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A. Introduction 
 
1. This evaluation approach paper sets out a methodology for assessing the design 
and use of policy-based lending (PBL)1 instruments in Asian Development Bank (ADB), 
and the results they intend to achieve. These instruments, initially known as “program loans”, 
were introduced by ADB in 1978 to provide balance of payments support to developing member 
countries (DMCs) that were suffering the negative effects of a global oil price shock.2 The main 
purpose of the instrument was to provide liquidity to help meet country financing needs, which at 
the time was a severe shortage of foreign exchange. Since then, PBL has evolved into an 
instrument that provides borrowing countries with fast disbursing budget support (finance) 
combined with the implementation of policy and institutional reforms that are designed to “improve 
growth prospects.”3  
 
2. ADB policy on PBL has adapted over the years to respond to global economic 
conditions and to align with the operational practices of other multilateral development 
banks (MDBs). PBL policy was reviewed in response to the 1997 Asian Financial Crisis,4 and 
reviewed again after the 2007–2008 global financial crises.5 These reviews introduced new PBL 
variants to better respond to crisis conditions, and adopted new approaches for supporting policy 
reform that aligned with emerging MDB practices.6 Further reviews in 2011 and 20167 refined the 
operational practices of these instruments and institutionalized their use. The PBL instrument now 
supports a wide range of policy reforms from macroeconomic management and fiscal policy to 
disaster preparedness, decentralization, competition policy, capital market development, and 
access to finance amongst others. While independent evaluations in 20018 and 20079 found 
weaknesses in design, PBL success rates are now on par with investment projects.10   

 
3. The evaluation will inform ADB’s Board of Directors and management on the 
effectiveness of PBL instruments for supporting policy and institutional reforms in DMCs. 
The evaluation was requested by Asian Development Fund (ADF) Donors in their 2016 Donor’s 

                                                
1  Policy-Based Lending is used as a generic term throughout this report and includes both loan and grant funded 

operations. 
2  The 1978 oil price shock was due to decreased oil output in the wake of the Iranian Revolution. 
3  ADB. 2016. Policy-Based Lending. Operations Manual. OM Section D4/BP. Manila.  
4  ADB. 1999. Review of ADB’s Program Lending Policies. Manila. 
5   ADB. 2009. Enhancing ADB’s Response to the Global Economic Crisis—Establishing the Countercyclical Support 

Facility. Manila. 
6  ADB. 2011. Policy Paper: Review of ADB’s Policy-Based Lending. Manila.  
7  ADB. 2016. Review of ADB’s Lending Instruments for Crisis Response. Manila. 
8  Operations Evaluation Department (OED). 2001. Special Evaluation Study on Program Lending. Manila: ADB. 
9  OED. 2007. Policy-Based Lending: Emerging Practices in Supporting Reforms in Developing Member Countries. 

Manila: ADB. 
10  IED. 2017. Annual Evaluation Review. Manila: ADB. 
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report11 to help them consider, at ADF 12 mid-term review, whether the current hard ceiling on 
PBL use should be amended. In 1996, the share of PBL in total ADB operations was capped at 
22.5% of concessional sovereign operations, and 20% of Ordinary Capital Resources (OCR) on 
a three-year rolling cycle.  

 
4. IED is also conducting an evaluation of ADB’s results based lending (RBL) 
instrument in 2017, separately from the PBL study. A comparative perspective of the basic 
characteristics of these instruments is set out in Table 1. Both studies will assess complex 
evaluation issues that other MDBs and development agencies also face, especially those related 
to the instruments’ development effectiveness. The evaluations will therefore contribute to a 
growing body of knowledge on their use and development effectiveness.  
 

Table 1: Comparison of ADB’s Major Lending Modalities 

Dimensions Investment Lending Policy-Based Lending Results-Based Lending 

Primary focus on: Transactions, project 
implementation and delivery 

Policy, institutions, 
reform 

Support to government 
sector programs  

Financing used for: Investments, project inputs 
(goods, works, services) 

Budget support  Results 

Disbursements linked to: Expenditure for inputs Policy (conditions) Achievement of program 
results 

Implementation focused on: Contracts and procurement 
supervision 

Policy, institutional 
capacity   

Improving country 
systems for service 
delivery 

Source: Modified based on ADB. 2013. Policy Paper: Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs.  Manila. 

 
B. Brief Policy-Based Lending Evolution and Theory of Change 

 
5. ADB’s operational manual defines policy based lending as “budget support in 
conjunction with structural reforms and development programs of a developing member 
country (footnote 3). The basis for PBL is identified as “policy changes that improve growth 
prospects.” The policy changes envisaged by the DMC government are set out in a letter to the 
ADB President. It is the policy program outlined in this development policy letter that is the focus 
of ADB’s support.  
 
