes can also slow implementation.  
 
42. Finally, as the country disbursement performance profiles of Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and 
Viet Nam illustrate, while recent changes in ADB business practices may have had an effect on 
individual projects, it appears too early for them to influence the disbursement performance of a 
country’s portfolio. 
 
43. ADF and OCR products perform differently at all stages of the product life cycle. 
OCR-funded products take longer to process than ADF loans and ADF grants, but once they 
are effective they disburse faster and face fewer implementation risks. In 2011, for products with 
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Figure 12: Sri Lanka, Project Disbursement Performancea 

by Year of Project Life 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = Ordinary Capital Resources, TA = 
technical assistance 
a Includes project, sector, TA loans and grants (OCR and ADF only) 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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similar age profiles the disbursement performance of ADF-financed products (disbursement 
ratio of 16%) was significantly lower than that of OCR-financed products (disbursement ratio of 
21%). Cofinanced products from other special funds exhibited different behavior with longer 
processing time, especially up to signing, but an average utilization of 87% of their approved net 
amounts. This is the highest utilization among all funding sources or modalities and it could be 
explained by the  front loading of cofinancing funds in project disbursement.  
 
44. The lower disbursement performance of ADF-financed products is because they take 
longer to award contracts. This could be partly explained with the weaker implementation and 
institutional capacity of ADF countries. For this, loans and grants in ADF countries should 
include adequate capacity building activities, especially on procurement and project 
management. Further, OCR products have the following characteristics that  contribute to higher 
disbursement throughout the product life cycle: 

 
(i) their larger product value, which tends to have larger valued contracts which are 

signed earlier; and  
(ii) the smaller number of contracts per product. 

 
45. An analysis of disbursement performance from 2007 to 2011 of blend countries with the 
largest portfolios (Bangladesh, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam) 
confirms the better overall disbursement performance of OCR-funded products. 22

 

 This is 
because ADF funds are usually allocated in sectors with traditionally more complex designs, 
historically poorer disbursement performance, and need for major capacity building activities. 
Further, OCR products disburse substantially better than ADF products in all sectors except for 
agriculture and multisector. Although this may be explained partly by contract value and number, 
further analysis is required to identify plausible reasons.  

46. The proportion of products facing implementation risks in a sector tend to be higher in 
ADF-funded products. Excluding PSM and health, this proportion is substantially higher in ADF-
funded products than OCR-funded products for every sector. For example, in the energy sector, 
the proportion of products facing implementation risks was 36% in 2011. However, 53% of these 
were for ADF-financed products, and 32% were for OCR-funded products.  
 
47. While portfolio indicators identify differences in disbursement performance by funding 
source, the effect of country, sector conditions (e.g., the age of the portfolios), and project 
implementation arrangements  (e.g., the size of contracts relative to product size and the size of 
the first contract) needs further examination by country teams. 
 

3. Improvement in Disbursement Performance  

48. As a result of the APPR 2010, the regional departments agreed to improve the 
disbursement of the 31% of effective loans and grants approved in 2006, the 57% approved in 
2007, and the 68% approved in 2008 that had not disbursed 30% of their financing by 
December 2010 (Table 7, rows 1–3). The regional departments focused attention on these 
projects, fielding special administration missions, approving extensions where appropriate with 
tight supervision, and improving procurement performance. Good results were achieved with 
close monitoring by the regional departments. However, there was a proportionately greater 

 
                                                
 
22 Blend countries are those with access to both ADF and ordinary capital resources loans. 
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improvement in implementation and disbursement performance for projects approved in 2008 
than those in 2007 (Table 7, rows 4–6).  
 

Table 7: Projects Yet to Disburse 30% of Net Approved Amounts 
 

   Year of Approval 

   2006 2007 2008 
2006-2008 

Total 
1. No. of Effective Loans and ADF Grants as of Dec. 2010  67 81 84 232 
2. No. of Loans and /or ADF Grants without 30% Disbursed as of Dec. 2010  21 46 57 124 
3. % of Loans and/or ADF Grants without 30% reported as of Dec. 2010  31% 57% 68% 53% 

     4. No. of Loans and/or ADF Grants without 30% Disbursed as of Dec. 2011  14 25 28 67 
5. % of Loans and /or ADF Grants without 30% Disbursed as of Dec. 2011  21% 31% 33% 29% 
6. % Reduction  10% 26% 35% 25% 
ADF = Asian Development Fund. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 

 
49. The regional departments identified start up and implementation delays resulting from: 
 

(i) unpredictable counterpart funding; 
(ii) country specific issues including security, decentralization, processes for policy 

changes and reform, and the timing of government approval systems; 
(iii) project design issues including innovations (e.g., public private partnerships), 

unrealistic disbursement projections, a complicated design that covers too many 
components and sub-sectors, and the nature of the intervention particularly in 
agriculture projects; 

(iv) meeting safeguard requirements particularly related to resettlement and 
compliance review; 

(v) procurement issues including poor procurement plans, infrastructure projects 
with lumpy procurement profiles, low executing and implementing agency 
procurement capacity, multiple small contracts that require separate design and 
supervision, big contracts that require longer preparation time,  and rebidding of 
contracts; and 

(vi) low executing and implementing agency project management capacity and the 
uneven capacity of regional projects in different countries. 

 
50. This APPR has updated the matrix with the number of products that have yet to disburse 
30% of their net approved amounts for 2011 (Table 8). With the average duration at approval of 
loan and/or grant financed project’s being just over 5 years, on average the first 30% of loan 
financing is disbursed by the third year of project implementation. For the 10 largest portfolios, 
this was true for high disbursing countries, but for moderate-disbursement countries the first 30% 
of disbursement was achieved by the fourth year. This APPR findings are the following: 
 

(i) It took 4 years for more than 50% of effective products, approved from 2002 to 
2006, to disburse the first 30% of their approved amount.  

(ii) It only took 3 years for more than 50% of effective products, approved in 2007 
and 2008, to disburse the first 30% of their approved amount.  

(iii) For products approved in 2009, the share of products disbursing the first 30% of 
their approved amount in the first and second years dropped to pre-2007 levels. 
This negative trend seems likely to apply to 2010 approved products. 
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(iv) As of 2011, 72 products, which had been under implementation for at least 4 
years, had failed to disburse at least 30% of their approved amount. Nineteen of 
these had been under implementation for at least 5 years. 
 

Table 8: Percent of Effective Products Disbursing the First 30% 
 

 
Approval Year 

 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

 
  

         1. No. of Approved 
Products 65 66 58 72 68 80 84 93 116 104 

2. No. of Effective 
Products 65 66 58 72 68 80 84 93 110 27 

           3. =<1 year 2% 5% 2% 10% 9% 5% 18% 10% 10% 
 4. >1 to 2 years 18% 12% 12% 15% 12% 29% 23% 12% 4% 
 5. >2 to 3 years 22% 29% 34% 33% 31% 16% 26% 5% 

  6. >3 to 4 years 23% 32% 17% 18% 22% 18% 1% 
   7. >4 to 5 years 26% 12% 24% 15% 6% 

     8. >5 to 6 years 5% 9% 9% 4% 
      9. >6 to 7 years 5% 

                    
 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
                 % (No) of Effective 

Products that 
Achieved 30% 
Disbursement 

100% 
(65) 

98% 
(65) 

98% 
(57) 

96% 
(69) 

79% 
(54) 

68% 
(54) 

68% 
(57) 

27% 
(25) 

14% 
(15) 

0% 
(0) 

 % (No) of Effective 
Products yet to 
Achieve 30% 
Disbursement 

0% 
(0) 

2% 
(1) 

2% 
(1) 

4% 
(3) 

21% 
(14) 

33% 
(26) 

32% 
(27) 

73% 
(68) 

86% 
(95) 

100% 
(27) 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
 

51. Next steps for monitoring slow disbursing products. The following next steps will be 
undertaken: 
 

(i) the regional departments will intensify supervision of products yet to disburse 30% 
by their third year of implementation, and 

(ii) the regional departments will identify strategies to improve the status of the 19 
products approved from 2003 to 2006 that had not disbursed 30% by December 
2011. 

 
4. Delay in Implementation   

52. The projections for contract award and disbursement are based on a project’s packaging 
of contracts in the procurement plan23 detailed in the project administration manual (PAM).24

 
                                                
 
23 As part of the preparation of the project, a procurement plan is prepared which covers: (a) the contracts for goods, 

works, and/or services required during the initial at least 18 months; (b) the methods of procurement, and (c) the 
related ADB review procedures. 

 

When preparing the quarterly contract award projections, the standard cycle time for both the 

24  See the Indicative List of Packages Required Under the Project in Section VI of the PAM. 
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executing agency and ADB actions to procure goods, civil work, and consulting services by type 
of contract and procurement method should be considered. Similarly, when preparing quarterly 
disbursement projections, assessing the likely disbursement patterns by contract and the 
standard cycle times for withdrawals to be processed should be considered. 
 
