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Foreword 
 
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) introduced the results-based lending (RBL) instrument in 
2013, with a 6-year pilot phase (June 2013–June 2019). ADB did so in response to the increasing 
demand from governments and development partners for support for their key expenditure and 
development programs. This report fulfills the requirement stated in the ADB policy paper 
introducing RBL that the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) should assess the program 
1–2 years before the completion of the pilot and provide its assessment to the ADB President and 
Board of Directors.  
 

The RBL modality incentivizes governments and ADB to be methodical in their focus on results 
during the design and implementation of government programs supported financially by ADB. 
RBL differs in several respects from the other two ADB main lending modalities—investment 
lending and policy-based lending. Its core value proposition is that the RBL program improves 
development effectiveness by linking financing explicitly to pre-agreed and achieved intermediate 
and final outputs and outcomes, and by using country program systems. As a corollary, RBL 
programs are expected to develop local capacity and build program institutions. 
 

This evaluation aims to assess ADB’s experience in piloting the instrument and to identify key 
issues and lessons. It provides ADB’s Board of Directors and Management with recommendations 
to improve operations; enable this new instrument to be mainstreamed, including the allocation 
of funding to its use; and enhance its potential to add value to developing ADB developing 
member countries and to ADB itself. As of the end 2016, the total ADB funding approved was 
3.8% of the operations funded by ADB’s main funding sources. The evaluation took a close and 
detailed look at all of the first 12 RBL programs being implemented and consulted with all 
relevant parties in the nine borrowing countries and with ADB staff to guarantee that inputs 
from ADB stakeholders, development partners, and independent experts were reflected. 
 

The evaluation concludes that preliminary results of the RBL programs are promising and that 
the modality has significant potential to add value to ADB operations. Further, the evaluation 
finds that: (i) the RBL programs have been successfully rolled out during the initial pilot phase; 
(ii) the design of the RBL instrument  is sound, and it has displayed good potential for effective 
development partnerships; and (iii) the context related to sector knowledge, institutional 
capacity, and government commitment is particularly important for the use of this instrument 
and therefore certain circumstances discussed in the report are favorable for RBL programs while 
others magnify risks.  
 

In addition, the evaluation finds that several issues need attention, including internal quality 
assurance, on-the-ground assessment of fraud and corruption risks, independent and credible 
verification of results, exclusion of category A involuntary resettlement activities, and capacity 
development, both within countries and in ADB.  
 

The report provides a series of recommendations designed to strengthen the use of the RBL 
instrument by addressing these issues. In IED’s judgment, if these key issues are addressed, ADB 
would be on solid ground to mainstream the use of RBL at the end of the pilot phase and officially 
incorporate it as one of its main lending modalities. 
 

 
 
 
 
Marvin Taylor-Dormond 
Director General 
Independent Evaluation 



 

 



 

 

Executive Summary 
 
 
 
Results-based lending (RBL) for programs was introduced by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
in June 2013 as a customized lending modality in response to growing demand from 
governments and development partners for measurable results from public expenditure. Several 
of ADB’s multi- and bilateral development partners, including the World Bank, Inter-American 
Development Bank, and the African Development Bank, have introduced similar results-based 
financing instruments over the last 4 years.  
 
RBL programs have three features distinguishing them from other lending modalities. They  
(i) finance a share of the government’s national or subnational programs at sector or subsector 
levels, delimited by the program’s scope and boundary; (ii) rely on government systems and 
institutions for implementation and risk management; and (iii) disburse when intermediate or 
final results agreed with the borrower and measured by disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs) 
have been achieved. The DLIs are a subset of the indicators to measure achievement of results in 
the program’s design and monitoring framework (DMF). The unique characteristic of RBL 
programs is that ADB financing is comingled with the government’s budget, and both 
expenditures and results are monitored for the entire RBL program. ADB supervision focuses on 
the program’s institutions and systems, and on resolving technical issues to help the borrower 
implement the RBL program and demonstrate results.  
 
In justifying the need for this new modality, the RBL policy paper argued that ADB did not have 
a dedicated modality to support government-owned sector programs in delivering results, 
building program institutions, and financing clearly defined expenditure frameworks. The 
proposed modality would fill this gap, and help ADB address sector-wide challenges more 
effectively, and provide ADB and clients with more choices in terms of modalities to address 
challenges. This early assessment, 4 and a half years into ADB’s pilot and mandated by the RBL 
policy paper, sets out to look into the value addition of the RBL modality, the roll out experience 
at this point and the issues that ADB may be facing to realize its full potential. 
 

Overall Results-Based Lending Experience During the Pilot Phase 
 
During the first 4 years (2013–2016) of ADB’s experience with RBL, $2.3 billion was approved for 
12 RBL programs in 9 countries. Seven of these programs also attracted $547.83 million in 
financing from 13 development partners. As of the end of 2016, the total ADB funding approved 
for RBL programs was 3.8% of the Asian Development Fund and ordinary capital resources 
operations, less than the approved 5% resource allocation cap for the pilot phase. Eight programs 
are in social sectors and nearly half are in the South Asia region. Six are for education programs, 
with four programs in the energy, transport, and urban sectors. The education programs aim to 
enhance youth employability by improving the quality of secondary education or by enhancing 
skills through technical and vocational education. The two health RBL programs support 
government programs to fill gaps in health services provided to the urban poor in India and for 
elderly care in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The two energy RBL programs support 
improved access to electricity in underserved areas.  
 
Demand for RBL is growing. Government staff, development partners, and ADB staff agree on its 
value, as RBL fills a niche between investment lending and policy-based lending (PBL). However, 
they also agree that its novelty, especially its design features—e.g., technical assessments to 
delimit the program, system assessments, DLIs, and program actions—and their monitoring and 
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verification arrangements pose new challenges that have involved a steep learning curve for 
government and ADB staff.  
 
RBL programs seem to be more suited to long-term engagement where reforms and system 
strengthening require an incremental approach. With one exception (the program in Armenia), 
the 12 RBL programs were embedded in a country-owned sector program. Designs were more 
robust when the programs: (i) built on existing ADB support for sector or subsector programs 
which provided the basis for prior sector knowledge, (ii) followed ongoing sector dialogue with 
an implementing agency with prior experience of ADB guidelines and procedures, (iii) had clearly 
defined scope and program boundaries, and (iv) benefited from development partnerships. 
 
As will be seen later, preliminary results are promising and the roll out of the program has been 
successful, although there is a need for improvement in several areas. As of the end of June 2017, 
38% of aggregate ADB financing for the 12 RBL programs had been disbursed, of which 14% 
was for advances and 28% payment for DLIs met and results achieved prior to ADB Board of 
Directors’ approval of the program. Disbursements during the pilot phase have largely followed 
the achievement of institutional and output targets defined by the DLIs. Most RBL programs are 
reported to be on track. The education RBL programs have the longest track record of 
implementation and are achieving most of their output DLIs. Some targets of outcome DLIs for 
the senior school RBL programs are yet to be achieved but the technical and vocational training 
programs have been successful in achieving outcome results. Programs for new sectors or new 
clients were found to be more susceptible to design challenges. At least three of the six programs 
that are new to ADB had design issues, which may have been due to their implementing agencies’ 
unfamiliarity with ADB guidelines and processes. 
 