6. Since their initial creation, ADB has developed several PBL variants to respond to 
different country needs (Appendix A). The stand-alone and programmatic variants of PBL are 
planned as part of the Country Partnership Strategy and contribute to the achievement of country 
development objectives. In contrast, special policy based lending, (SPBL) and countercyclical 
support facility lending (CSF), are crisis response instruments, which are not anticipated by the 
CPS. ADB PBL can also be used as precautionary instruments in the expectation that a crisis will 
likely occur. In addition, PBL and investment loans can be combined into Sector Development 
Programs (SDPs). SDPs may play an important role especially where broader policy issues 
constrain investment sustainability and overall development effectiveness. The extent to which 
there is perceived symbiosis between project investments and PBLs will be explored as part of 
the evaluation.  

 
7. The ADB standalone and programmatic PBL have inherently different approaches 
to loan conditionality. In the former, loans are approved by the board on condition that the 
borrower undertakes policy reforms in the future (i.e., expost or after loan approval) against which 

                                                
11  ADB. 2016. Asian Development Fund 12 Donors’ Report: Scaling up for Inclusive and Sustainable Development in 

Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
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the loan is disbursed (Table 2). The programmatic variant is approved by the board against policy 
reforms (known as prior actions) that have already been implemented by the borrower (i.e., exante 
or before loan approval). While the programmatic variant has become the main form of ADB policy 
based lending, both variants continue to be used (Figure 1).  
 

Table 2: ADB’s Policy Based Lending Instruments 

  Conventional Policy-Based Lending  Crisis Response 

Stand-alone 
Programmatic 

Approach 
Countercyclical 
Support Facility 

Special Policy-
Based Lending 

Conditionality Supports future policy 
reforms. Conditions 
are ex post i.e., met 
after board approval. 
First tranche often 
based on prior actions  

Policy reforms              
(prior actions) met 
before board approval 
(exante)  

Fiscal policy 
(countercyclical 
expenditures/fiscal 
stimulus) 

Guided by crisis-
specific contexts. Not 
all structural reforms 
beneficial in the long 
run should be 
undertaken during a 
crisis 

Ceiling and/or 
Cap 

Counted within 
corporate PBL ceiling 
of 20% of all sovereign 
lending (and 22.5% of 
concessional 
financing) 

Counted within 
corporate PBL ceiling 
of 20% of all 
sovereign lending 
(and 22.5% of 
concessional 
financing) 

Capped at $500 
million per exogenous 
shock or crisis 
episode, within ADB's 
risk-bearing capacity. 
Not counted in ceiling 

None, albeit within 
ADB's risk-bearing 
capacity. Not counted 
in ceiling 

Eligibility All DMCs All DMCs DMCs in Groups B–
C, graduates 

DMCs in Groups B–C, 
graduates 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, PBL = policy-based lending. 
Source: Asian Development Bank.  

 
Figure 1: Policy-Based Lending Instrument Types (OCR and ADF) 

 
ADF = Asian Development Fund, CSF = Countercyclical Support Facility, OCR = ordinary capital resources, SDP = 
sector development program. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department database. 

 
8. Policy reforms supported by standalone and programmatic PBL are designed to 
overcome binding constraints to development effectiveness, strengthen institutions, and 
improve the environment for inclusive growth.12 PBL design seeks to support economic and 

                                                
12 Current guidelines only include reference to growth not to inclusive growth. Italics added by author. 
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social policy reforms in developing member countries and the institutional capacity needed to 
implement them. Overall performance through PBL is therefore linked with the development 
outcome of the policy reform objectives that it supports.  
 
9. The theory of change shows that ADB PBL is generally designed to include a 
combination of inputs (Figure 2). In addition to finance, PBL is generally accompanied by other 
(non-mandatory) inputs, e.g., policy diagnostics, technical assistance (TA), and policy dialogue, 
although not necessarily all. Moreover, where ADB supports policy reforms jointly with other 
development partners, these inputs may be provided by others. For example, ADB may support 
a policy reform process where TA for institutional strengthening is provided separately by a 
bilateral partner. The extent to which these input combinations exist and contribute to 
development outcomes will be considered by the evaluation.  
 

Figure 2: Policy-Based Lending Theory of Change 

 
Source: Adapted from OECD. 2010. Evaluating Budget Support Methodological Approach. Paris. 