53. An analysis of the indicative procurement and consulting services packages in 239 
PAMs approved in 2010 and 2011 found that 57% did not contain an indicative list of packages 
over the life of the project. Of the 135 procurement plans with an indicative list of packages, 15% 
(20 plans) did not specify the number of contracts; in the number of contracts column, they 
referred to “multiple, various, several, or to be determined.” Further, in the 115 projects with 
complete indicative lists of packages, the total number of indicative contracts per project was 
generally under 50. However, eight projects proposed over 1,000 contracts.  

 
54. For about 50% of the projects the contract award and disbursement projections were not 
based on any systematic analysis of what was to be procured and how long each contract may 
take to be signed and then on how a projected contract would translate into disbursements. 
Further, unless the standard procurement cycle times were assessed, the projections for the 
other 50% of projects with at least the basic contract information were also likely to be based on 
best guess rather than known process parameters. Poorly prepared contract award and 
disbursement projections not only impact ADB portfolio performance, but they can affect 
strategic decisions by the Treasury Department and the Office of Risk Management who use 
disbursement projections to determine ADB cash availability, sourcing of funds, and the overall 
loan-loss reserves.  
 
55. In 2011, 97% of all contracts were less than $10 million, accounting for 39% of the total 
value ($3.7 billion). The 2011 average value of contracts below $10 million was $680,000. In 
2007, the average value was $570,000, showing little bank-wide increase of average contracts’ 
value. Even for the contracts above $10 million, although the 2011 average value has increased 
to almost $39 million from $ 26 million in 2007, the average value for contracts has decreased 
by almost $2 million if the eight contracts above $100 million are removed25

 
 (Figure 13 and 14) .  

 
 
                                                
 
25  In 2007 there were no contracts above $100 million. 
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Figure 13: Average Value of Contracts less than $10m, 2007–2011 

<$10 million <$3 million <$1 million 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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56. The time required to transact large numbers of small contracts has administrative costs 
and increases the time required to implement projects. Although more detailed analysis is 
required to understand the dynamics of contract processing at country and sector levels, the 
findings of contracts analysis surprisingly show that the hypotheses —first contracts under $10 
million take longer to process than subsequent contracts and  executing agencies take less time 
to process contracts under post- than prior review procedures— are not universally true with 
country and sector characteristics being influential. Further, the analysis provides initial data that 
(i) has implications for project duration decisions, (ii) should be used in producing more accurate 
contract award and disbursement projections, and (iii) provides guidance for more detailed 
analysis of procurement performance in project completion reports. 
 
57. Next steps for monitoring slow disbursing products. The following next steps will be 
undertaken: 
 

(i) improve quality of procurement plans, including development of a quality 
assurance mechanism involving  COSO, 

(ii) increase use of advanced procurement actions, and 
(iii) COSO will conduct a study to gain a more detailed understanding of contract 

processing to identify country specific remedial actions. 
 

5. Improved Project Performance Rating System  

58. In late 2010, a new project management information system (eOps) was rolled out that 
automated ADB business process workflows including those associated with the design and 
implementation of projects. A new PPR system was introduced based on five portfolio 
performance indicators to enhance portfolio management. An analysis of the PPR indicators 
after 1 year of the system being in place suggests further refinement of the system should be 
considered. Although designed as a portfolio performance rating system, the performance 
ratings have increasingly been used by the regional departments and executing agency staff as 
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Figure 14: Average Value of Contracts greater than $10m, 2007–2011 
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Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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a project management tool to assess the status of individual projects throughout the year.26

 

 Yet, 
the lack of quality assurance by the regional departments of project data entered in eOps 
continues to be a constraint to fully using the system as an effective management tool.  

59. The ratings over the 4 quarters for the technical, financial management, and safeguards 
indicators were relatively constant —at least 97% on track for each quarter. However, a quality 
assurance check of randomly selected project records found that perhaps up to 5% of projects 
had incorrectly rated the financial management indicator for at least 1 quarter. The methodology 
to rate the financial management indicator will be revised to align with the recently approved 
project administration instruction 5.07 governing financial reporting and auditing of ADB’s loans 
and grants. 
 
60. Technical indicator. This indicator asks the question: “Are problems, if any (e.g., quality 
standards, key project conditions, implementation arrangements, cost overruns that require 
additional financing, etc.) identified in external supervision consultants and/or review mission 
reports being addressed? (Yes/No).” Two concerns have been raised regarding the value of this 
rating as a proxy for implementation status. First, in the absence of guidance on interpreting 
“being addressed,” some may use confirmation from the executing agency that they have 
agreed to take action, while others may look for proof that action is being effectively 
implemented. Second, irrespective of the interpretation used, this rating focuses on 
implementation problems rather than the effect of these problems on activities and output 
targets. Further, there is no historical track record of the technical issues, which is important for 
the self evaluation at project completion. 
 
61. Because the technical indicator does not measure how addressing one or more 
problems affects the achievement of targets (results), it is not a very relevant proxy for 
measuring physical target achievements over the life of a project. To address this, it is 
suggested that the purpose of the technical indicator should be more clearly defined as well as 
the evidence required to determine whether a problem is or has been addressed, and the 
relationship with activity implementation and ultimately output results. Further options might be 
considered after a thorough review of the new PPR system. 
 
62. Contract award and disbursement indicators. Technical guidance on the 
methodology to prepare contract award and disbursement projections and quality assurance 
mechanism for procurement plans and their annual updating in association with the PAM are 
required.  
 
63. Project duration. The project’s duration at the time of approval provides the maximum 
period within which all planned contracts and disbursements must be completed to achieve the 
project’s outcome. An analysis was conducted to assess the realism of project duration 
decisions and the subsequent preparation of project contract award and disbursement 
projections. This involved an analysis of disbursement projections for products approved in 
2011 (from eOps project record S-curves), compared with the actual disbursement profiles for 
the 10 largest portfolios from 2006 to 2011. The study confirmed that the contract award and 
disbursement projections for projects approved in 2011 bear little relationship to the country’s 

 
                                                
 
26  However, the methodology to calculate contract award and disbursement ratings is not designed to be used within 

a quarter. It is based on a quarterly projection amount which on any day in the 3 month period will not provide an 
accurate measure of the status of these indicators against the actual contracts awarded or disbursements made. 
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past disbursement performance. It would seem likely that this analysis was not systematically 
conducted in either preparing the projections or in agreeing on the project’s duration.  
 
64. The proportion of total products disbursed by the end of the sixth year for country 
portfolios categorized as low disbursement performance can be as low as 33% (Figure 15). This 
rises to a cumulative disbursement of 75% for countries with moderately disbursing portfolios 
and 88% for those with high disbursement performance portfolios. Consequently, an average 
project implementation period of 5 years at approval, especially for projects in countries with low 
or moderate disbursing portfolios, will result in unrealistic contract award and disbursement 
projections.  
 

 
 
65. Two contrasting examples from the 10 largest ADB recipient countries are illustrative. 
The cumulative disbursement projections for the five most recently-approved products in Viet 
Nam, a moderately disbursing portfolio, almost all predict 100% disbursement between the third 
and fifth years of implementation. However, Viet Nam’s actual disbursement profile shows that 
only 70% cumulative disbursement has been achieved after 6 years (Figure 16). In India, a high 
disbursing portfolio, while the disbursement projections and the actual disbursement profile are 
closer, they do not converge (Figure 17). 
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Figure 15: Disbursement Profilea  
by Disbursing Group, 2006–2011 average 

High (IND, PRC, INO, SRI) Moderate (PAK, NEP, VIE, BAN, UZB) Low (AFG) 
AFG = Afghanistan, BAN = Bangladesh, PRC = People's Republic of China, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, NEP 
= Nepal, PAK = Pakistan, SRI = Sri Lanka, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
a Includes loan and grant (project, technical assistance, sector) products only (OCR & ADF only).  
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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66. Preparing and revising projections. Currently, projections can only be revised through 
the conduct of a mid-term review mission, an extension of over 12 months, or a major change of 
project. Contract award and disbursement projections were seldom prepared in a systematic 
fashion, and the average project duration at approval was often too optimistic. Consequently, 
the gap between quarterly projections and actual achievement became the key determinant of 
project performance. To address this, in cases where conducting a mid-term review mission 
was not deemed appropriate it was agreed a special administration mission could be conducted 
like a mini mid-term review to reevaluate the status of activities and outputs and procurement 
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Figure 16: 2011 Loan Disbursement Projections Versus Actual 
Disbursement Profilea for a Moderate-disbursement Country (Viet Nam) 

Loan 1 Loan 2 Loan 3 Loan 4 Loan 5 Actual 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = Ordinary Capital Resources 
a OCR and ADF only. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure 17: 2011 Loan Disbursement Projections Versus Actual Disbursement 
Profilea for a High-Disbursement Country (India) 

Loan 1 Loan 2 Loan 3 Loan 4 Actual 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = Ordinary Capital Resources 
a OCR and ADF only. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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plans, and revise contract award and disbursement projections with the executing agency’s 
concurrence.  
 