The Independent Evaluation Department’s (IED) assessment of the first 4 years of the RBL pilot 
phase reveals several issues where improvements could be made, in particular with regard to the 
quality of technical and systems assessments. In some cases, these issues in turn affected the 
program design and the capacity for implementation, monitoring, and verification of results. 
 

Program Design and Due Diligence Assessments 
 
Staff Guidance on RBL issued by the Strategy, Policy, and Review Department (SPD) specifies that 
there should be three technical assessments for the program design (program soundness, results and 
links with disbursements, expenditure and financing) and three system assessments for due diligence 
(monitoring and evaluation [M&E], fiduciary arrangements, and safeguards). An integrated risk 
assessment is carried out based on the findings from these six assessments to identify risks to program 
outcomes, and to devise measures to address significant risks. All ADB teams undertook these RBL 
assessments, although the depth and quality varied. Some limitations in the assessments were found 
to affect the functioning of RBL programs.  
 
Technical Assessments. Several challenges affected the quality of program design.  
 
1. Program design and program boundary. An RBL program can be the whole or a subset of a 

broader government program based on geography, a time slice, or selection of components. 
The majority of ADB staff working on RBL programs acknowledged difficulty in defining 
these. At least five programs had program boundary issues—three lacked demarcation of 
the expenditure framework and two were affected by the program’s time frame. This affects 
the design of the results framework and supervision and, crucially, the ability to monitor and 
verify results.  

2. DLIs and results. Challenges in some RBL programs stemmed from: (i) duplication in program 
documents and inconsistencies among indicators in different matrices; (ii) a focus on DLIs, 
since they affect disbursements, at the expense of other indicators in the results framework 



Executive Summary xiii 

 

 

and the program action plan (PAP); (iii) challenges in verifying DLIs, with an excessive reliance 
placed on validation of results by implementing agencies or ADB staff; and (iv) lack of 
guidance on restructuring of RBL programs and DLIs. ADB RBL documents tend to be 
complex, despite the succinct structure of the report and recommendation of the 
President (RRP) document. RBL programs include and repeat a large number of results 
indicators in various places in the RRP, including in the DLI frameworks, DMFs, PAPs, 
verification protocol tables, integrated risk matrices, program results frameworks (PRFs), 
and program implementation documents. This has led to inconsistencies on occasion, 
both in use of language and in some of the indicators.  

3. Expenditure and financing frameworks. While most RBL programs had an adequate 
assessment of expenditure and financing frameworks, the RBL program in Indonesia was 
narrowly limited to ADB financing although there was a substantial financing gap in the 
broader government program. Similarly, the sustainability of the Armenia program is 
questionable, given fiscal constraints and the absence of any financial commitment by the 
government.  

 
Systems assessments. The fiduciary assessments, safeguards assessments, and M&E system 
assessments all faced challenges.  
 
1. Fiduciary assessments. While these assessments gave reasonable assurance of financial 

management and procurement systems that were functioning well (assuming proposed risk 
management measures are undertaken), capacity development standards and staff 
incentives could have been better defined. There were issues with the assessment of fraud 
and corruption in many of the RBL programs. Most assessments focused on laws, decrees, 
and regulations, rather than on actual practice. Fiduciary indicators in DLIs were regularly 
monitored but there was, in some cases, less evidence of monitoring fiduciary actions listed 
in the PAP and risk assessment.  

2. Program safeguard system assessments (PSSA). Most PSSAs were consistent with ADB 
guidance and flagged gaps between ADB systems and those of the borrower. But they were 
weaker in defining actions, monitoring, supervision, and reporting. More attention needs to 
be paid to consultation and disclosure during implementation. RBL programs would benefit 
from more thorough due diligence, especially when there are legacy or ongoing safeguard 
impacts. Aside from the PRC technical and vocational education training (TVET) RBL, which 
had a significant amount of legacy land acquisition and resettlement, the other social sector 
RBL programs had minimal safeguard effects, in part because they involved very small-scale 
construction works and relied on exclusions to avoid involuntary resettlement. However, 
actual safeguard practice in the programs featuring infrastructure will need careful 
monitoring. While most RBL programs excluded compulsory land acquisition, 
reputational risks to ADB were posed by one program with substantial legacy issues, even 
if these were initiated before the program was designed. Some programs rely on 
voluntary land donations or negotiated settlements, which is permissible under ADB 
practice, to avoid labeling them involuntary resettlement. But their use should be 
monitored carefully as they may be subject to abuses in practice and pose reputational 
risks. Finally, as will be seen later, the exclusion of Involuntary Resettlement Category A 
activities is an issue. 

3. M&E assessments and verification. Most assessments provided little analysis of the limitations 
of existing M&E systems and the quality of data, or gaps in capacity and resources. Although 
most PAPs included actions to strengthen M&E, these were often not clearly specified. Weak 
M&E assessment was often associated with weak verification protocols for DLIs. RBL 
programs rely excessively on self-validation by implementing agencies or by ADB staff or 
capacity development technical assistance consultants. The lack of independent 
verification weakens the credibility of the M&E. Other development partners, such as the 
World Bank, rely more on third-party verification of results, despite the higher costs of 
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such verification. Costs can be managed by relying on in-country agencies or on financial 
support from development partners for independent verification. Given the importance 
of a good M&E system for verification of results and effective functioning of the modality, 
this area requires much greater attention. In particular, independent verification mechanisms 
were used for only a few DLIs. 

 
Integrated risk assessment. The appropriateness of the integrated risk assessments varied across risk 
categories and RBL programs. The risk assessment in the RRP contains a selection of risks from the 
more elaborate risk matrix in the appendix, however, the logic of the selection is unclear. Half of the 
RBL programs underestimated design risks and this was often due to overoptimism about the ability 
of the implementing agencies. Assessment of operating environment risks was problematic because 
the category is too broad—ranging from governance and institutional risks to political risks—to be 
useful. RBL programs appear to be more vulnerable than investment projects or PBL to operating 
environment risks, since investment projects are protected by their ring-fenced nature and PBL 
typically involves implementation of sector programs over a much shorter time frame. To overcome 
these challenges, as conceived in the Staff Guidance, risk assessment and management has to be 
used as a dynamic tool and updated during implementation. Proposed risk mitigation measures may 
be in addition to those in the DLIs and PAPs and may not be systematically monitored.  
 
Capacity gaps in the program systems and risks identified are usually addressed through actions 
proposed in the PAP. The PAPs in the 12 RBL programs had an average of 33 actions in each: 45% 
were measures to strengthen fiduciary, safeguards, and anticorruption measures; 29% were technical 
and institutional actions; and 14% were for gender and social inclusion. The large number of actions 
in the PAP, which are on average three times as many as those in World Bank program-for-results 
lending (PforR), indicates a lack of selectivity and prioritization. Key actions that are central to the 
results framework are not being distinguished from those that are less significant. Challenges in PAP 
design have led to continued gaps in institutional capacity for implementation, and monitoring 
and verification of results.  
 
Enabling Environment during the RBL Pilot Phase 

 
SPD provided appropriate guidance to RBL teams in the initial part of the pilot phase. The RBL 
staff guidance note issued by SPD was detailed and provided the necessary information to guide 
teams in the preparation of RBL programs. Nevertheless, ADB needs to make greater efforts to 
share information, issue guidance, and provide specific training programs as RBL proceeds. 
 