 
10. After the Asian Financial Crisis in 1997, the use of PBL began to expand for both 
ADF and OCR financed operations. It was not until the global financial crisis of 2007–2008, 
however, that the use of PBL accelerated (Figure 1). The extent to which ADB could use PBL to 
respond to the crisis without exceeding the respective ADF and OCR lending limits will be 
assessed by the evaluation.  
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C. Scope and Evaluation Period  
 
11. The evaluation covers the period from 2008 to end 2016, which follows on from the 
previous evaluation produced by IED in 2007. The period also coincides with the global 
financial crisis which accelerated PBL use across ADB. The scope of the evaluation includes all 
PBL loans and grants that were approved during the period, plus all those that were evaluated 
from 2008 to 2016 even if approved before the period. The portfolio therefore contains a mix of 
pre- and post-crisis PBLs. There were 202 PBL loans and grants approved over the evaluation 
period, plus 177 PBL loans and grants that were evaluated, 101 of which were approved prior to 
2008. The evaluation portfolio is therefore made up of 303 loans and grants, listed by country in 
Appendix B.    

 
12. Since its introduction in 1978, ADB has approved 421 policy based loans and grants 
amounting to $49 billion. Of these, 202 or 48% were approved in the evaluation period i.e., the 
nine years from 2008–2016. Likewise, in value terms, nearly half of all PBL operations were 
approved in the evaluation period (i.e., $23.9 billion). When PBL evaluated but approved prior to 
2008 are added, the value of the portfolio rises to $35.9 billion, 73% of all PBLs approved since 
1978. This reflects acceleration in PBL use following the Asian Financial Crisis in 1997, the 
introduction of OCR CSF PBL, and the use of standalone and programmatic variants in response 
to the global financial crisis in 2008–2009.    

 
13. The evaluation portfolio covers PBL operations in 34 DMCs. However, PBL 
operations (approved and evaluated) were concentrated in five countries, India, Indonesia, 
Pakistan, Philippines, and Vietnam. These countries alone account for 77% of the evaluation 
portfolio by value, and 46% by number (Table 3). The balance of the portfolio is spread across 29 
countries, of which 18 countries received fewer than 5 PBLs, and 8 countries received only one. 
 

Table 3: The Evaluation Portfolio (Approved 2008–2016 and Evaluated 2008–2016) 

Borrowing Developing 
Member Countries 

Policy-Based Lending Portfolio Share (%) 

Value ($ billion) Number Value  Number 

Indonesia 9.2 28 25.7 9.2 
Pakistan 7.8 47 21.7 15.5 
Philippines 5.8 22 16.1 7.3 
India 2.9 13 8.1 4.3 
Viet Nam 2.0 29 5.5 9.6 

Sub-Total 27.7 139 77.1 45.9 

Bangladesh 1.4 13 4.0 4.3 
Nepal 0.6 16 1.6 5.3 
Cambodia 0.5 31 1.3 10.2 
Laos 0.1 14 0.4 4.6 
7 DMCs < 10 PBLs 1.8 51 5.1 16.8 
18 DMCs < 5 PBLs 3.8 39 10.5 12.9 

Total 35.9 303 100.0 100.0 

DMC = developing member country, PBL = policy-based lending.    
Source: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department database. 

 
14. The focus of the evaluation is on the programmatic and standalone PBL variants. 
Over 80% of PBLs approved and evaluated from 2008–2016 were either standalone or 
programmatic variants (Table 4) and their use has expanded over time, to over 90% of approvals 
from 2008–2016. A much smaller number of PBLs are designed to accompany investment 
projects i.e., as Sector Development Programs, which make up 8% of all PBLs (approved and 
evaluated) by value. The extent to which investment and policy reform instruments complement 
each other will be assessed as part of the evaluation.  
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Table 4: Policy-Based Lending Approvals by Variant Type  
(Approved 2008–2016 and Evaluated 2008–2016) 

Type 
Number of 
Approved 

Number of 
Approved and 

Evaluated 

Share in Number 
of Approved and 

Evaluated (%) 

Value of Approved 
and Evaluated  

($ billion) 

Share in Value 
of Approved 

and Evaluated 
(%) 

Standalone 72 118 38.9 14.0 39.0 
Programmatic 112 135 44.6 15.5 43.3 
Countercyclical 6 6 2.0 3.5 9.7 
Sector Development 
Program 

12 44 14.5 2.9 8.0 

Total 202 303 100.0 35.9 100.0 

Source: Asian Development Bank Controller’s Department database. 
 
15. The provision of technical assistance by ADB or by other development partners is 
a feature of policy based lending. ADB PBL instruments provide budget support combined with 
support for policy reform. PBLs are therefore often complemented by technical assistance in 
addition to finance. The support provided by TA is especially important because while PBL finance 
supports the budget, TA (often separately financed by trust funds such as the Japanese Fund for 
Poverty Reduction) supports those ministries undertaking reforms.  
 