67. Because the PPR is being used as a project management tool, alternative methods 
should be assessed to revise contract award and disbursement projections once a year only, 
such as using the annual review of the PAM. The methodology to revise projections for a project 
extension less than 12 months and to make adjustments to projections when a portion of a loan 
or grant is cancelled to reflect the new total approved loan and/or grant amount needs to be 
refined. This should include making a distinction between cancellations during implementation 
and those resulting from savings at closure and ensuring cancellations during implementation 
need to be more systematically recorded in both PPRs and project completion reports, 
particularly when they exceed 30% of the approved product amount. 
 
68. TA performance. Since the roll out of eOps, TA project implementation performance 
has not been assessed. The five PPR indicators applied to loan and grant financed projects are 
not appropriate to use to assess the implementation performance of TA projects. It is proposed 
that the forthcoming review of TA policy by the Strategy and Policy Department should include 
the development of appropriate indicators to assess TA project implementation performance. 

 
69. Next steps for monitoring slow disbursing products. The following next steps will be 
undertaken: 
 

(i) given the consensus on the need for enhancing the PPR system, COSO and the 
regional departments will agree on the details of such enhancement, 

(ii) COSO and the regional departments will prepare a guidance note on the 
technical indicator to ensure consistent use of the indicator, 

(iii) the regional departments will agree on a quality assurance process for eOps 
project records, and 

(iv) SPD TA review will develop indicators for assessing TA project implementation 
performance. 
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III. THE NONSOVEREIGN PORTFOLIO 
 
A. Portfolio Growth, Size, and Composition 

70. Conditions in the Global Markets. In late 2009 and early 2010, emerging markets led 
the recovery after the global recession and securities markets in developing markets recovered 
resulting in strong equity returns and reduced cost of debt. However, in mid-2010 increasing 
concerns about the sustainability of debt levels in Western European countries and the United 
States; the fiscal crisis in Greece and the possibility of contagion in Ireland, Italy, Portugal, and 
Spain; and the timid and fragile economic recoveries in the United States and Europe generated 
a new wave of economic and financial uncertainties and risk aversion in 2011. 
 
71. Most countries in Asia experienced slowdowns in economic growth during 2011 that 
mirrored the global cycle, but the growth rates remained robust compared to those of the 
developed countries. Despite the deceleration in growth, some countries in Asia continued to 
record high growth rates above 6% during 2011, including the PRC, India, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, and Viet Nam. Equity markets showed a mixed performance. The stock exchange 
indexes retreated in the PRC, India, Pakistan, and Viet Nam in 2011 but moved higher in 
Indonesia and the Philippines.  
 
72. Approvals, commitments, and disbursements. Board approvals 27

 

 in 2011 totaled 
$2.1 billion, a 15% increase over 2010. Total commitments in 2011 surged by 47% to $1.1 
billion from $756.5 million. Loan and equity disbursements, on the other hand, decreased by 8% 
to $792 million.     

73. Loans. Loan approvals and commitments grew substantially in 2011. Approvals 
increased 52% to $1,600 million ($1,053 million in 2010). Commitments increased 65% to $922 
million ($557 million in 2010). Disbursements increased 6% to $715 million ($673 million 2010). 
 
74. Equity. Equity approvals, commitments, and disbursements reduced significantly in 
2011. Approvals decreased 55% to $109 million 28

 

 ($243 million in 2010). Commitments 
decreased 28% to $143 million ($199 million in 2010). Disbursements decreased 60% to $77 
million ($192 million in 2010).  

75. Guarantee. Guarantee approvals were strong in 2011 but commitments lagged. 
Approvals (excluding trade finance) totaled $417 million in 2011, down from a high of $550 
million in 2010 ($72 million in 2009). Commitments (excluding trade finance) totaled $46 million 
(nil in 2010).  

 
76. Approvals by country group and sector distribution. In 2011, the country groups 
with the PRC and India, and the energy sector, dominate approvals. 

 

 
                                                
 
27  Gross approvals before dropped investments (or called droppages) and cancellations.  
28  The 2011 equity approvals do not include the sovereign ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) 

Infrastructure Fund ($150 million). This figure is based on gross approvals (before droppages and cancellations). 
Net equity approvals, as reported in the Annual Report 2011, totaled $89 million.  
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(i) The country group29

(ii) The dominant countries continues to be the PRC and India with an increasing 
share of approvals over the past 2 years ($863 million in 2011), followed by 
countries in Group B without India ($559 million in 2011). 

 and sector profiles of approvals in 2011 continued to be 
broadly in line with those of previous years. 

(iii) Countries in Group A received significant approvals in 2011 ($350 million, up 
from $8 million in 2010), and regional approvals dropped significantly ($84 million 
in 2011, down from $475 million in 2010). 

(iv) The energy sector continues to dominate with an increasing share of approvals 
over the past 2 years ($1,462 million in 2011), followed by transport and 
information and communication technology ($299 million in 2011).   

(v) Approvals in the green energy sector (hydro and renewable energy) have 
increased significantly over the past 5 years and constituted the largest share of 
the energy sector approvals in 2011 ($712 million or 49%), followed by energy 
services ($580 million or 40%) (Figure 18). 
 

 
 
77. Commitments by country group and sector distribution. The country and sector 
profiles are similar with those for approvals. 
   

(i) For commitments the country group profile is fairly similar to the approvals profile, 
but the dominance of India and PRC has been less pronounced since 2009.  

(ii) For commitments, the sector profile is also fairly similar to the approvals profile 
with a dominant energy sector and a rapidly increasing green energy subsector. 

 
78. Average financing size at approval. The average financing 30

 
                                                
 
29  Group A countries that receive nonsovereign project assistance from ADB are Afghanistan, Cambodia, Lao 

People’s Democratic Republic, the Maldives, Mongolia, Nepal, Samoa, Solomon Islands, and Tajikistan. Group B 
countries are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Georgia, India, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Sri Lanka, 
Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. Group C countries are the PRC, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, the Philippines, and 
Thailand.  

 size per investment 
company at approval increased from $47 million to $97 million during 2007–2011. The 
percentage of financing above $100 million also doubled during this period from 18% to 36% 
(Figure 19).   

30  ADB’s investments include equity investments, loans, and guarantees.  
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Figure 18: Energy Sector Approvals 2007–2011 

Energy - Green Energy - Conventional Energy - Services 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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79. Outstanding portfolio by product, sector, and country concentration. Total 
outstanding portfolio increased in 2011 and of which, loans had the largest share of the 
outstanding portfolio. The sector and country concentrations were fairly stable. 
  

(i) The outstanding portfolio at the end of 2011 totaled $4,514 million, up 5% from 
2010. 

(ii) Loans continue to have the largest share of the outstanding portfolio. 
Outstanding loans (including debt securities) totaled $2,771 million ($2,403 
million at the end of 2010), outstanding equities at carrying value31

(iii) Sector concentrations have also remained fairly stable at about 90% of the 
outstanding portfolio for the top two sectors (energy and finance); energy was 
$2,401 million and finance was $1,609 million (including trade finance, $588 
million).   

 was $971 
million ($1,108 million at year-end 2010), and outstanding guarantees was $773 
million ($791 million at year-end 2010) (Figure 20). 

(iv) Country concentrations have remained fairly stable over the past 5 years at 
about 50% of the outstanding portfolio for the top three countries and about 66% 
for the top five countries. The top five countries are: India ($867 million), the PRC 
($837 million), Indonesia ($534 million), Pakistan ($378 million), and Viet Nam 
($344 million). 

 

 
                                                
 
31  Carrying value is the value at which an equity is carried on the balance sheet. It depends on the accounting 

method used (cost, equity, or fair value).   
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80. Committed portfolio. The total committed portfolio increased in 2011.  
 

(i) The total committed portfolio at the end of 2011 stood at $5,738 million, up from 
$5,276 million at the end of 2010, a 9% increase (Appendix 4) 

(ii) Total committed loans totaled $3.6 billion ($3 billion in 2010), committed equities 
(at carrying value) totaled $1.3 billion ($1.4 billion in 2010), and committed 
guarantees totaled $877 million ($850 million in 2010). 

 
81. Droppages and cancellations. Droppages 32 and cancellations 33

 

 in 2011 were only 
about a third of the total in 2010.  

(i) Droppages and cancellations in 2011 were lower totaling $122 million, down from 
$332 million in 2010.    