ADB has set up necessary arrangements for work processes and quality assurance, but some 
improvements are needed. With regard to work processes, RBL programs are typically prepared 
via numerous consultation missions culminating in a single fact-finding mission. In only one case 
was there a subsequent appraisal mission. The use of streamlined processing with a single fact-
finding mission raises questions about the thoroughness of RBL preparation and particularly the 
level of discussion of the final design with the government, before Board approval. In terms of 
quality assurance, the formal ADB-wide support team envisaged in the RBL policy paper  was 
disbanded rather quickly, although SPD in practice has continued to comment on all designs and 
has participated in the review process before loan approval.  
 
ADB’s capacity development efforts need to be strengthened. Country clients acknowledge ADB’s 
support for capacity development, but they also indicate that the resources allocated and efforts 
to date need to be strengthened. The volume and quality of capacity development support via 
technical assistance (TA) needs to be rethought. 
 
RBL programs are efficient. Compared with ADB’s two main lending modalities (project loans 
and PBL), RBL programs are on average more efficient, both in terms of processing and early 
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implementation (e.g., the timing of the first disbursement). Indeed, preparation time for RBL 
programs in ADB is even slightly shorter than that for the World Bank’s PforR instrument. 
Unfortunately, as for other ADB modalities, there has been no tracking of the ADB staff costs 
required to prepare and implement RBL programs, which would have allowed comparison with 
PforR staff costs. 
 
RBL programs have fostered partnerships and learning from previous experience during the pilot 
phase. Although there is not enough evidence to say that the volume of cofinancing has 
increased, the RBL modality provides a useful platform for collaboration and cofinancing and/or 
joint financing government-owned programs between countries, ADB, and other development 
partners. To date, seven RBL programs have been cofinanced in seven different countries. In 
addition, there have been indications of substantial learning-by-doing during the pilot phase. 
Areas where learning has been apparent include: justification of the RBL modality, PAP 
monitoring, quality of due diligence, selection and definition of DLIs, and clarity of verification 
protocols. 
 

Implementation Experience and Results 
 
Interim Results 
 
The RBL programs have shown significant potential to add value to the delivery of results for national 
and sector programs. Interim results from the first eight RBL programs approved by December 2015 
show that implementation is on track in most programs, although this has been slower than planned, 
and there have been some challenges stemming from design issues and from inadequate 
arrangements for independent verification of results. These affected half of all RBL programs 
reviewed. Donor partnerships have helped build coalitions around national programs and to raise 
funds for independent verification mechanisms, which are vital to ensure the program stays on track.  
 
 The Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka was approved in 2013 and was 

the first ADB RBL program. By June 2017, 70% of ADB funds had been disbursed. Of the nine 
DLIs, three have been fully met, and one has been partially achieved. There have been 
systemic improvements in institutions, output and outcome targets, and one challenging 
target for learning outcomes—the pass rate at ordinary level exam (DLI 1)—was exceeded in 
2016. However, another challenging target for increasing the pass rate at A level exam (DLI 
2) is lagging, and some of the lagging DLIs have been recommended for revision. There has 
been lack of progress on PAP actions.  

 In the Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines, 58% of funds had been 
disbursed by June 2017. The voucher system introduced for senior high schools has been 
innovative and has allowed the program to mobilize private schools to meet enrollment 
targets, 92% of students continuing from grades 10 to 11 in 2016. However, the two DLIs 
on learning outcomes, due in 2016, are lagging, indicating these DLIs are harder to achieve 
and may need a more realistic time frame. 

 The Skills Sector Enhancement Program in Sri Lanka was approved in March 2014, and 74% 
of funds had been disbursed by June 2017. It aims to build an efficient skills development 
system through a market-responsive and inclusive TVET system. Output DLIs are on schedule 
and the outcome DLI on the employment of vocational course graduates was achieved in 
2016. PAP implementation is also on track. 

 The Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education Program in 
India was approved in November 2014 to support Kerala’s Additional Skills Acquisition 
Program. By June 2017, 55% of funds had been disbursed. Progress had been made on the 
outcome DLIs and efforts were underway to measure the employability of graduates. Most 
of the output DLIs had been met by July 2017 and enrollment is likely to exceed the target. 
Ongoing DLIs are making progress and are likely to be achieved.  
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 In the Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India, 38% of funds had been disbursed 
by June 2017. The RBL program aims to improve the health status of the urban population, 
particularly of the poor and vulnerable, by facilitating equitable access to quality health 
services. Progress has been mixed due to the high variability in the capacity of urban local 
bodies across states and territories; collection and verification of data is taking time.  

 The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia supports the 
government’s program of expanding electricity access and reliability in Sumatra. The RBL 
program is reported to be on track, and 40% of ADB funds had been disbursed by June 2017. 
Although the program design had not envisaged independent verification, with close 
coordination with other development partners, an independent verification agency has been 
hired under the ADB TA and undertakes sample-based field verification of results.  

 The School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia is proceeding very slowly. 
Implementation has been affected by fiscal consolidation, which restricted budget 
expenditure and is expected to delay implementation by at least 1 year. 

 The Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program in the PRC is helping to establish 
a modern TVET system in Guizhou Province. By June 2017, 30% of ADB funds had been 
disbursed. Campus infrastructure development and recruitment and training of teachers and 
managers is ongoing, while the development of the M&E system is behind schedule.  

 
The first five of these programs are based on nationwide programs with strong country ownership 
and highly relevant objectives. However, the senior school programs have overestimated the pace 
and likelihood of achieving their outcome DLIs. By contrast, the TVET programs in Sri Lanka and India 
are doing well in terms of achieving outcome DLIs and the DLI disbursement mechanism seems to 
work well as an incentive to spur results delivery. Three of the RBL programs had challenges in defining 
the program boundary or in estimating expenditure and financing. While it is too soon to assess the 
results from the RBL programs approved in the latter part of 2016, some of these programs had 
similar design issues, arguably arising from insufficient quality control and discussion with the 
government during preparation.  
 
Value Addition of RBL programs 

 
Governments expressed strong interest in RBL because it finances country-driven programs. Several 
forms of value addition manifested themselves among the RBL programs reviewed: (i) the focus on 
program systems at sector and subsector level strengthened country systems, even though this was 
not directly supported by the RBL; (ii) concentration on implementation issues to enable disbursement 
for achieved DLIs encouraged a problem-solving approach; (iii) emphasis on results enabled a 
dialogue on program outcomes; (iv) adoption of a results culture encouraged “mindset change”; (v) 
catalyzed inter-governmental accountability, which has been pushed by the mindset change; and (vi) 
partnerships have leveraged donor alignment around a shared set of results.  
 

Key Findings and Issues 
 
Key Findings 

 
RBL programs supporting a wide range of sector programs have been successfully rolled out 
during the pilot phase. ADB has approved 12 RBL programs to nine borrowing countries across 
a variety of sectors as of the end of 2016. Key stakeholders in the countries and ADB’s 
development partners supported the new modality as an appropriate vehicle to support these 
programs.   

 
Client demand indicates wide scope for future RBL work. Feedback from country clients indicates 
that overall demand for ADB’s RBL work is robust. Surveys and key informant interviews also 
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indicate considerable scope for future RBL work. However, the success of RBL programs 
presupposes a favorable policy environment, willingness to undertake institutional and 
governance reforms, strong procurement and social and environmental safeguard systems 
(in case of infrastructure RBL programs), and the existence or establishment of credible and 
transparent M&E systems. In the absence of these conditions and a stable policy environment, 
RBL programs can be risky. 