16. Estimating the scale of TA is not straightforward however. In some cases, TA is piggy-
backed onto the PBL instrument, so its approval is not separate. In other cases, existing ADB TA 
is used to support policy reform, or the TA provided by other donors is drawn upon. Estimating 
the full extent of TA provided for PBL supported policy reform is therefore not straightforward. 
Through its review of the approvals portfolio, the evaluation will attempt to estimate the value of 
TA that accompanies ADB PBL. It will also assess the role that it plays in development outcomes 
whether funded by ADB or by other development partners.   
 
D. Evaluation Questions 
 
17. The overarching question underpinning the evaluation’s design is: How effectively 
does policy based lending support the finance and policy reform needs of ADB borrowing 
member countries? PBL provides financial resources for budget support which also comes with 
support for policy reform. A key question for the evaluation is how effectively ADB supports the 
policy reform process? To produce evidence to respond to this question the evaluation has three 
sub-questions: 
 

(i) Is policy based lending well aligned and responsive to  
(i) country financing needs; and (ii) the policy reform context? The evaluation 
will examine how ADB’s support for policy reform evolves over time in a particularly 
country and adjusts to the country circumstance. Country Partnership Strategies 
will be examined to assess the extent to which the choice of financing 
instruments—investment and PBL— is explained in relation to the achievement of 
overall development objectives i.e., whether there is complementarity between 
investment lending, TA, and PBLs. Are PBLs used to deepen policy reform and 
advance institutional strengthening in isolation or in tandem with other lending and 
non-lending instruments? Are they as successful when self-standing or used to 
support reforms that have little complementarity with the investment portfolio? The 
evaluation will also assess the scale of TA in PBL and the extent to which policy 
choices are based on sound policy diagnostics and dialogue with government and 
other relevant stakeholders.  
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(ii) How well does ADB manage, monitor, and measure the results of its PBL? 
This question largely relates to the quality of the DMF and the policy matrix for 
monitoring and assessing the results of PBL. The evaluation will assess the extent 
to which the overall development objective in PBLs is clearly articulated and 
whether the relationship between policy conditions (or prior actions) and the overall 
development outcome is clear and convincing.  

 
(iii) To what extent has PBL achieved its expected results, promoted policy 

change and institutional development? While this is an important question, 
assessing the outcome of ADB support for policy reform is not straightforward. At 
best, the evaluation will assess ADB’s contribution to development outcomes not 
attribution. MDBs generally measure PBL performance against the development 
outcomes they support, with policy conditions and prior actions being steps 
towards achieving that objective. While policy conditions and prior actions in PBLs 
may be achieved, however, their development outcome might not emerge for some 
time. For example, establishing an office for competition may not immediately 
result in enhanced competitiveness, but instead be an important intermediate 
outcome towards achieving it. The evaluation will use the portfolio of evaluated 
PBL to assess the extent to which policy reforms have been sustained by DMCs, 
and what can be said about development outcomes over the longer term.  

  
E. Evaluation Methodology 

 
18. The evaluation methodology includes a mix of qualitative and quantitative approaches as 
follows: 
   

(i) A portfolio review covering the years 2008–2016. The review will assess trends 
in the quantity and value of policy-based loans and their share in total sovereign 
loans and disbursements over time. The size of ADB in total policy based 
operations in the Asia and Pacific regions will also be assessed in comparison with 
the size of other donors e.g., the World Bank, to find out who the largest provider 
is and in which countries. The review will also look at the average size of PBLs, 
who the largest borrowers are, and whether countries are above or below the ADB 
PBL cap in their country allocations. The review will assess how the mix of policies 
supported by ADB has changed over time; which sectors are supported by ADB, 
what types of reforms are more commonly supported, and whether the number of 
policy conditions per PBL has increased.13 
  

(ii) An analysis of PBL design and monitoring frameworks (DMF), and policy 
matrices. The DMF in a PBL sets out the program’s overall development 
objectives and the causal chain from policy actions and conditions to the 
development outcome. To assess whether ADB PBLs meet country reform needs, 
the evaluation will assess the quality of DMF’s and policy matrices. The evaluation 
will also assess the quality of PBL appraisal documents i.e., the Report and 
Recommendation of the President (RRP) in ten selected countries, and in selected 
PBL operations. Questions include whether PBL documentation presents a clear 
statement of program objectives and the development outcome; whether policy 

                                                
13  Previous evaluations and policy reviews show that ADB PBL used to contain a high number of policy conditions 

which added to the complexity of the policy reform process. Successive independent evaluations and ADB’s own 
PBL reviews have called for a reduction in the number of conditions.   
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conditions are relevant to the program’s objective, are underpinned by sound 
policy diagnostics and TA; have sufficient depth to achieve targeted results; and 
the extent to which their expected impact is measurable. The extent to which 
safeguards, including gender, are adequately covered, whether ADB PBL are 
coordinated with other international financial institutions, and follow best known 
practice, will also be assessed. The evaluation framework (Appendix C) sets out 
the list of questions for the review.  