(ii) Loan droppages34

(iii) Loan cancellations were $20 million ($7 million in 2010), guarantee cancellations 
were nil in 2011 ($3 million in 2010), and equity cancellations were $5 million (nil 
in 2010) (Figure 21).  

 were $18 million in 2011 ($230 million in 2010), guarantee 
droppages were $50 million ($72 million in 2010), and equity droppages were 
$29 million ($20 million in 2010). 

(iv) Over the past 5 years loan droppages have averaged 15% of approvals, equity 
droppages 13%, and guarantee droppages 23%. However, droppage levels were 
significantly reduced in 2011.  

(v) Over the past 5 years loan cancellations have averaged 6% of commitments and 
equity cancellations 3%. These are relatively low cancellation levels. 

(vi) For loans, the majority of droppages (71%) was due to disagreement on terms 
and/or availability of alternative financing. For equities, the majority of droppages 
(44%) was due to sponsor issues.35

 
                                                
 
32  “Droppage” is another term for “dropped investment,” an investment that was approved by ADB’s Board of 

Directors but failed to reach a signed agreement. 

  For guarantees, the majority of droppages 

33  “Cancellation” is another term for “cancelled investment,” which is the undisbursed, committed balance of an 
investment (loan, equity, or guarantee) cancelled by ADB and the consent of the investee company, if required. 

34  A droppage or dropped investment is reflected in the year it was dropped. 
35  Among the sponsor issues were: change in project scope, lack of financing, and sponsor’s poor performance. 
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Figure 20: Outstanding Portfolio 2007–2011 (at Year-End) 

Loans (Includes debt securities) Equities (at carrying value) Guarantees (off balance sheet) 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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(64%) was also because of borrower issues. 36

 

 For both loans and equities 
cancellations, the vast majority of cancellations (86% for loans and 93% for 
equities) were because of borrower and/or sponsor issues. 

 
 

82. Direct value-added commercial cofinancing. There was a considerable increase in 
direct value-added commercial cofinancing in 2011, mostly because of a 54% increase in trade 
finance cofinancing (to $2,381 million) and the close-to-fourfold increase in parallel loans (to 
$1,623 million) (Figure 22). As a result, total direct value-added commercial cofinancing 37

 

 
amounted to $4,214 million, a 79% increase over 2010, and total approvals (ADB plus parallel 
loans and cofinancing) increased 51% in 2011 to $6,340 million. 

 
                                                
 
36  Among the borrower issues were: change in project scope, lack of financing, borrower’s poor performance.   
37  The measurement of direct value-added cofinancing was refined in 2010 and clarified further in 2012. The 2010 

and 2011 figures were based on the refined methodology.  
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Figure 21: Droppages and Cancellations 2007–2011 

Loans Dropped Equities Dropped Guarantees Dropped 
Loans Cancelled Equities Cancelled Guarantees Cancelled 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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83. Trade finance program. The Trade Finance Program (TFP) is a unique program in the 
context of ADB's NSO operations, given its short-term and revolving nature. 
 

(i) In 2011, the TFP generated guarantee income of $9.8 million on an average 
outstanding amount of $521 million.   

(ii) There were no defaults or losses on any of the 1,803 transactions supported by 
the TFP in 2011, over 90% of which were in ADF countries.  The program 
assumed $1.1 billion in risk on a cumulative basis throughout 2011; at the same 
time, it mobilized $2.4 billion in private sector financing.  

(iii) The TFP supported $3.5 billion in trade, mostly in ADF countries, with relatively 
few ADB resources and little exposure. 

 
84. Nonsovereign operations public versus private sector. In ADB’s nonsovereign public 
sector operations, project approvals and commitments progressed in 2011, but the total 
outstanding portfolio was still modest compared with the private sector portfolio. 
  

(i) Total NSO public sector project approvals in 2011 was $600 million (a total of 3 
projects), up from $250 million (1 project). The total NSO public sector project 
commitments (investment agreements signed) during 2011 was $100 million (nil 
in 2010).  

(ii) The total outstanding portfolio of NSO public sector projects was $0.2 billion at 
year-end 2011. Compared to the total outstanding NSO private sector portfolio of 
4.3 billion, the NSO public sector portfolio is too small to merit separate analysis 
of the quality and financial performance in this report. In addition, there were no 
impairments or write-offs of NSO public sector investments in 2011.    

 
85. Credit risk ratings and risk transfers. The credit risk rating of the outstanding loan and 
guarantee portfolio improved in 2011, and additional loan and guarantee risk was off-loaded. 
  

(i) The weighted average risk rating (WARR) of the outstanding loan and guarantee 
portfolio strengthened further from 7.1 (BB) at the fourth quarter (Q4) 2010 to 6.3 
(BB+) at Q4 2011.  

0.87 
1.78 

0.44 1.05 1.60 0.38 
0.10 

0.07 
0.55 

0.42 
0.08 

0.12 

0.22 
0.24 0.11 0.003 0.01 

0.43 
0.57 

0.28 

0.32 
0.20 

0.48 
1.62 1.55 

2.38 

1.75 
2.57 

1.01 

4.20 

6.34 

0.00 

1.00 

2.00 

3.00 

4.00 

5.00 

6.00 

7.00 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

$ 
bi

lli
on

 
Figure 22: Total Approvals plus Direct Value-Added Cofinancing 

2007–2011 

ADB loans ADB guarantees ADB Equity Technical Assistance 
B Loans Parallel Loans TF Cofinancing 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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(ii) During 2011, an additional $97 million of loan risk and $219 million of guarantee 
risk was off-loaded. At year-end 2011, a total of $665 million of loan risk on 7 
loans and $221 million of guarantee risk on 21 guarantees had been off-loaded, 
mainly to development banks and reinsurance companies with credit ratings no 
lower than A−.   
 

B. Portfolio Performance by Key Indicator 

[This information contains sensitive financial information subject to disclosure 
restrictions per paragraph 97, exception (viii) of ADB's Public Communications Policy 
(2011). 

C. Portfolio Analysis 

 [This information contains sensitive financial information subject to disclosure 
restrictions per paragraph 97, exception (viii) of ADB's Public Communications  Policy 
(2011). 
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DATA COMPOSITION AND PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

 
1. The sovereign active portfolio 1  analyzed in the annual portfolio performance report 
(APPR) comprises: (i) loans and grants financed from ordinary capital resources (OCR), the 
Asian Development Fund, other special funds,2 or cofinanced funds;3

 

 (ii) technical assistance 
(TA) funded by the Asian Development Bank or from other special funds or cofinanced funds; 
and (iii) equity investments and guarantees financed from OCR. This APPR analyzes the 
sovereign portfolio using key portfolio performance indicators, across four aspects of the 
portfolio, with different levels of aggregation for 2011 and compares this to 2010 and for the 5 
years since 2007.  

Portfolio Performance Indicators 

 
  Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
2. To show the differences in performance, the portfolio indicators are disaggregated by 
country (the 10 largest recipients, particularly the larger and faster growing portfolios), sector, 
financing source (the Asian Development Fund, OCR), and financing instrument (project loan or 
grant, or multitranche financing facility individual projects).4 Policy-based loans and grants are 
reported in the aggregate but are excluded from the portfolio performance by key indicators and 
portfolio analysis because of their unique processing and implementation characteristics. 5

 

 
Finally, in the absence of a TA performance reporting system, an assessment of the 
performance of the TA portfolio could not be carried out. 

 
                                                
 
1  Active products are those products that entered the portfolio in 2011 (through approval) and exited (through closure 

and cancellation), as well as active products that remained active throughout the year. 
2  Including the Asian Tsunami Fund, the Japan Special Fund, the ADB Institute, the Pakistan Earthquake Fund, the 

Asia Pacific Disaster Response Fund, the Regional Cooperation and Integration Fund, and the Climate Change 
Fund. 

3  Excluding partially administered funds, parallel cofinancing, and manually monitored loan-related grants. 
4  Conclusions or observations derived from slicing the portfolio into small samples from a population with potentially 

large variability in the characteristics being measured should be treated with caution, as it is not possible to 
assume that they sufficiently represent the true values of the overall population. 

5  These include rapid processing and disbursement, and an absence of contracts.  

4. Project Performance 

 Projects with implementation risks  Projects with 30% disbursment 

3. Product Adjustments 

Extensions Cancellations 

2. Disbursement 

Disbursement Ratio Disbursement profiles 

1. Contracts 

Contract Award Ratio Contract  efficiency 
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3. The data used in the analysis came from the Central Operations Services Office, the 
eOperations (eOps) project management information system, the Controller’s Department, the 
Office of Cofinancing Operations, and other special studies. 6  While ADB’s management 
information system has been project based since 2010, the portfolio indicators are still product 
based because separate legal agreements apply to loans and grants financing a project, and 
contracts disbursement is recorded against a product not a project. 7

 

 Therefore, the APPR 
applies portfolio performance indicators to sets of products and to projects when applicable. 
This distinction is made in the text. 