 
The design of the RBL modality is sound, and has displayed good potential for value addition 
and effective development partnerships. Despite some gaps during the pilot phase, arising from 
initial experimentation and learning, RBL programs have good potential as an effective vehicle to 
deliver benefits to ADB’s clients by helping them implement their own programs more effectively. 
The mix of outcomes, outputs, and institutional changes in individual RBL programs foments a 
useful holistic results management approach within the government. The experience with the 
education RBL programs points to important contributions from the “mindset change” of RBL 
stakeholders as they shift from thinking about inputs and transactions to thinking about results 
and systems (Box 5). 

 
Some contexts are particularly favorable for RBL programs. RBL programs are likely to work best 
when there is already deep ADB involvement in the sector and agency; and strong systems for M&E, 
safeguards, and fiduciary control. In situations where program systems are functioning well, but 
ADB has no previous involvement, ADB should consider starting with an investment loan with DLIs. 
In other situations where there is extensive ADB involvement, but where there are challenges in 
monitoring and/or control systems, RBL could be used with caution along with mitigating measures 
to reduce systemic risk. If neither condition is met, other financing modalities should be considered. 
 
In sum, the experience so far indicates that RBL programs can add significant value to the client 
countries and the fulfilment of ADB’s mission. Provided that the key issues identified in this 
evaluation are addressed, ADB could be on solid ground to mainstream the use of RBL at the end 
of the pilot phase and officially incorporate it as one of its main lending modalities.  
 
Key Issues 
 
Weaknesses with the pre-diagnostic work and technical assessments have affected the design of 
some of the RBL programs. The quality assurance for RBL programs has been supported in the 
past both via an RBL Advisory Group, which subsequently became inactive, as well as via support 
from specialist staff within SPD. At the start of 2017, a Staff Instruction was issued that required 
regional departments to formalize their own quality assurance arrangements. This is different 
from the RBL policy paper’s indication that an ADB-wide advisory group is to ensure cross 
departmental coordination of the approach and consistency and quality of technical 
assessments. The modality is still relatively new for several departments which have just a handful 
of RBL programs. These departments in particular would benefit from a more robust quality 
assurance mechanism. 
 
Involuntary resettlement activities classified as category A are eligible under the RBL policy paper 
but may be problematic. The RBL policy paper excludes “activities that would be classified as 
category A in the Safeguard Policy Statement (2009)”. As elaborated in the Staff Guidance on 
RBL, this means that environmental safeguard category A activities are excluded but not activities 
classified as involuntary resettlement category A or indigenous peoples category A. Given that 
involuntary resettlement activities may have long term detrimental implications on the lives of 
people and can be subject to compliance and reputational issues as much as environmental 
activities, this differential treatment seems questionable. Although no RBL program has so far 
involved category A activities for involuntary resettlement, the legacy issues in one RBL and the 
experience in many countries with weaker systems are indicative of the risks going forward and 
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suggest that this decision needs to be carefully looked at again. In fact, in IED’s opinion, there is 
no reason for such divergence.  
 
While most RBL programs excluded compulsory land acquisition, some had legacy or ongoing 
issues. One RBL program had substantial legacy issues, initiated before the RBL was designed. 
Others used voluntary land donations or negotiated settlements. All of these pose reputational 
risks that need to be addressed by more guidance before RBL programs expand to infrastructure 
sectors, which are more prone to higher safeguard categories. In the medium term, the 
thresholds for exclusion for RBL programs may have to be reconsidered, since RBL programs 
mostly involve dispersed subprojects with small-scale safeguard impacts but large aggregate 
impacts. Such policy revisions can be deferred until IED’s 2019 safeguards evaluation becomes 
available. 
 
The assessment of M&E systems and efforts to develop client M&E capacity are relatively 
perfunctory. Monitoring of results is central to the success of RBL programs, yet it receives 
inadequate attention in many programs, undermining the ability of the borrower and ADB to 
monitor results and achieve the program’s objectives. Some RBL programs also need to pay more 
attention to monitoring of PAPs and other risk mitigating measures, and to supporting agencies 
in addressing challenges. 
 
RBL documents have a large number of results indicators in many tables, matrices, and 
frameworks. Despite the succinct structure of the RRP itself, the multiplicity of matrices for the 
RBL program increases the chance of errors or inconsistencies. RBL programs have a large number 
of results indicators, including in the DLI frameworks, DMFs, PAPs, PRFs, verification protocol 
tables, and program implementation documents. Verification of progress and disbursement 
relies on their precise formulation. Differences in wording in various places were observed within 
the documentation for several RBL programs. Documentation of results indicators in ADB RBL 
documents would benefit from simplification and streamlining.  
 
Fiduciary risk assessments focus heavily on rules and structures and not enough on actual 
practice. Fiduciary risk assessments currently focus mainly on rules and structures, rather than 
actual practice, particularly in controlling corruption. This area is fraught with political economy 
and institutional risks, and there is a need to update assessment templates to require more 
analysis of actual practice. While reliance on program and agency systems reduces ADB’s role in 
ring fencing and transaction monitoring, there is a heightened need for continuous support in 
adopting measures agreed under the PAP. 
 
Fiduciary systems would benefit from a comparative assessment. RBL programs are predicated 
on the assumption that the use of program systems for a sector program is more efficient and 
effective and that working with such systems will strengthen them. There is a need to compare 
the use of program systems with the traditional approach of parallel fiduciary controls managed 
by development partners. Is program performance better or worse using program systems rather 
than ringfenced systems? If RBL programs use program systems, are these systems strengthened 
as a result of the engagement? 
 

Recommendations for ADB 

 
Recommendation 1. Strengthen the quality of ADB due diligence on fraud and corruption-related 
issues, risk assessment, and design and monitoring of the PAPs: (i) RBL Staff Guidance on anti-
corruption should reflect the recent staff instruction on integrity due diligence assessment issued 
when the executing agency or implementing agency is not a government ministry or agency—
and the draft assessment should be reviewed by the Office of Anticorruption and Integrity (OAI); 
(ii) Staff Guidance should give greater emphasis to analyzing not just rules and structures, but 
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also actual practice in controlling fraud and corruption and related mitigating measures, and 
understanding the political economy and institutional risks that limit progress of the program; 
(iii) Staff Guidance on risk assessment should also be strengthened to ensure that design risks 
and operating environment risks are assessed more realistically, and to ensure consistency in 
preparation of the summary risk assessment for the RRP; and (iv) Staff Guidance on PAPs should 
be enhanced to ensure better design and selectivity of priority actions for inclusion in the PAP, 
and provisions for effective monitoring of PAPs during program implementation. 
 
Recommendation 2. Ensure that RBL programs exclude involuntary resettlement category A 
activities, just as it is the case for environmental safeguards category A activities. Also, in addition 
to undertaking the PSSA, RBL programs with legacy, ongoing or current safeguard issues should 
ensure that the scale of safeguards impact is documented in the RRP.  
 