 
(iii) An in-depth review of IED PBL validation reports. The evaluation will examine 

how the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability 
are assessed in the 102 PBL validation reports which were completed over the 
evaluation period. Project Validation Reports over the years 2008–2016 will be 
examined to see what constitutes PBL success, and what can be said about how 
expected results are evaluated.  
 

(iv) A review of PBL literature. The purpose of the review is to set out the history and 
evolution of the PBL instrument to ensure the reader is informed on the purpose 
and function of PBL use and design. It will cover the evolution of the PBL 
instrument in ADB and more generally amongst MDBs. It will examine recent 
literature on PBL evaluation, including learning products produced by the 
Independent Evaluation Group at the World Bank, PBL reviews by ADB, and ADB 
annual reports, policy papers, and annual financial reports. While the review will 
follow the evolution of the instrument it will also focus on what lessons have been 
learned about PBL design, conditionality, and measuring results. 

 
19. The evaluation will select 10 countries for detailed assessment. PBLs in Armenia, 
Bangladesh, Indonesia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, Samoa, Solomon 
Islands, and Vietnam will be assessed for quality at entry. Taken together these countries account 
for nearly 76% of the total portfolio by value (Table 5) and 58% by number. In addition, the 
evaluation will also assess selected PBL in Armenia (women’s entrepreneurship), Cambodia 
(public financial management reform), People’s Republic of China (air pollution control), and India 
(subnational governance). Post Project Performance Evaluation Reports (PPER) in Cook Islands, 
Georgia, and Indonesia will also contribute to this evaluation. Country visits will be conducted to 
consult with stakeholders on PBL results, country demand for PBL, and to consider policy 
reversals or other developments in later years not captured in project completion or validation 
reports. The selection of countries will depend on the need for adequate regional coverage i.e., 
selection will reflect the main users of the PBL instrument in ADB, the significance of PBL in 
country partnership strategies, and the range of policy reforms supported. The selection of 
countries for country visits is likely to include Indonesia, the Kyrgyz Republic, Nepal, Pakistan, 
and the Philippines. 
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Table 5: Countries Selected for Policy-Based Lending Review  
(Approved 2008–2016 and Evaluated 2008–2016) 

Country 

Number of 
Policy-
Based 

Lending 
Approvals 

Amount of 
Policy-Based 

Lending 
Approvals  
($ million) 

Number of 
Evaluated 

Policy-Based 
Lending 

Approved 
Prior to 2008 

Amount 
Evaluated Policy-

Based Lending 
Approved Prior 

to 2008  
($ million) 

Total Amount  
($ million) 

Share in 
Number 

Share 
in 

Amount 

Indonesia 20 7,230.0  8 2,000.00 9,230.00 9.2 25.7 
Pakistan 17 2,820.0  30 4,982.54 7,802.54 15.5 21.7 
Philippines 13 3,825.0  9 1,950.00 5,775.00 7.3 16.1 
Vietnam 18 1,564.8  11 396.40 1,961.20 9.6 5.5 
Bangladesh 11 1,385.9  2 45.00 1,430.85 4.3 4.0 
Nepal 12 389.9  4 171.00 560.92 5.3 1.6 
Armenia 5 239.0  

 
  239.00 1.7 0.7 

Kyrgyzstan 7 109.5  1 15.50 125.00 2.6 0.3 
Samoa 4 45.8  

 
  45.82 1.3 0.1 

Solomon 
Islands 

4 20.0  
 

  20.00 1.3 0.1 

Grand Total 111 17,629.9  65 9,560.44 27,190.32 58.1 75.7 

Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
20. The evaluation will not assess the impact of PBL on economic growth or other 
macroeconomic indicators. Measuring the impact of a specific policy change against the 
counter-factual of no change is challenging. Even if findings could be identified at country level, it 
would be difficult to generalize these across the region because government ownership of the 
reform program and other contextual factors are very country specific. In addition, for some PBL 
i.e., those approved from 2008–2016, it may be too early to assess outcomes, especially where 
project completion reports and project completion report validation reports (PVRs) are not 
available. In these cases, the evaluation will only comment on quality at entry and relevance. The 
issue of attribution is also a concern particularly where reforms are supported by several 
development partners. The evaluation will therefore not seek to attribute reform outcomes to ADB 
support, but will instead assess ADB’s contribution.  
 