4. The nonsovereign operation (NSO) portfolio is analyzed using different indicators and 
analytical frameworks from the sovereign portfolio. The NSO portfolio comprises loans, equity 
investments, and guarantees, financed with OCR funds. The APPR presents the 2011 
performance of the portfolio and trends in value, growth, composition, quality, and financial 
performance since 2007, for each product. The effectiveness and efficiency of project 
processing by the Private Sector Operations Department is also analyzed. Data from the 
Central Operations Services Office, the Controller’s Department, the Office of Risk Management, 
the Office of Cofinancing Operations, and the Private Sector Operations Department were used 
in the NSO analysis.    
 

 
                                                
 
6  These include special studies from the Central Operations Services Office on (i) external implementation risks, (ii) 

delegation and its impact on implementation, and (iii) the complexity and implementation performance of 
agriculture projects.  

7   A project, which has a unique outcome and outputs, may be financed with one or more loans, grants, TA projects, 
equity investments, or guarantees, each of which is classified as a separate product. 
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GLOSSARY 

A.  Sovereign Operations 

Active portfolio Covers sovereign loans from ordinary capital resources (OCR) and 
the Asian Development Fund (ADF), grants (ADF, other special 
funds), technical assistance (TA) (Technical Assistance Special 
Fund and other special funds), and sovereign guarantees 
approved and not financially closed. 

Advance contracting Process for procuring goods and related services and works, up to 
the stage of Asian Development Bank (ADB) approval of the 
executing agency’s recommendation for award of contract before 
the effective date of the financing agreement. 

Average age Average time from approval date of loan, grant, or TA to the 
reporting cutoff date of 31 December (i.e., cutoff date less approval 
date) of active loans, grants, or TAs.  

Average age from effectivity is the average time from the date of 
effectivity to the reporting cutoff date of 31 December (i.e., cutoff 
date less effective date) of active and effective loans, grants, or 
TAs. 

Cancellation Reduction of principal amount of loan/grant in part (partial 
cancellation), or in full (full cancellation).  

Closing date (loan) or loan 
closure 

The date after which ADB may terminate the right of the borrower 
to make withdrawals from the loan account. Expenditures incurred 
after the loan closing date will not be financed under the loan. 

Cofinancing or project 
cofinancing 

The shared financing with a third party (other than the project 
sponsors) on a transaction-specific basis for a project (e.g., loan or 
TA) or program associated with ADB funds, risk taking or 
administrative involvement. Cofinancing has two sources: official 
and commercial cofinancing. 

Commercial cofinancing Commercial direct value-added (DVA) cofinancing instruments 
include guarantees issued by ADB, B loans, risk transfer 
arrangements, trade finance transactions supported by Trade 
Finance Program, and parallel equity commitments to funds where 
ADB may participate as a shareholder of the general partner.  

Contract award and 
commitment ratio 

The ratio of contract awarded or the actual commitment (for 
financial intermediation loans) during the year over the value 
available for contract or commitment awards at the beginning of 
the year. (The opening balance of the value available for contract 
award and commitment of a period includes the value of the 
contracts and commitments to be awarded under newly approved 
loans during that period). 
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Contracting efficiency Contract size (total contract amount awarded regardless of 
financing source) divided by the number of days between product 
effectiveness and contract signing. 

Delegated portfolio Projects administered by resident missions regardless of 
originating division. 

Direct value-added (DVA) 
cofinancing 

Cofinancing with active coordination and formal agreements 
among financing partners that bring about defined client benefits, 
including contractual commitments by ADB (such as for credit 
enhancement, syndication, or financial administration) to facilitate 
mobilization, administration, or participation in cofinancing.  

Disbursement ratio  Ratio of total disbursement in a given year or period to the net 
amount available at the beginning of the year or period, plus loans 
and grants that have become effective during the year or period, 
less cancellations made during the year or period. 

Discrete (non-DVA) 
cofinancing  

Cofinancing that is processed independently by the financing 
parties with little or no cofinancing coordination (the executing 
agency or project sponsor deals separately with each financing 
party) and limited direct influence by ADB on the decision-making 
process of the financing partner. 

Effective date The date upon which ADB dispatches to the borrower and/or 
recipient notice of ADB’s acceptance of evidence supporting the 
satisfaction of loan/grant effectiveness conditions as set out in the 
loan/grant agreement. 

Entry ratio Net growth of the portfolio (approvals less cancellations less 
closures) against new approvals. 

Exit ratio Annual flow of projects leaving the portfolio (closures plus 
cancellations) against new approvals. 

First contract award The contract signing date of the earliest contract awarded (nature 
of contract covers construction, goods, fellowship, consulting 
services, turnkey). 

Grant Non-TA instrument provided for investment support or policy-
based support. 

Imprest account Fund provided by ADB to the executing and/or implementing 
agency in advance (replenished from time to time as necessary) 
for financing eligible expenditures to help the borrower reduce 
cash flow difficulties thereby facilitating project implementation. 

Loan closure rate Annual closures as a percentage of the annual opening active 
portfolio balance. 
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Loans with extension Active loans where the extension of loan closing date was 
approved by ADB. 

Modality Involves the specific application of instruments (loan, equity 
investment, grant, project cofinancing, and guarantee) classified as 
investment support, policy-based support, other budget support 
(countercyclical support facility), or technical and advisory support.  

Official cofinancing Typically grants and loans provided by bilateral and multilateral 
development aid partners.  

Multitranche financing 
facility (MFF) 

ADB financing modality made available to a client to support its 
medium- to long-term investment program or investment plan. 

Periodic financing request 
(PFR) 

Formal request made by the client to ADB to finance a tranche 
under an MFF. For investments to be included in the PFR, they 
must have been technically prepared, financially appraised, and 
processed in compliance with the applicable social and safeguard 
frameworks. 

Product (or instrument) Refers to the generic means of providing or facilitating financing –
debt (mostly loans), equity, guarantees, or grants 

Project A project is defined by its unique design and monitoring framework 
regardless of the number of its financing instruments or sources. 

Refers to a project or program with a common outcome (one 
design and monitoring framework) regardless of which financing 
instrument or financing source ADB has agreed to finance or 
administer.  

Project rating From 2011, projects are rated using the five performance 
indicators: technical, contract awards, disbursement, financial 
management, and safeguards, using a three-level traffic-light rating 
system: green = on track, amber = potential problem, red = actual 
problem (at risk). When two of the five indicators are rated at risk, 
the project will be at risk. 

Project administration 
missions  

Project inception, special project administration, project review, 
project reappraisal, and midterm review missions. 

Project processing  Prior to the 2010 streamlined business process, it is the period 
from fact-finding to the product effectiveness. For projects with 
project preparatory TA fact-finding, the project preparatory TA fact-
finding date is used. 

For projects under streamlined business process, it is from the 
approval of the concept paper to product effectiveness. 

Project implementation Period between product effectiveness and actual closing date. 
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Retroactive financing ADB's approval to reimburse eligible project expenditures incurred 
prior to the effective date of the financing agreement. 

Sovereign loans Loans extended to the government or guaranteed by the 
government. 

Special funds resources Asian Development Fund, Technical Assistance Special Fund, 
Japan Special Fund, Asian Tsunami Fund, Pakistan Earthquake 
Fund, Regional Cooperation and Integration Fund, Climate 
Change Fund, Asia Pacific Disaster Response Fund, and Asian 
Development Bank Institute Special Fund.  

Technical assistance (TA) 
grant 

TA operations contribute to the achievement of country and 
regional development objectives. They facilitate the flow of 
development finance to developing member countries (DMCs) and 
its efficient use by recipients within DMCs to improve their 
development capacity. TA is classified as capacity development, 
policy advisory, project preparatory, or research and development. 

Tranche (MFF) Loan, grant, guarantee, or ADB-administered cofinancing for a 
project or a component under the MFF. 

Turnover ratio Total liquidated amount over the time-weighted average fund 
balance for 12 months. 

Undisbursed balance Net loan and/or grant amount less cumulative disbursement of 
active and effective loans and/or grants. 

 
B.  Nonsovereign Operations 
 
Cancelled investment Undisbursed, committed balance of an equity investment, loan, or 

guarantee cancelled by the mutual consent of ADB and an 
investee company. Also called a “cancellation.” 

Carrying value (of an 
equity) 

Value at which an equity is carried on the balance sheet. The 
carrying value depends on the accounting method used (cost 
method, equity method, or fair value method).   

Collective loss allowance An allowance for existing probable losses resulting from risks that 
cannot be identified with specific investments. Also called 
“unallocated allowance.” 

Committed investment An investment approved by ADB’s Board of Directors for which the 
investment agreement has been signed by the investee company 
and ADB. Also called a “commitment.” 

Committed portfolio The committed portfolio consists of outstanding balances plus 
undisbursed balances.  

Default status A loan in default is a loan on which payments (principal, interest, or 
fees) are overdue by more than 1 day. 