Recommendation 3. Invest in the development of client M&E capacity and strengthen credible 
and independent verification processes. The M&E assessment should undertake a systematic 
assessment of M&E gaps, skills and resource needs. The program should allocate adequate 
resources to ensure that the DLIs, results framework and PAP and other risk-mitigating actions 
are monitored effectively with sufficient provision for supervision costs. Verification of DLIs 
should be carried out by independent public or private agencies, or by independent verification 
agents different from the executing and implementing agency and the TA consultants recruited 
to build client capacity to avoid conflict of interests. If ADB staff can provide independent 
verification in some cases, then this can be indicated. Staff guidance should be updated 
accordingly, including how these and other distinctive features of RBL programs should be 
captured in Project Completion Reports. 
 
Recommendation 4. Invest more in staff and client capacity development and knowledge sharing 
on the use of the modality. Additional capacity development efforts should be focused on the 
following areas: determination of appropriate context for deploying the instrument, program 
soundness assessment, DLI selection, DMFs/results frameworks, M&E assessment, independent 
verification, design and monitoring of PAPs, and program fiduciary assessments.  
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Findings, issues, and references 

 
Recommendations 

Management 
Response 

I. In October 2015, a new Staff Instruction was issued 
calling for integrity due diligence assessments when 
an executing or implementing agency is not a 
government ministry or agency. This assessment has 
not yet been carried out for two of the approved RBL 
programs examined that should have been subject to 
such assessment. (Main Text, para. 80 [iii])  

II. While fiduciary assessments gave reasonable 
assurance of financial management and 
procurement systems that were functioning well 
(assuming proposed risk management measures are 
undertaken), capacity development standards and 
staff incentives could have been better defined. There 
were issues in the assessment of fraud and 
corruption in many of the RBL programs. Most 
assessments focused on laws, decrees, and 
regulations, rather than on actual practice. Fiduciary 
indicators in DLIs were regularly monitored but there 
was, in some cases, less evidence of monitoring 
fiduciary actions listed in the PAP and risk 
assessment. (Executive Summary, Program Design 
and Due Diligence Assessments, page xiii; Main Text, 
paras. 77–89) 

III. Fiduciary risk assessments focus heavily on rules and 
structures and not enough on actual practice. 
Fiduciary risk assessments currently focus mainly on 
rules and structures, rather than actual practice, 
particularly in controlling corruption. This area is 
fraught with political economy and institutional risks, 
and there is a need to update assessment templates 
to require more analysis of actual practice. While 
reliance on program and agency systems reduces 
ADB’s role in ring fencing and transaction 
monitoring, there is a heightened need for 
continuous support in adopting measures agreed 
under the PAP. (Executive Summary, Key Findings and 
Issues, page xviii; Main Text, para. 202) 

IV. The definition of “operating environment” proved to 
be too broad to enable risks to the RBL program to 
be meaningfully assessed. This risk category includes 
everything from governance and institutional risks to 
political risks. Few of the RBL programs contained 
meaningful analysis of political economy risks. This 
category should be subdivided into its constituent 
parts. (Executive Summary, Program Design and Due 
Diligence Assessments, page xiv; Main text, paras. 
111[v] and 186) 

V. The large number of actions in the PAP (an average 
of 33 actions per PAP) indicates a lack of selectivity 
and prioritization. Key actions that are central to the 
results framework are not being distinguished for 
those that are less significant. Challenges in PAP 
design have led to continued gaps in institutional 
capacity for implementation, and monitoring and 
verification of results. (Executive Summary, Program 
Design and Due Diligence Assessments, page xiv; 
Main text, para. 125) 

Recommendation 1 
Strengthen the quality of ADB due 
diligence on fraud and corruption-related 
issues, risk assessment, and design and 
monitoring of the PAPs: (i) RBL Staff 
Guidance on anticorruption should reflect 
the recent staff instruction on integrity 
due diligence assessment when the 
executing agency or implementing agency 
is not a government ministry or agency—
and the draft assessment should be 
reviewed by OAI; (ii) Staff Guidance 
should give greater emphasis to analyzing 
not just rules and structures, but also 
actual practice in controlling fraud and 
corruption and related mitigating 
measures, and understanding the political 
economy and institutional risks that limit 
progress of the program; (iii) Staff 
Guidance on risk assessment should also 
be strengthened to ensure that design 
risks and operating environment risks are 
assessed more realistically, and to ensure 
consistency in preparation of the 
summary risk assessment for the RRP; and 
(iv) Staff Guidance on PAPs should be 
enhanced to ensure better design and 
selectivity of priority actions for inclusion 
in the PAP, and provisions for effective 
monitoring of PAPs during program 
implementation. 

 

VI. Involuntary resettlement activities classified as 
category A are eligible under the RBL policy paper but 
may be problematic. The RBL policy paper excludes 

Recommendation 2 
Ensure that RBL programs exclude 
involuntary resettlement category A 
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“activities that would be classified as category A in 
the Safeguard Policy Statement (2009)”. As 
elaborated in the Staff Guidance on RBL, this means 
that environmental safeguard category A activities 
are excluded but not activities classified as 
involuntary resettlement category A or indigenous 
peoples category A. Given that involuntary 
resettlement activities may have long term 
detrimental implications on the lives of people and 
can be subject to compliance and reputational issues 
as much as environmental activities, this differential 
treatment seems questionable. Although no RBL 
program has so far involved category A activities for 
involuntary resettlement, the legacy issues in one RBL 
and the experience in many countries with weaker 
systems are indicative of the risks going forward and 
suggest that this decision needs to be carefully 
looked at again. In fact, in IED’s opinion, there is no 
reason for such divergence. (Executive Summary, Key 
Findings and Issues, pages xvii–xviii; Main text, 
paras. 98–104) 

VII. While most RBL programs excluded compulsory land 
acquisition, some had legacy or ongoing issues. One 
RBL program had substantial legacy issues, initiated 
before the RBL was designed. Others used voluntary 
land donations or negotiated settlements. All of 
these pose reputational risks that need to be 
addressed by more guidance before RBL programs 
expand to infrastructure sectors, which are more 
prone to higher safeguard categories. In the medium 
term, the thresholds for exclusion for RBL programs 
may have to be reconsidered, since RBL programs 
mostly involve dispersed subprojects with small-scale 
safeguard impacts but large aggregate impacts. Such 
policy revisions can be deferred until IED’s 2019 
safeguards evaluation becomes available. 

  (Executive Summary, Key Findings and Issues, page 
xviii; Main text, paras. 101 and 199) 

activities just as it is the case with 
environmental safeguards category A 
activities. Also, in addition to undertaking 
the PSSA, RBL programs with legacy, 
ongoing or current safeguard issues 
should ensure that the scale of safeguards 
impact is documented in the RRP.  