F. Implementation Arrangements 
 

1.  Work Plan 
 

21. The evaluation is data intensive and the work plan is designed around this. Two data 
mining exercises are planned; a review of the population of PBLs (2008–2016); and a more 
detailed review of PBL design in those countries listed in (Table 5). The questions that will be 
answered by these exercises are listed in the evaluation framework in Appendix C. 
  
22. IED evaluation team members will manage the country case studies. IED team 
members will each manage a PBL case study. The initial analysis is expected to be conducted in 
April with country missions taking place in May. Country missions and case study reports are 
expected to be completed by end June. Team members are listed in Table 6.   
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 Table 6: Team Members  
Sector Function Responsible ADB Staff Consultants  

Team Leader  Joanne Asquith  Lead Evaluation Adviser (consultant) 
Literature review  

Data Collection Sergio Villena 
Christine Grace Marvilla and/or 
Myrna Fortu 

1 national consultant (PBL portfolio) 
1 national consultant (PBL data extraction and 
country case study support) 

Statistical Analysis Joanne Asquith Tsung-Hsien Michael Lee, Intern 

PBL review and country 
case studies  
 

Farzana Ahmed  
Joanne Asquith  
Ari Perdana 
Enrico Pinali 

5 international consultants 

Internal Peer Review ERCD International Staff 

External Peer Review  Mark Sundberg  
IADB and World Bank Evaluation Staff  

  ADB = Asian Development Bank, ERCD = Economic Research and Regional Cooperation Department, PBL = 
policy-based lending. 

 Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

2.  Consultant Requirements 
 
23. International consultants with PBL experience will be engaged to undertake 
analysis of PBL design and use in five selected countries. International consultants will be 
contracted to undertake analytical work on selected PBL. The analysis will assess the relevance, 
criticality, value-added, monitorability, and efficacy of PBL design, particularly of prior actions and 
policy conditions and their relationship with the development outcome. Consultations with country 
stakeholders, government officials, and ADB staff will be undertaken to build on and validate the 
findings of this work. The same consultants are expected to undertake country missions to carry 
out these consultations along with IED staff. A lead consultant will also be contracted to provide 
advice and feedback to the evaluation team leader as well as to undertake a range of additional 
tasks e.g. a comparison of ADB and World Bank PBL practice. An international consultant will 
also undertake the literature review, and another will review PVRs. Two national consultants will 
construct the PBL portfolio and extract data from PBL documentation, and provide support to 
consultants and other team members. An intern will work on statistical analysis and other 
analytical inputs for a period of 10 weeks from early February 2017. IED evaluation team members 
will be expected to carry out country visits and produce short mission reports.  
 
 3.  Proposed Schedule 
 

Activity  Tentative Schedule 

Case study country visits II May– I July 2017 
Story line meeting IV July 2017 
First draft  II September 2017 
External peer review III September 2017 
One stop review meeting I October 2017 
Interdepartmental circulation II October 2017 
HOD circulation II Nov 2017 
HOD meeting III Nov 2017 
Technical meeting on recommendations III Nov 2017 
Editing IV Nov 2017 
IED Director General approval II Feb 2018 
DEC meeting II March 2018 
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4.  Quality Assurance and Peer Review 
 

24. This approach paper has been reviewed by external peer reviewers from other MDB 
evaluation departments.  The final evaluation report will also be subject to further external peer 
review.  
 
G. Cost Estimate and Financing 
 
25. The cost estimates are indicated in Appendix D.  
 
H. Dissemination 
 
26. The results of the evaluation will be disseminated in ADB and also at IED regional events, 
e.g., the Asian Evaluation Week.  
 
 
Appendixes: A. ADB Policy-Based Lending Products 

     B. Policy Based Lending Evaluation Portfolio 2008–2016 ("PBL Plus")  
      (Approved 2008–2016 and Evaluated 2008–2016) 
  C. Policy-Based Lending Evaluation Framework 
  D. Cost Estimates (available upon request) 
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ADB POLICY-BASED LENDING PRODUCTS 

Policy-Based Lending 
Product Design and Purpose 

Stand-alone  A multitranche loan which provides budget support. Normally used to improve the 
policy and institutional environment for enhanced sector efficiency and for higher 
returns to investment. Structural reforms seek to increase cost recovery, reduce 
subsidies, rationalize interest rates, reduce barriers to resource mobilization, and 
encourage higher private investment through competition and greater private sector 
participation in the delivery of public goods and infrastructure development.  

Programmatic   A programmatic budget support instrument is designed to support a sequence of 
policy reforms over time. The programmatic approach is designed to provide more 
effective and flexible ways of translating complex structural reform objectives into a 
series of implementable policy actions. The logical links between subprograms or 
packages are captured in a programmatic concept paper. Sound policy and 
institutional settings that help improve the economic welfare of the country specific 
context are prerequisites for making financing commitments under the programmatic 
approach. 