Disbursed investment Investment with an outstanding loan or equity balance. 
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Dropped investment An investment approved by ADB’s Board of Directors that has 
failed to become a signed agreement. Also called a “droppage.” 

Equity income Income from equity investments, including dividends and realized 
capital gains. 

Fair value (of an equity) Current market value (i.e., realizable sales value) of an equity. For 
a listed and liquid equity, this is the current market price on a 
public exchange. For an unlisted equity and listed but illiquid 
equity, this is an estimate of realizable sales value based on 
valuation methods. 

Historical cost (of an 
equity) 

The amount ADB originally paid to acquire an equity. 

Impairment status A loan in impairment status is a loan with a probable loss against 
which a specific loan loss allowance was established. 

Internal rate of return A measure of an investment’s financial performance over the entire 
holding period. The internal rate of return takes into account both 
the amount and timing of disbursements and cash receipts. In the 
case of an outstanding equity investment, an estimated valuation 
of the investment is included as an element in calculating the 
internal rate of return. 

Loan loss provision The charge against income that is the net result of increases and 
decreases in loan loss allowances on specific investments, plus 
the increase or decrease in collective loan loss allowance. 

Loss allowance The accumulation of charges to income made to accommodate 
significant and relatively permanent declines in the value of 
specific investments (specific loss allowances) and to cover 
portfolio risks that cannot be identified with specific investments 
(collective loss allowance). 

Nonaccrual status Transactions in arrears for more than 180 days where ADB 
recognizes interest income on a cash basis and no longer on an 
accrual basis. 

Nonaccruing loan A loan on which interest and/or principal is overdue more than 180 
days and on which collection is not anticipated in the near future. 

Nonperforming loan A loan with interest in non-accrual status or in default with overdue 
payments. 

Outstanding guarantee A committed guarantee for which the underlying instrument has 
been issued and that is earning fees for the risks being 
guaranteed. Also called an “executed guarantee.” 

Prepaid loan A loan paid in full ahead of the original amortization schedule. 

Principal in arrears Loan principal repayments that are overdue. 

Private equity Equity investment in a company whose shares are not traded on a 
public exchange. 

Publicly traded equity Equity investment in a company whose shares are traded on a 
public exchange. 
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Realized (capital) gain Profit from the sale of an equity investment, being the difference 
between the sales proceeds and the carrying value on the balance 
sheet. 

Restructuring (of a loan) Significant change in loan agreement terms as a result of a 
financial restructuring of a borrower. Changes may involve change 
in amortization period, change in interest rate, forgiveness of 
overdue interest and charges, partial write-off of principal, or 
conversion into equity, etc. 

Return (portfolio) Portfolio income, representing total income before imputed cost of 
funds or capital and all expenses, divided by the average 
outstanding portfolio for the year (calculated either before or after 
specific loan loss provisions and charges). 

Total committed portfolio Committed (disbursed and undisbursed) loans, debts securities, 
and equity investments net of repayments, prepayments, sales, 
and cancellations. 

Undisbursed portfolio Committed but not yet disbursed loans, debt securities, and equity 
investments. 
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PORTFOLIO PERFORMANCE BY KEY INDICATORS 
1. This section describes in more detail the key portfolio performance indicators across the 
four aspects of active project portfolio financed by loans and/or grants, comparing their status in 
2011 with 2010 and trends since 2007. The data excludes policy-based operations. 
 
A. Loan Financed Contracts Amounts 
 

1. Contracts less than $10 million  

2. In 2011, 97% of all contracts were less than $10 million, accounting for 39% of the total 
value ($3.7 billion). Compared to 2007, the total number of contracts awarded under $10 million 
in 2011 dropped by 7% from 5,797 to 5,394, but since 2007 the total value of these contracts 
rose by 12% from $3.3 billion to $3.7 billion in 2011. The average contract value has increased 
by 9% to $620,000 from $570,000 in 2007. In both 2011 and 2010, 83% of contracts were under 
$1 million (of which 75% are under $500,000) and a further 11% were under $3 million. Only 3% 
of contracts were between $5 million and $10 million. This finding confirms the continued 
relevance of the Good Project Implementation Practice recommendation that there should be 
fewer and larger contracts.1

 
 

3. Although the proportion of contracts in the top seven countries (Bangladesh, the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC), India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam) 
remained reasonably constant, it is higher than the size of their portfolios (75%), confirming 
slower contract award ratios in the other three top 10 countries (Afghanistan, Nepal, and 
Uzbekistan). Between 2007 and 2011, the PRC and India have consistently had the highest 
annual value of contracts (fluctuating around 20% each per year, which is consistent with their 
portfolio share) but not always the highest number of contracts per year (confirming their bigger 
contracts). Indonesia consistently had the lowest by number (about 7%) and value (about 6%). 
Bangladesh consistently had about 10% by number and 9% by value except for a peak of 17% 
in 2009. Pakistan had a similar proportion of contracts to Bangladesh except for 2009 and 2010 
because of the effect of portfolio restructuring. Both the number and value of contracts in Viet 
Nam fluctuated annually and reached no higher than Bangladesh’s in its best year despite Viet 
Nam’s much higher share of the portfolio.  
 
4. In the agriculture sector, 31% of contracts were in the water-based natural resources 
management subsector, while the balance was fairly evenly spread across the other subsectors. 
In education, the pre-primary and basic education subsector dominated. In the water sector, the 
urban sector development subsector had almost half the contracts with the balance in the water 
supply and sanitation, and waste management subsectors. However, there was considerable 
variation within these sectors.  
 

6. Contracts more than $10 million  

5. In 2011, the 146 contracts over $10 million had a value of $5.6 billion, compared to 137 
contracts valued at $4.5 billion in 2010. Both the annual number and value have fluctuated since 
2007 when 155 contracts were awarded with a total value of $4 billion, peaking in 2009 when 
176 contracts valued at $5.7 billion were awarded. In 2011, 62% of contracts were valued from 
 
                                                
 
1 ADB. 2010. Good Project Implementation Practice: Report of the Implementation Working Group. Manila 
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$10 million to $25 million (46% in 2010), and a further 23% were valued from $25 million to $50 
million (38% in 2010). The average contract value increased by 35% from $26 million in 2007 to 
$35.3 million in 2008 and has remained reasonably constant since ($35.1 million in 2011).  
 
6. The proportion of energy and transport sector contracts has remained constant since 
2008 when the value of energy sector contracts jumped to 34% from 10% in 2007, and the 
proportion of transport contracts dropped to 52% from 75% in 2007. The proportion of contracts 
by number has followed a similar trend in these two sectors. In 2011, 75% by number and 83% 
by value of all contracts awarded were almost evenly spread across four countries (Bangladesh, 
the PRC, India, and Viet Nam). The PRC’s proportion by both number and value has been 
steadily dropping from a high in 2007 of 45% by number and 55% by value. The value of 
contracts in India has steadily risen since 2007 from 17% to 22% with the exception of 2008 
when it dropped sharply to 5%. The number and value of contracts in Viet Nam rose 
considerably in 2009 after being quite low in 2007 and 2008; they both dropped in 2010 but rose 
again in 2011.  

 
B. Loan Financed Contract  Processing Time 
 
7. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) took only slightly less time to prior review 
subsequent contracts than the first contract, and executing agencies took more time to conduct 
post reviews than prior reviews. 
 
8. Under prior review, executing agencies took the same time to process subsequent 
contracts and first construction contracts but slightly more time for subsequent goods contracts. 
Further, executing agencies take more time to process subsequent construction contracts using 
post review procedures when ADB’s advice is not required than for prior review procedures. 
This finding is counterintuitive and requires further detailed analysis. Also, the time it took ADB 
to process subsequent contracts (35% of the total time) was only slightly less than the first 
contract (38% of the total time). Prior review procedures apply to all international competitive 
bidding (ICB) contracts. For goods contracts using ICB, executing agencies took more time for 
subsequent contracts than for the first contract, while ADB took less time. 
 
9. For ICB goods contracts by country, Viet Nam took almost three times longer than the 
PRC to process contracts, and ADB took over 54% of the total time, compared with about 20% 
in both the PRC and Pakistan (Table A3.1).   

 
Table A3.1: Median Processing Time of ICB Goods Contract by Country 

Country 
Median Processing Time (months)a 

Total EA ADB 
PRC 4.9 3.8 1.1 
Pakistan 9.0 6.8 2.1 
    Viet Nam 14.0 6.4 7.6 
Total 8.8 6.3 2.6 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PRC = People’s Republic of China, EA = executing agency, 
ICB = international competitive bidding. 
a The data in Table A3.3 (page 52) is for subsequent contracts only. 
Source: ADB Central Operations Services Office survey. 