VIII. The assessment of M&E systems and efforts to 
develop client M&E capacity are relatively 
perfunctory. Monitoring of results is central to the 
success of RBL programs, yet it receives inadequate 
attention in many programs, undermining the ability 
of the borrower and ADB to monitor results and 
achieve the program’s objectives. Some RBL 
programs also need to pay more attention to 
monitoring of PAPs and other risk mitigating 
measures, and to supporting agencies in addressing 
challenges. (Executive Summary, Key Findings and 
Issues, page xviii; Main text, paras. 114 and 200) 

IX. The lack of independent verification weakens the 
credibility of the M&E. Other development partners, 
such as the World Bank, rely more on third-party 
verification of results, despite the higher costs of such 
verification. Costs can be managed by relying on in-
country agencies or on financial support from 
development partners for independent verification. 
Given the importance of a good M&E system for 
verification of results and effective functioning of the 
modality, this area requires much greater attention. In 
particular, independent verification mechanisms were 
used for only a few DLIs. (Executive Summary, Program 

Recommendation 3 
Invest in the development of client M&E 
capacity and strengthen credible and 
independent verification processes. The 
M&E assessment should undertake a 
systematic assessment of M&E gaps, skills, 
and resource needs. The program should 
allocate adequate resources to ensure that 
the DLIs, results framework and PAP, and 
other risk-mitigating actions are 
monitored effectively with sufficient 
provision for supervision costs. 
Verification of DLIs should be carried out 
by independent public or private agencies, 
or by independent verification agents 
different from the executing and 
implementing agency and the TA 
consultants recruited to develop client 
capacity to avoid conflict of interests. If 
ADB staff can provide independent 
verification in some cases, then this can be 
indicated. Staff guidance should be 
updated accordingly, including how these 
and other distinctive features of RBL 
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ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member-country, DMF = design and monitoring framework, DLI = 
disbursement-linked indicator, M&E = monitoring and evaluation, OAI = Office of Anticorruption and Integrity, PAP = program 
action plan, PSSA = program safeguards system assessment, RBL = results-based lending, RRP = Report and Recommendation 
of the President, TA = technical assistance. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

Design and Due Diligence Assessments, pages xiii–
xiv) 

X. Independent verification of DLIs needs to be made 
more robust. ADB relies excessively on implementing 
agencies to verify their own results and also places a 
heavy burden of verification on its own staff. The use 
of TA consultants, who may simultaneously be 
engaged in building client capacity, for verification 
creates a potential conflict of interest. To manage 
costs, verification could be done by government 
agencies or third-party verification agencies, as long 
as they are independent of the executing and 
implementing agencies. (Main text, paras. 126–130, 
192) 

programs should be captured in Project 
Completion Reports. 

XI. ADB needs to make greater efforts to share 
information, issue guidance, and provide specific 
training programs as RBL proceeds. (Executive 
Summary, Program Design and Due Diligence 
Assessments, page xiv; Main Text, paras. 145 and 
189–190) 

XII. ADB’s capacity development efforts need to be 
strengthened. Country clients acknowledge ADB’s 
support for capacity development, but they also 
indicate that the resources allocated and efforts to 
date need to be strengthened. The volume and 
quality of capacity development support via TA needs 
to be rethought. (Executive Summary, Program 
Design and Due Diligence Assessments, page xiv, 
Main text para. 174).  

XIII. ADB should make greater efforts to share 
information and to provide guidance and specific 
training programs during the latter stage of the pilot 
and beyond. ADB needs to provide more detailed and 
specific training sessions for ADB staff on 
undertaking technical and systems assessments, 
identifying the results chain, designing DLIs, and 
designing more rigorous verification protocols. For 
country counterparts, ADB needs to carry out more 
awareness raising. Also, as mentioned in the RBL 
Midterm Review, there is still need for more effective 
communication and information sharing on RBL with 
the ADB Board of Directors. (Main text, para. 190) 

Recommendation 4  
Invest more in staff and client capacity 
development and knowledge sharing on 
the use of the modality. Additional 
capacity development efforts should be 
focused initially on the following areas: 
determination of appropriate context for 
deploying the instrument, program 
soundness assessment, DLI selection, and 
DMFs/results frameworks, M&E 
assessment, independent verification, 
design and monitoring of PAPs, and 
program fiduciary assessments. 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
 
 
 

1. This report presents the findings of a corporate evaluation of results-based lending (RBL) 
at the Asian Development Bank (ADB). This chapter sets out the purpose, objective, and scope of 
the evaluation; details of the RBL policy paper and its value proposition; the approach, 
methodology, and limitations of the evaluation; and the structure of the report. 
 

A. Purpose, Objective, and Scope 
 
2. The purpose of the report is to provide an independent assessment of ADB’s early RBL 
operations. This assessment covers the implementation of the first 12 RBL programs approved as 
of the end of 2016. This is more of a process evaluation than an evaluation of a completed set 
of activities and outcomes achieved.  
 
3. The main objective of the evaluation is to provide the ADB Board of Directors and 
Management with recommendations to ensure that this new modality adds value to developing 
member countries (DMCs) and ADB, as intended. While there are clear limitations to undertaking 
an evaluation at this stage of the pilot period, its findings can be used to derive lessons, identify 
challenges, and make recommendations to strengthen the future use of the RBL modality. 
 
4. The scope of the evaluation encompasses all ADB departments involved in RBL activities, 
with a particular focus on the Strategy, Policy, and Review Department (SPD) and the regional 
departments (including resident missions). The two main RBL stakeholders are the government 
staff involved in RBL programs in countries and RBL program team staff in ADB headquarters and 
resident missions. Secondary RBL stakeholders include development partners, RBL program 
cofinanciers, beneficiaries of RBL programs, nongovernment organizations, and private sector 
actors.  
 

B. Results-Based Lending Objectives and Value Proposition 
 
5. The need to align development assistance more strongly with government programs and 
systems has led to the emergence of results-based financing at many multi- and bilateral 
development agencies. RBL was introduced by ADB in June 2013 as a customized lending 
modality to support national or subnational sector or subsector programs in delivering 
measurable results from public expenditure. It fills a niche between investment projects and 
policy-based lending (PBL). In parallel, the World Bank has introduced a similar instrument, called 
program-for-results (PforR). The Inter-American Development Bank introduced a similar 
instrument in 2016 and the African Development Bank followed in 2017. 
 
6. The key value proposition of RBL is its direct linking of disbursements to the delivery of 
agreed results through the use and strengthening of program systems. Its value as a lending 
modality is that it can help strengthen development effectiveness by linking loan disbursements 
to intermediate and final results achieved, and by using and improving program systems. In 
designing its RBL modality, ADB set out to offer a more flexible and results-focused instrument 
that would complement its existing modalities as well as support sector programs and systems 
development. Before RBL, ADB did not have a dedicated modality to support government-owned 
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sector programs in delivering results, develop program institutions, and financing clearly defined 
expenditure frameworks. RBL is intended to fill this gap, help ADB address sector-wide challenges 
more effectively, and provide ADB and clients with more choices in terms of modalities to address 
different challenges.  
 
7. RBL programs have three features separating them from other lending modalities. They 
(i) finance a share of the government’s national or subnational programs at sector or subsector 
levels delimited by the program’s scope and boundary; (ii) rely on government systems and 
institutions for implementation and risk management; and (iii) disburse on the achievement of 
intermediate or final results agreed with the borrower as disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs), 
a subset of the indicators to measure achievement of results in the design and monitoring 
framework (DMF). The unique characteristic of RBL programs is that ADB financing is comingled 
with the government’s budget, and both expenditures and results are monitored for the entire 
RBL program. ADB supervision focuses on the program’s institutions and technical issues in order 
to help the borrower implement the RBL program and demonstrate results. For a more complete 
picture of the novel elements of the RBL modality (see Box 1). An example of a DLI-related 
disbursement schedule is provided in Table 1, to show the link between DLIs and annual 
disbursements, although the DLI matrix, which has the more quantitative annual targets for each 
DLI, is not included.  
 

