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VIEWS AND SUGGESTIONS 

I. RBL Program Design 

 

• ADB RBL programs have the ability to leverage and influence far larger 

government programs. The optimal size and balance between ADB financing and 

the overall Government program should be carefully considered. 

• In addition to the specific contribution made by an RBL program to achieving sector 

results, value addition by RBL comes from (i) improving country systems applied to 

the program, with potential demonstration effect; (ii) working with Governments on 

strengthening a result orientation; (iii) making Governments and executing 

ministries or agencies accountable to their own citizens for achieving clearly 

defined program results; (iv) shifting the focus from individual transactions to 

systems; (v) reducing preparation time and transaction costs; and (vi) creating a 

platform whereby a number of development partners can come together to support 

a government program in a coordinated manner, using the same country 

procedures. 

• It may be useful to give staff some guidance on how comprehensive the reference 

government program should be. The flexible interpretation of this feature has 

resulted in widely different concepts, from very structured programs to compilation 

of broad strategic or planning documents to define a program 

• Preliminary screening can be helpful to identify operations that are good 

candidates for use of RBL modality, before much investment has been made in 

either detailed project design or system assessments. Late conversions from one 

to another modality are likely to be more problematic and increase risk. 

• It is important to resist the temptation to apply a project or sector approach to RBL. 

The emphasis must shift upstream from project-specific details to systems. 

Safeguard assessments, economic evaluation, program design require a different 

mindset.  

 

II. RBL Program Assessments 

 

• Assessments of program systems must look at both the legal/regulatory framework 

and their implementation in practice. In many cases, the legal framework is rather 

compatible with ADB requirements, but difficulties emerge in applying these 

frameworks. ADB’s contribution and program action plans can be significant by 

focusing on implementation of country legal frameworks through systems 

associated with an RBL program 

• Fiduciary assessments should include a review of fund flow mechanisms according 

to government systems, to ensure that funding is allocated to the units and levels 

responsible for implementing RBL programs in a timely manner. Timely fund 

allocation by government is necessary to implement RBL activities and procure the 

needed inputs to achieve program results. 
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• National procurement systems are often not too far from ADB requirements, but (i) 

they typically include some national preference or requirement and/or (ii) exclude 

the participation of foreign bidders. If needed, required actions can be elevated to 

disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs).  

• Weaknesses typically found in procurement systems assessments include limited 

advertising, control of qualifications, and weak complaint handling mechanisms. It 

is important for assessments to be program-specific.  

• Country systems as a whole may be inadequate, but at the sector or executing 

agency level there may be enough capacity to allow application of a RBL approach 

even in countries with relatively weaker systems. 

• The thorough assessments required by RBL are useful to strengthen country 

capacity, but resource intensive. There is scope to take fuller advantage of them by 

financing repeat operations or successive tranches of a same program, which 

would only require updates and would allow ADB to support more comprehensively 

the upgrading of program systems. 

 

III. Disbursement-Linked Indicators and Verification Mechanisms 

 

• Good RBL program design relies on clearly identifying a results chain, and an 

underlying “theory of change,” i.e., determining that the achievement of certain 

outputs will produce the desired outcomes. 

• In a number of cases the approach has been harmonized with the World Bank by 

choosing the same or complementary DLIs and making use of each other’s 

assessments as a starting point. 

• While striving to set sufficiently ambitious targets, RBL programs need to 

differentiate between officially stated aspirational objectives, which may be 

politically motivated, and realistically achievable goals. 

• The choice of DLIs must be realistic and consistent with the RBL program duration. 

It should combine output indicators and key program actions with some outcome 

indicators, if possible.  

• Outcome indicators may be easier to achieve within the duration of ADB financing 

in infrastructure programs than in social sector ones. Infrastructure program DLIs, 

however, are not as likely to have a “human face” as they do in social sector RBL. 

In infrastructure programs, the achievement of physical outputs - though not as 

appealing – may be as relevant as number of additional program beneficiaries. 

• Under RBL, ADB will not monitor single transactions (resettlement plans, 

procurement, environmental mitigation plans during construction). Monitoring 

systems that allow macro level oversight and troubleshooting (for example of 

procurement or compensation) may be the most appropriate to spot inconsistent 

application of policies.  

 

IV. Safeguards 

 

• ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) includes both principles and procedural 

elements, which can make it complicated to ensure compliance with SPS without 

becoming prescriptive about how program systems should be applied.  
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• In infrastructure sectors, the exclusion of Category A components suggests that 

programs that promote rehabilitation of existing infrastructure or development of 

small scale infrastructure may be the best candidates for RBL. As an alternative, 

ADB may intervene once larger infrastructure has already been completed by the 

Government under its broader program. 

• In cases where activities with higher potential social or environmental impact are 

excluded from ADB’s RBL program in order not to trigger higher (A or B) safeguard 

classifications use of the RBL modality is possible, but may create reputational risk 

for ADB by association with the broader government program. 

 

V. Program Documentation and Legal Agreements 

 

• There is some redundancy in the current document requirements: results, their 

verification, and remedial measures to upgrade program systems are to some 

extent discussed in five different sections: the Design and Monitoring Framework, 

the results framework, the development linked indicators, the verification protocols, 

and the risk management table. There may be some scope for consolidating the 

presentation and improving clarity in the process. 

• Given the page limits on Report and Recommendations of the President (RRP), 

the linked sector assessments are an important complement that must be read to 

obtain a comprehensive picture of the program, particularly, choice of DLIs. 

• Certification that procurement from member countries is at least as large as ADB 

financing cannot be credibly enforced if there are several decentralized project 

implementation units (e.g. all the states participating in the India Urban Health 

Mission program). A number of workarounds have been found, but there is little 

value added in this requirement. The requirement is easy to meet (any national 

procurement will meet the test), but difficult to prove.  

 
VI. Early Implementation Experience 

 

• Implementation supervision of RBL programs receives the same level of attention 

(two review missions per year) as projects or sector operations. 

• The nature of project implementation supervision changes. There is less of a role 

for project analysts because no procurement review is carried out. Monitoring of 

safeguards and PAP implementation becomes more important, and requires a 

team approach because a diverse set of skills is required.  

• The role of counterpart units in Government is also different, with emphasis on 

coordination, analysis of the compatibility between implementation plans and 

project objectives; and reporting on results 

• Often the Government “projectizes” to some extent ADB support by adopting one 

or more of the following: (i) establishing a specific unit to interface with ADB in 

addition to the Government structure for the project; and (ii) tracking the use of 

ADB funds 

• Central Government representatives (Ministry of Finance) are usually quite vigilant 

in ensuring that RBL implementing ministries do not receive funds unless DLI have 
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been met. They are the first ones to be critical if they feel the program is not 

sufficiently ambitious 

• Where adjustments in DLI have been necessary (SRI TVET), the change has been 

done through a minor change in scope and in the loan agreement. 

• If the program is not able to utilize all the funds because some DLI have not been 

met, normal approaches apply, i.e., the project can be extended, or funds can be 

reallocated using the procedures and criteria for a change of scope. If the RBL 

expected impact changes, it is necessary to obtain Board approval. None of the 

projects under implementation has yet reached this stage. 

 