 
10. As expected, country characteristics influence both executing agencies’ and ADB 
processing time (Table A3.2). While Sri Lanka’s executing agencies took 80% of the total time 
to contract construction projects, ADB took only 20%, which suggests that the quality of 
documents submitted for no objection was relatively sound. Conversely, for construction 
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contracts in Viet Nam, ADB took 62% of the total time compared to 38% by executing agencies, 
suggesting the opposite. Further, once post review was used, executing agencies in Sri Lanka 
and Viet Nam reduced their processing time considerably; however, in Bangladesh, the PRC, 
and India, the executing agency processing time under post review was longer (almost twice in 
the case of the PRC) than for prior review. Further study is required to understand why these 
prior and post review times were so different. 
 

Table A3.2: Comparative Median Processing Time of NCB Contracts by Country, 
Nature of Procurement, and Type of Review 

 
  Prior Review (months) Post Review (months) 
Country Construction Goods Construction Goods 
  Total EA ADB Total EA ADB EA EA 
Bangladesh 4.8 3.3 1.5 6.4 3.6 2.9 3.7 2.8 
PRC 4.1 2.3 1.8 2.9 2.0 1.0 4.4 2.2 
India 6.6 4.1 2.5 

  
  4.1 

 Sri Lanka 11.9 9.2 2.6 2.3 2.0 0.3 4.2 2.9 
Viet Nam 8.9 3.4 5.5 4.2 3.4 0.9 2.8 

 Total 5.1 3.4 2.8 3.9 3.0 1.2 3.8 2.7 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, PRC = People’s Republic of China, EA = executing agency, NCB = national 
competitive bidding 
Source: ADB Central Operations Services Office survey. 

 
11. Across the three sectors in the study, the total time to process prior review construction 
contracts for the transport sector was almost twice that of the other sectors, and ADB took over 
65% of this time (Table A3.3). Further, executing agencies take almost three times as long to 
process transport construction contracts, and 1 month longer for water construction and goods 
contracts under post review and prior review procedures. Further study is required to 
understand the reasons behind these findings. Further, the time taken by executing agencies 
and ADB was very similar for the water and transport sectors; ADB processed energy sector 
submissions quicker. While agriculture submissions were the fastest for executing agencies to 
evaluate, they were the slowest for ADB to process. Together, Central Operations Services 
Office and Office of the General Counsel took 28% of ADB’s average total processing time,2

 

 
spending less than half the time on final submissions than on draft submissions from across all 
sectors. 

Table A3.3: Comparative Median Processing Time of NCB Contracts by Sector, 
Nature of Procurement, and Type of Review 

 

Sector 

Prior Review (months) Post Review (months) 
Construction Goods Construction Goods 

Total EA ADB Total EA ADB EA EA 
Agriculture 5.1 3.4 1.7 4.2 3.4 0.9 3.1 

 Transport 8.9 3.1 5.8 
   

8.7 
 Water  4.6 2.9 1.7 2.3 2.0 0.3 3.9 2.7 

Total 5.1 3.4 1.8 3.9 3.0 0.8 3.9 2.7 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, EA = executing agency. 
Source: ADB Central Operations Services Office survey. 

 

 
                                                
 
2  The time is evenly split between these two offices. 
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C. Contracting Efficiency  
 

12. Despite the maintenance of the contract award and commitment ratio over 2010 (Figure 
5), contracting efficiency—defined as the average contract size divided by the number of days 
required to sign a contract from product effectiveness—increased by 21% in 2011 over 2010 
and by 80% from 2007 to 2011 (Figure 6). This translates to an average of $1,050 per day being 
awarded in 2007 compared with $1,850 per day in 2011. The larger average size of loans made 
the improvement in the contract award ratio even more significant. The increased efficiency 
reflects higher average contract values, reductions in the time to contract, or both.  
 
13. Contract award and commitment ratio, and contract efficiency differ by country because 
of the nature of contracts and the composition of the country portfolio by sector, modality, and 
funding source as follows:  
 

(i) The contract efficiency of products with smaller value contracts, a higher 
proportion of Asian Development Fund financing, or a lower proportion of 
construction contracts was lower than for other products. 

(ii) Contract efficiency of Ordinary Capital Resources-only countries compared with 
ADF-only countries was seven times higher for all contracts and four times higher 
for the first contract (Figure A3.1). 

(iii) Contract efficiency by sector is influenced by product value, contract numbers, 
value, and funding source: 
(a) Sectors with high growth and OCR funding are more efficient in 

contracting. 
(b) The contract awards ratio for energy sector products has improved from 

26% in 2010 to 31% in 2011.  
(c) The contract awards ratio for transport products declined by 6% to 24%, 

continuing its declining trend from 37% in 2009.  
(d) The contract awards ratio for water products in 2011 declined to 23% 

(from 29% in 2010), while agriculture products increased to 18% (from 
16% in 2010). 

(iv) The contract award ratio is 35% higher for OCR then ADF products, and the 
contracting time for OCR products was faster than for ADF products, despite 
their larger contract value. Further, compared to 2010, OCR and ADF contracting 
remained constant (Figure A3.2), after a sharp improvement in OCR contracting 
times from 2007–2009 to 2010. As a result, contracting OCR products was 10 
times more efficient than contracting ADF products (Figure A3.3).  

(v) The contract awards ratio for Multitranche Financing Facility tranches has 
steadily increased from 2007, overtaking the contract awards ratio of non-MFF 
products (Figure A3.4). 

(vi) Construction contracts were of higher value and awarded quicker than other 
types. 
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D. Disbursement Ratio 
 

14. The disbursement ratio for the project loan and grant portfolio remained stable in 2011 at 
almost 20%3

 

 (Figure A3.5) with disbursement performance varying by country, modality, funding 
source, and sector. To measure disbursement performance, disbursement profiles by country, 
modality, funding source, and sector have been developed to show the actual average 
cumulative disbursements by age over the period 2006–2011. The cumulative disbursement 
percentage as a proportion of the net amount at the end of 2011 was averaged for all products, 
loans, and grants (projects, technical assistances, sector products only) at the same age from 
the effectiveness birthday of each product. 

 
                                                
 
3  Differences in disbursement ratios between Development Effectiveness Report and Annual Portfolio Performance 

Report are because of the different data sets used in the two reports: the DEfR only includes OCR and ADF 
financing and includes program loans; the APPR includes all OCR, ADF, Other Special Funds, cofinancing, and 
excludes program loans and/or grants, which have a quite different disbursement profile to investment projects. 
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Figure A3.1: Contract Awards  
by Funding Source 

ADF OCR Total 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary 
capital resources. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.2: Time to Contract  
by financing 

ADF OCR 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary 
capital resources. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.3: Contracting 
Efficiency by Financing  

- All Contracts  

ADF OCR 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary 
capital resources. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.4: MFF  tranches vs. 
Non-MFF Contract Awards Ratio 

MFF NON_MFF Grand Total 

MFF = multitranche financing  facility. 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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15. The overall disbursement ratio of the 10 largest portfolios significantly influences ADB’s 
project disbursement ratio. Among the 10 largest portfolios, the disbursment ratio of four 
countries (the PRC, India, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka) was the same or above the ADB average 
(20%). Afghanistan had the lowest disbursement ratio at 8%. The five other countries 
(Bangladesh, Nepal, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam) had moderate to low disbursement 
ratios (Figure A3.6). Afghanistan’s portfolio is above the average age, but its implementation 
faces significant security and capacity constraints.  
 
16. In 2011, the total value of disbursements increased by 14%, to $6.3 billion over 2010, 
together with the undisbursed, which increased by 1% over 2010 to 53% ($25.8 billion). MFF 
products accounted for 29% of the total value of disbursements (up from 20% in 2010). MFF 
and non-MFF products had similar disbursement profiles but with considerable country variance.  