C. Results-Based Lending Policy, Objectives, Key Features, and Building 
Blocks  

 
8. The RBL policy paper in 2013 1 set out the underlying need for the new financing modality 
and established an initial 6-year pilot period to encourage learning-by-doing. The paper 
introduced and defined the new modality; set out its underlying justification, objectives, and 
expected benefits; provided guidance on preparing, approving, and implementing RBL programs; 
defined responsibilities; and encouraged partnerships. It stated that the pilot period would last 
from June 2013 to June 2019, and set a limit on resource allocation for RBL programs at 5% of 
combined ordinary capital resources (OCR) and Asian Development Fund (ADF)2 resources for the 
first 3 years. These parameters were established to facilitate a learning-by-doing approach and 
to provide ADB with the flexibility to build the RBL pipeline gradually. The policy paper also allows 
ADB Management to propose a lifting of the 5% cap to the Board, if justified by a review of RBL 
implementation.  

 
9. RBL programs have four main objectives and five key features. The RBL policy paper states 
the main objectives are to (i) increase accountability and incentives for delivering and sustaining 
results, (ii) improve the effectiveness and efficiency of government-owned sector programs,  
(iii) promote institutional development, and (iv) enhance development effectiveness. To achieve 
these, RBL programs are to embody five key features: (i) supporting government sector programs, 
(ii) linking disbursements directly to results through DLIs, (iii) supporting institutional 
development, (iv) managing risks adequately, and (v) fostering partnerships. A clear definition of 
results and linking disbursements directly with results without the heavy supervision 
requirements for procurement and contract management are defining features of RBL. 
 
10. RBL programs are expected to be formulated using four building blocks to determine 
how well the program will manage risks and achieve results. The four building blocks are: 
program soundness, expenditure and financing, results and links with disbursements, and 
systems and institutions. ADB staff guidance for RBL programs categorized these under two main 

                                                            
1 ADB. 2013. Policy Paper: Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
2 With the transfer of the ADF loans and related assets to ADB’s OCR, effective 1 January 2017, all ADF loans have been 

designated as concessional OCR loans. The ADF operations continue as grant-only operations. 
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categories:3 (i) a technical assessment of program soundness, expenditure and financing, and 
results and links with disbursements; and (ii) a system assessment that covers monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E), fiduciary, safeguards, and other systems and institutional issues. 

 

 
  

                                                            
3 ADB. 2013. Staff Guidance for Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 

Box 1: Novel Elements of the Results-Based Lending (RBL) Modality 
 
RBL programs contain several novel elements, which are shared by similar instruments in other 
multilateral development banks: 
 

 Unlike other lending modalities of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), RBL programs 
finance a pre-identified share of the government’s program at national or subnational, 
sector, or subsector level. 

 The RBL program can be the whole or a subset of the broader government program, based 
on geography, a time slice, or a selection of components. 

 A clearly defined program boundary delineates the scope of the RBL program and provides 
the parameters for program design and results monitoring. 

 The ADB program team undertakes technical assessments of program soundness, 
expenditure and financing, and results and links these to disbursements to determine the 
program’s scope, design, results framework, and disbursement plan. 

 The program results framework and program action plan (PAP) are parent documents of 
the design and monitoring framework (DMF). A subset of outcome, institutional, and 
output indicators are selected from the DMF and designated as disbursement-linked 
indicators (DLIs), with time-bound targets and associated disbursement allocations from 
the RBL budget. 

 ADB financing is comingled with other funds from the government and/or other 
development partners, and the results framework and the DLIs cover the entire RBL 
program defined by the program boundary, not just the ADB financing. 

 ADB links disbursements to results through DLIs and disburses funds against the 
achievement of DLI targets, relying on the program’s financial management and 
procurement systems. 

 The ADB program team undertakes due diligence assessments of the program’s monitoring 
and evaluation (M&E) system, fiduciary systems (including financial management, 
procurement, and anticorruption), and safeguard systems (including environmental and 
social safeguards) to assess their capacity, risks, and gaps. 

 The ADB program team prepares an integrated risk assessment that combines design risks 
with risks from the systems assessment and the country context to assess the overall risk, 
and to identify appropriate risk management measures that would allow the program to 
achieve its development objectives. 

 Essential risk mitigation measures and capacity development measures are included as 
actions in a PAP that is integral to the RBL program. 

 An effective M&E system that allows the client to report on results indicators from the 
DMF, DLIs, and PAP is a prerequisite for all RBL programs. 
All RBL programs have a rigorous and transparent independent verification system to 
validate the results reported by the client. Independent verification can be undertaken by 
a government agency or by a third-party verification agent, as long as it is independent of 
the implementing agency. 
 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 
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Table 1: Disbursement Schedule for the Sri Lanka Skills Sector Enhancement Program 
($ million) 

Disbursement-Linked Indicators 

Total ADB 
Financing 
Allocation 

Total ADB 
Financing 

(%) 

Financing 
for Prior 
Results 

October 
2014 

May 
2015 

May 
2016 

Outcome Indicator 
DLI 1: Employability of graduates 
from quality-assured TVET 
programs increased 5 5% 0 0 0 5 
Output Indicators 
DLI 2: Improved quality 
assurance mechanism 12 12% 5 2 3 2 
DLI 3: Increased availability of 
effective teaching staff in priority 
and emerging skill shortage 
areas 11 11% 0 4 4 3 
DLI 4: TVET provisions based on 
skills gap analyses 9 9% 0 2 4 3 
DLI 5: Private sector engagement 
in TVET delivery strengthened 14 14% 2 4 4 4 
DLI 6: Enrollment of students in 
TVET programs increased 9 9% 0 0 5 4 
DLI 7: Increased efficiency in 
utilization of TVET sector 
resources including performance 
based financing 9 9% 0 2 4 3 
DLI 8: Coordination and 
implementation capacity 
strengthened 14 14% 

(i) 5 / 
(ii) 1 / 
(iii) 2 2 2 2 

DLI 9: Improved medium-term 
skills sector budgeting and 
expenditure 17 17% 5 (i) 2 / (ii) 2 

(i) 2 / 
(ii) 2 

(i) 2 / 
(ii) 2 

Total 100 100% 20 20 30 30 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DLI = disbursement-linked indicator, TVET = technical and vocational education and 
training. 
Note: References to (i), (ii), and (iii) refer to amount that can be disbursed for sub-outputs that are expected to be 
delivered. If sub-output (i) has been achieved, then the indicated amount can be disbursed. 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 2014. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on the 
Proposed Results-Based Loans to Sri Lanka: Skills Sector Enhancement Program. Manila. Appendix 3. 

11. These features and elements of RBL programs can be organized into a conceptual 
framework, as in Figure 1 which also includes elements of RBL programs, as set out in the RBL 
policy paper and staff guidance, into a single conceptual framework. The framework illustrates 
how ADB intends to use RBL programs to support sector programs and expenditure frameworks, 
with financing tied to verified DLIs. 
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Figure 1: Results-Based Lending Conceptual Framework 

 

 
 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DLI = disbursement-linked indicator. 
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

D. Approach, Methodology, and Limitations 
 
12. The evaluation focused on the identification, design, and early implementation of the 12 
RBL programs that have been approved and on related technical assistance (TA) to the end of 
2016. The evaluation’s overarching question was: to what extent were RBL programs being 
identified, designed, and managed appropriately to add value and achieve their intended results 
and stated program objectives? Four subsidiary questions were also formulated: 
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(i) How effectively has ADB worked with clients to identify and design appropriate sector 

programs to be supported by RBL programs, as set out in RBL the policy paper and Staff 
Guidance? 