Special  Used for emergency balance of payments support in times of a payment crisis 
focused on actions to reduce the severity of the crisis. The Special PBL is used to 
address external and internal payments crisis by providing large-scale support as 
part of an international rescue effort, which includes the International Monetary Fund 
and the World Bank.  

Countercyclical support 
(CSF) 

CSF is an exceptional instrument reserved for addressing severe crises at the 
macroeconomic level. It provides budget support to DMCs undertaking fiscal stimulus 
for growth in the form of countercyclical development expenditures. CSF support can 
be a single-tranche operation and disbursement may be immediate or deferred e.g., 
as a precautionary financing option (PFO). The PFO may be drawn down when it is 
highly likely that the impact of an exogenous shock will reach the recipient country. 
The economy is likely to have been well managed up to the point of the economic 
shock.  

Source: ADB. 2016. Policy-Based Lending. Operations Manual. OM D4/BP. Manila. 
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Policy Based Lending Evaluation Portfolio 2008–2016 ("PBL Plus")  
(Approved 2008–2016 and Evaluated 2008–2016) 

Source: Asian Development Bank. 

Country 

(i)  
Number of 
Approved  
2008–2016 

(ii) Amount of Approved 
2008–2016  
($ million) 

(iii)  
Number of 
Evaluated 

2008–2016 but 
Approved 

Prior to 2008 

(iv)  
Amount of Evaluated 

2008–2016 but 
Approved Prior to 2008 

(v)  
Total 

Number 
of PBL 
(i) + (iii) 

(vi)  
Total Amount of PBL 

($ millions)  
(ii) + (iv) 

Country 
Share in 

Number of 
Approvals 

(v) 

Country 
Share in 
Amount 

of 
Approval

s (vi) 

Average 
PBL 
Size 

Indonesia 20                      7,230.00  8                        2,000.00  28                        9,230.00  9.2 25.7 330 

Pakistan 17                        2,820.00  30                        4,982.54  47                        7,802.54  15.5 21.7 166 

Philippines 13                        3,825.00  9                        1,950.00  22                        5,775.00  7.3 16.1 263 

India 7                        1,319.00  6                        1,605.00  13                        2,924.00  4.3 8.1 225 

Vietnam 18                        1,564.80  11                           396.40  29                        1,961.20  9.6 5.5 68 

Kazakhstan 2                        1,500.00  
 

  2                        1,500.00  0.7 4.2 750 

Bangladesh 11                        1,385.85  2                             45.00  13                        1,430.85  4.3 4.0 110 

Myanmar 1                           575.50  
 

  1                           575.50  0.3 1.6 576 

Nepal 12                           389.92  4                           171.00  16                           560.92  5.3 1.6 35 

Azerbaijan 1                           500.00  
 

  1                           500.00  0.3 1.4 500 

Sri Lanka 1                           250.00  5                           235.00  6                           485.00  2.0 1.4 81 

Cambodia 23                           354.48  8                           125.00  31                           479.48  10.2 1.3 15 

Georgia 9                           430.00  
 

  9                           430.00  3.0 1.2 48 

Afghanistan 
 

  4                           332.06  4                           332.06  1.3 0.9 83 

China, People's Republic 1                           300.00  
 

  1                           300.00  0.3 0.8 300 

Thailand 1                           300.00  
 

  1                           300.00  0.3 0.8 300 

Mongolia 4                           219.00  4                             38.50  8                           257.50  2.6 0.7 32 

Armenia 5                           239.00  
 

  5                           239.00  1.7 0.7 48 

Tajikistan 6                           195.00  1                               4.00  7                           199.00  2.3 0.6 28 

Laos 10                           107.00  4                             36.58  14                           143.58  4.6 0.4 10 

Kyrgyzstan 7                           109.50  1                             15.50  8                           125.00  2.6 0.3 16 

Bhutan 6                             82.87  2                             17.00  8                             99.87  2.6 0.3 12 

Uzbekistan 
 

  1                             70.00  1                             70.00  0.3 0.2 70 

Samoa 4                             45.82  
 

  4                             45.82  1.3 0.1 11 

Maldives 1                             35.00  
 

  1                             35.00  0.3 0.1 35 

Cook Islands 3                             26.00  
 

  3                             26.00  1.0 0.1 9 

Tonga 4                             20.50  
 

  4                             20.50  1.3 0.1 5 

Solomon Islands 4                             20.00  
 

  4                             20.00  1.3 0.1 5 

Palau 2                             16.00  
 

  2                             16.00  0.7 0.0 8 

Marshall Islands 2                             14.50  
 

  2                             14.50  0.7 0.0 7 

Nauru 3                                7.89  
 

  3                                7.89  1.0 0.0 3 

Tuvalu 3                                7.59  
 

  3                                7.59  1.0 0.0 3 

Federated States of 
Micronesia 

 
  1                                5.00  1                                5.00  0.3 0.0 5 

Kiribati 1                                3.00  
 

  1                                3.00  0.3 0.0 3 

Grand Total 202            23,893.21  101                      12,028.58  303                      35,921.79  100.0 100.0 119 
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POLICY BASED LENDING EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

Overarching Question: How effectively does policy based lending support the finance and policy reform needs of ADB borrowing member 
countries? 