 
17. The 10 largest portfolios can be categorized based on disbursement performance 
(disbursement ratio and the cumulative disbursement at the sixth year of a product’s life) into 
three groups: (a) high disbursement—the PRC, India, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka (≥ 73%); (b) 
moderate disbursement—Pakistan, Nepal, Viet Nam, Bangladesh, and Uzbekistan (53% ≤ x < 
73%); and (c) low disbursement—Afghanistan (<53%) (Figure A3.7). By the end of the sixth 
year, the high disbursing country portfolios reached an overall cumulative disbursement 13% 
higher than the moderate disbursing portfolios and 50% higher than the lowest disbursing 
portfolio. Yet, all countries designed new products to be implemented in the same timeframe of 
5–6 years. 
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Figure A3.5: Disbursement Ratio, Loans and Grants 

Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.6: Disbursement Profile, Ten Largest Portfolios  

Disbursement ratio Undisbursed (%) Average age (years from effectivity) 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, AFG = Afghanistan, BAN = Bangladesh, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, PAK = 
Pakistan, PRC = People's Republic of China, SRI = Sri Lanka, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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18. By age group. An increased proportion of the portfolio’s value was in products aged 0–2 
years from effectiveness, but their disbursement ratio dropped slightly in 2011 from 2010. 
However, this was offset by gains in products aged 3–4 years (30%) and 5–6 years (44%). 
(Figure A3.8) Since 2007, the disbursement ratio for each of these age groups increased by 1% 
for products aged 0–2 years, 3% for products aged 3–4 years, and 10% for products aged 5–6 
years (Figure A3.9). 
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Figure A3.7: Ten Largest Portfolio – Cumulative Disbursement by 
Country,a  

(2006–2011 average) 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, AFG = Afghanistan, BAN = Bangladesh, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, OCR = 
ordinary capital resources, PAK = Pakistan, PRC = People's Republic of China, SRI = Sri Lanka, UZB = 
Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
a Includes loan & grant (project, technical assistance, sector) products only (OCR & ADF only).  
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.8: Ten Largest Portfolio, Disbursement Ratio by Age Group 
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Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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19. By funding source. For products with similar age profiles, the disbursement 
performance of ADF-financed products (disbursement ratio = 16%) was significantly lower than 
for OCR-financed products (disbursement ratio = 21%). The 5 percentage point difference 
between ADF and OCR increased from 1 percentage point in 2008 mostly because of the 
increased performance of OCR-financed products since 2008. The disbursement profile shows 
that OCR loans disburse more at the sixth year of the life of a project than ADF loans, which in 
turn disburse more than ADF grants, and the grants funded by cofinancing and other special 
funds disburse up to 87% of the product amount (Figure A3.10). This was inversely related to 
the processing time of the same products. 
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Figure A3.9: Portfolio Value and Disbursement Ratio  
by Age from Effectivity 
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Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Figure A3.10: Ten Largest Portfolio  - Cumulative Disbursement 
Performance of 2006 to 2011 Effective Loans and Grants a 

OCR ADF Loan ADF Grant Others 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources. 
a Includes project, technical assistance, sector products.  
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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20. By sector. Disbursement performance by sector was influenced by the age of the 
portfolio and the value of contracts, and the first contract relative to product value. The 
disbursement profiles by sector show three groups based on disbursement performance (Figure 
A3.11): 

 
(i) High —finance, health, multisector, public sector management, and transport (≥ 

83%); 
(ii) Moderate —water, education, energy, and agriculture (66% ≤ x < 83%); and 
(iii) Low —industry (<66%).  

 

 

21. Sector disbursement profiles disaggregated by financing source showed better 
disbursement performance in the agriculture and multisector products with ADF-funding, and in 
the transport, energy, and water sectors with OCR-funding. The value of loans and first 
contracts, the number of contracts, country factors and the nature of investments funded by 
ADF and OCR all contributed to these performance differences. 
 
22. Imprest account and turnover ratio. Forty-four percent of the 2011 active products 
had an imprest account. At the end of 2011, over $1 billion had been disbursed into imprest 
accounts. The agriculture (25%), transport (18%), and water (23%) sector products and 
Bangladesh (10%), the PRC (17%), Sri Lanka (12%), and Viet Nam (14%) had the highest 
share of products with imprest accounts. The imprest account turnover ratio4

 

 was stable at 
about 1.5 in 2010 and 2011. The turnover ratio in the agriculture, education, transport, and 
water sectors were above the ADB average. The turnover ratio was highly volatile between 
countries and between 2010 and 2011. 

E. Cancellations 

23. In 2011, product cancellations increased, but the lowest number of extensions since 
2007 was approved. Cancellations from active ($306 million) as opposed to closed ($522 million) 

 
                                                
 
4  The total liquidated amount over the time-weighted average fund balance for 12 months. 
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Figure A3.11: Disbursement Profile by Sector,a 2006–2011 average 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, ANR = agriculture and natural resources, EDU = education, ENE = energy, FIN 
= finance, HSP = health and social protection, IAT = industry and trade, MUL = multisector, OCR = ordinary 
capital resources, TAI = transport and ICT, WMS = water and other municipal infrastructure and services.  
a Includes project, technical assistance, sector products only (OCR- and ADF-funded only).  
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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products accounted for 37% of total cancellations in 2011 compared with 51% in 2010 (Figure 
7). The total cancellations from active products were equivalent to those in 2007 and smaller 
than the cancellations from products closed during the same year (the latter reflect savings from 
financial closing of project accounts. The average cancellation per product of about $9 million 
represented an 88% increase over 2010. Furthermore, cancellations show the following: 
 

(i) 69% of cancellations were for OCR-funded products compared to 22% of ADF-
funded products. This reflects the relative proportion of financing between these 
sources. 

(ii) 85% of cancellations ($704 million) were in the transport, energy, and agriculture 
sectors. 

 
F. Changes in Project and Extensions  

24. Major changes to projects fell from 46 in 2010 to 8 in 2011, while minor changes 
increased from 233 in 2010 to 348 in 2011. This significant variation is because of the revised 
definition of minor and major change in the project administration instructions approved in 2011. 
The lowest number of extensions5

 

 since 2007 were approved in 2011 (28% of products) (Figure 
8). The average length of extensions in 2011 of 25.1 months was almost the same as 2010 
(25.2 months) and 9% longer than 2007 (23.0 months). By funding source and sectors, 
extensions show the following: 

(i) ADF products accounted for 53% of all extensions with an average duration of 24 
months, and 47% of OCR products had extensions averaging 26 months.  

(ii) Transport accounted for 28% of all extensions with an average duration of 27 
months, possibly because of the higher share of civil works contracts in the 
sector. 

  
 

 
 

 

 
                                                
 
5  Loans only. 
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Total NSO Portfolio Growth and Composition 2007–2011 
($ million) 

 
    2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
    

     Approvals Loans 865.3 1,780.2 442.9 1,052.7 1,600.0 
  Guarantees (excluding trade finance) 376.0 100.0 71.8 550.0 416.6 
  Equities 79.8 123.1 220.0 243.0 109.0 
  Total 1,321.0 2,003.3 734.6 1,845.7 2,125.6 
    

     Droppages Loans - 265.0 333.6 230.0 18.0 
  Guarantees - 90.0 135.0 72.9 50.0 
  Equities 5.0 50.0 

 
20.0 29.0 

  Total 5.0 405.0 468.6 322.9 97.0 
    

     Commitments 
(signed)   

Loans 550.2 1,136.9 351.8 557.2 922.4 
Guarantees a 100.0 56.5 58.6 - 46.2 

  Equities 102.3 75.0 130.6 199.3 142.9 
  Total 752.4 1,268.5 540.9 756.5 1,111.5 
    

     Cancellations  Loans 4.6 3.8 166.7 6.8 20.0 
  Guarantees  - - - - - 
  Equities - 15.7 - - 4.5 
  Total 4.6 19.5 166.7 6.8 24.5 
    

     Disbursements Loans 490.6 594.3 448.9 672.8 715.3 
  Equities 115.7 131.2 58.5 192.0 76.7 
  Total 606.3 725.5 507.4 864.8 792.0 
    

     Outstanding 
Balances 
  

Loans (includes debt securities) 1,294.4 1,669.8 1,977.8 2,402.7 2,770.6 
Guarantees (executed, off balance 
sheet ) 498.4 517.4 542.8 791.2 772.7 

  Equities (at carrying value) 808.2 641.4 884.4 1,108.2 970.6 
  Total 2,601.0 2,828.6 3,405.0 4,302.0 4,513.9 
    

     Undisbursed 
Balances  

Loans (off balance sheet) b 464.0 1,075.8 789.7 667.5 818.8 
Equities (off balance sheet) 245.5 173.5 241.7 247.8 301.0 

  Total 709.4 1,249.3 1,031.4 915.3 1,119.8 
    

     Non-Executed 
Commitments Guarantees  (off balance sheet) c 5.3 27.8 69.0 58.6 104.8 
    

     Total Committed 
Portfolio   

Loans 1,758.4 2,745.6 2,767.5 3,070.2 3,589.4 
Guarantees 503.7 545.2 611.8 849.7 877.4 
Equities (at carrying value) 1,053.6 815.0 1,126.2 1,356.0 1,271.7 

  Total 3,315.7 4,105.7 4,505.4 5,275.9 5,738.5 
- = nil 
a   Commitments for partial credit guarantees (PCG) and partial risk guarantees (PRG), excluding the Trade 
Finance Program (TFP) and PCG's revolving guarantees  
b  All signed loans including those that have not yet fulfilled the conditions precedent to disbursement 
c  Non-executed guarantees for PCG and PRG, excluding TFP and PCG's revolving guarantees 
Source: Asian Development Bank data. 
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Total NSO Portfolio Income 2007–2011 
($ million) 

  
 

[This information contains sensitive financial information subject to disclosure 
restrictions per paragraph 97, exception (viii) of ADB's Public Communications Policy 
(2011).] 
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