Evaluation Questions Methodology Evaluation Criterion 

Is PBL well aligned and responsive to (i) country financing needs; and (ii) the policy reform context? 

How significant is ADB financing against overall country financing needs? Statistical enquiry, financing trends 
over time against GDP etc. 

Relevance 

How important is ADB in policy based lending in Asia and the Pacific compared 
with the World Bank? 

Data by country on value of World 
Bank DPLs, and other donors if 
possible e.g. the EU compared with 
ADB  

How significant is ADB’s countercyclical support? Have PBLs played a significant 
countercyclical role? 

Trends in financing over time. ADB’s 
response to the various crises over 
the period. 

Which countries are over the 20% and 22.5% caps? Are they the largest 
borrowers? 

Portfolio analysis 

Have all countries received PBLs? Portfolio analysis 

What is the average size of a PBL per country? Portfolio analysis 

Which countries are the top recipients of PBL: over the last decade (and for the 
entire period)? Which countries don’t use PBLs?  

Portfolio analysis 

What are the PBL types: stand alone, program, special policy based lending or 
counter cyclical support? Have PBLs responded to crises? Can economic 
downturns be an opportunity for undertaking lasting reforms? 

Portfolio analysis 

Are TA resources (from ADB or other partners) available to accompany each of the 
PBLs? 

Portfolio analysis 

Do countries have more than one PBL under implementation at the same time? If 
so, what is the logic for this approach? 

Portfolio analysis 

How many PBLs are cofinanced? How many are based on a common policy action 
matrix developed with other development partners and endorsed by governments? 

Portfolio analysis 

What is the sector supported by the PBL? Portfolio analysis 

Is the justification for PBL set out in the Country Partnership Strategy? Are PBLs 
planned alongside investment loans? 

PBL review Relevance (design) 

Are reforms supported by policy diagnostics, TA and policy dialogue? PBL review 

How do TA and investment loans support the design and implementation of policy-
based programs? 

PBL review 

Do PBL reflect a logical sequencing of reforms? PBL review Relevance (design) 

What type of reform is ADB supporting; building stronger regulatory frameworks, 
strengthening public sector agencies, or other reform measures? 

PBL review 

Are expected policy reform outcomes clear? PBL review 

Is there strong government ownership of the reform program? PBL review and country visits 
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Overarching Question: How effectively does policy based lending support the finance and policy reform needs of ADB borrowing member 
countries? 

Evaluation Questions Methodology Evaluation Criterion 

Is PBL well aligned and responsive to (i) country financing needs; and (ii) the policy reform context? 

Does ADB undertake its own macroeconomic and fiduciary analysis or effectively 
use other sources to ensure an adequate public financial management system is 
present for the operation to proceed? 

PBL review  

What is the adequacy of knowledge base (diagnostic work, evidence of country 
diagnostic studies, and integration of past lessons learnt) 

PBL review  

Are ADB safeguard policies adequately assessed? PBL review 
Portfolio review 

Relevance (effectiveness) 

To what extent are gender issues adequately addressed in PBL design? Portfolio review. Country case studies. Relevance (effectiveness) 

Has PBL achieved its expected results, promoted policy change, and institutional development? 

Do prior actions have sufficient institutional depth and criticality to achieve the 
targeted results? 

PBL review and key informant 
interviews in country 

Effectiveness 

Is it possible to monitor progress toward the particular PBL objective? PBL review. Country case studies Effectiveness (efficiency) 

What is the quality of the results framework that underlies PBL? Is the logic linking 
inputs, outputs, and expected outcomes sound? 

PBL review and key informant 
interviews in country 

 

Does ADB have the capacity to manage, monitor, and measure the results of its PBL? 

Are the long term reform objectives supported by ADB integrated into the monitoring 
systems for the CPS? 

PBL review  Effectiveness/Sustainability 

How is PBL performance rated in PVR assessments? Review of evaluation criteria in 107 
PVR over the evaluation period. 

Effectiveness/Sustainability 

What can be said about results over the longer term? Have policy reforms in PBL 
PVR approved prior to 2008 been sustained? 

Country case studies – review of PVR 
results. 

Effectiveness/Sustainability 

 

 