(ii) What is the quality of ADB’s due diligence efforts in terms of pre-design diagnostics and 
assessments for the design of RBL programs? 

(iii) How effectively has ADB supported and monitored implementation and verified results of 
RBL programs? 

(iv) To what extent has ADB helped RBL programs add value in terms of using and strengthening 
program systems, complementing other ADB lending modalities, and leveraging additional 
financing?4 

 
13. The evaluation’s methodology included: (i) review of technical assessment projects,  
(ii) review of due diligence undertaken by the systems assessments, (iii) portfolio and data 
analyses, (iv) RBL program case studies, (v) questionnaire surveys of ADB staff and government 
staff, (vi) key informant interviews, (vii) a comparator assessment of other organizations with 
RBL-like programs, and (viii) document review. The various sources of information used for each 
of the study components were triangulated to confirm the validity of the findings.5  
 
14. Five limitations were recognized in undertaking the evaluation: 
 
(i) Given that no RBL program has reached completion, the scope and focus of the 

evaluation is limited to assessing progress up to initial implementation and monitoring 
of the programs. Where RBL programs have already disbursed for DLI targets achieved, 
these results were assessed. The evaluation also assessed how effectively ADB had played 
its key roles and responsibilities. 

(ii) The initial cohort of RBL programs was heavily skewed toward the social sectors (mainly 
education and health). There were only a few infrastructure RBL programs in the cohort, 
limiting the scope of the findings.  

(iii) The skewed sectoral distribution also affected the ability to assess the quality of risk 
assessment and management of environmental and social risks, which tend to be more 
acute in infrastructure programs.  

(iv) The assessment of value addition complements relevant findings from the World Bank, 
which has recently completed an independent evaluation of similar PforR lending.6 Some 
comparative findings on process efficiency across lending modalities were also assessed, 
although each of these modalities has different types of activities. 

(v) The questionnaire surveys have a small number of respondents because the universe of 
the program team members and government staff who worked on RBL programs is small. 
However, the response rate is high (ranging from 43%–69%), the highest response rate 
being for RBL program team members. 

 
15. The evaluation approach reflects inputs from ADB stakeholders, experiences of other 
development partners, and insights from independent experts. In preparing the report, the 
Independent Evaluation Department (IED) consulted with key stakeholders in ADB, including in 
all five regional departments, SPD, and other offices. The evaluation benefited from a midterm 
review of RBL programs undertaken by ADB,7 and the self-assessment of a similar lending 

                                                            
4 For additional details of evaluation approach and methodology, please refer to ADB. 2017. Evaluation Approach Paper: 

Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank. Manila. 
5 The draft corporate evaluation was shared with relevant departments and offices of ADB, and their comments were 

incorporated, where relevant. The evaluation methodology is presented in Linked Document 1. 
6 World Bank. 2016. Program-for-Results: An Early Stage Assessment of the Process and Effects of a New Lending 

Instrument. Washington. 
7 ADB. 2016. Policy Paper: Midterm Review of Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
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instrument (PforR) at the World Bank,8 as well as the evaluation of World Bank-financed PforRs 
by its Independent Evaluation Group. The team consulted with staff of the World Bank, the 
Independent Evaluation Group, the Inter-American Development Bank, and experts in the design, 
implementation, and evaluation of results-based financing mechanisms.  
 

E. Organization of the Report 
 
16. The report is organized around the four subquestions of the evaluation (para. 12). Chapter 
2 describes ADB’s experience with the RBL modality, including the geographic and sectoral reach 
of the approved RBL programs, the design of RBL programs derived from the technical assessments, 
and the commitment and satisfaction of the countries that received RBL. Chapter 3 assesses the 
standards and quality of the due diligence assessments undertaken in preparing RBL programs. 
These assessments cover the adequacy of M&E, fiduciary issues, and safeguard systems. Chapter 4 
presents the interim findings on implementation and comments on the robustness of the 
monitoring and verification systems, and the results available. Chapter 5 reviews the effectiveness 
of the enabling environment that ADB put in place to implement the RBL agenda and add value to 
clients. Chapter 6 presents conclusions and recommendations. 
 
 
 

                                                            
8 World Bank. 2015. Program-for-Results: Two-Year Review. Washington. 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

ADB Experience with the 
Results-Based  
Lending Modality and Program 
Design 
 
 
 

A. Reach of Results-Based Lending Portfolio 
 
17. Responding to demands from countries, ADB put forward RBL programs in countries and 
sectors where clients were willing to adopt the new modality. All five RBL programs approved in 
the first 2 years (June 2013–May 2015) supported existing government programs in the social 
sectors—four for education and one health. The next seven RBL programs approved in 2015–
2016 were more diversified and included new program areas—seismic safety improvement, 
transport, public–private partnership (PPP) for elderly care services, clean energy—which ADB 
had not engaged with previously. This chapter reviews the experience with RBL programs 
approved up to December 2016 and draws inferences from program designs, including the 
selection of objectives, design coherence, and the identification of challenges to inform the 
future RBL operations of ADB. 
 
18. From June 2013 to December 2016, ADB approved 12 RBL programs for 9 countries. The 
12 RBL programs are supported by 14 ADB loans9 amounting to $2.3 billion, approved since the 
beginning of the pilot period. These were supported by TA operations of various types (Table 2). 
Of the 14 ADB loans, 9 ($1.95 billion, with 84% share) were financed from OCR and 5 ($379.5 
million, with 16% share) from concessional OCR lending (formerly ADF). Seven of these RBL 
programs also attracted $547.8 million in cofinancing from 13 development partners10 (see 
Tables 2 and 3, and Linked Document 2). 
  

                                                            
9 Recipient countries are: Armenia, People’s Republic of China, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, the Philippines, 

Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka. Each of the two RBL programs in Sri Lanka was supported by an OCR loan and a 
concessional loan.  

10 This includes cofinancing for two loans for TA support ($3.5 million) from the Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction. 
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                    Table 2: Results-Based Lending Programs, June 2013–December 2016 

Full Program Name Country Sector 

ADB Loan 
Amount 

($ million) 

RBL 
Program 
Amount 

($ million) 
Education Sector Development Program Sri Lanka Education 200.0 …   c 
Skills Sector Enhancement Program Sri Lanka Education 100.0 386.4 

Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-
Basic Education Program 

India Education 100.0 147.0 

Senior High School Support Program  Philippines Education 300.0 4,110.0 
Supporting National Urban Health Mission India Health 300.0 1,954.9 
School Seismic Safety Improvement Program Armenia Urban 88.5 107.0 

Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program Indonesia Energy 575.0a 600.0 
Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program PRC Education 150.0 1,610.0 
Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement 
Program 

Solomon 
Islands 

Transport 21.0 78.8 

Supporting School Sector Development Plan Nepal Education 120.0 6,461.0 
Access to Clean Energy Investment Program Pakistan Energy 325.0 454.3 

Public–Private Partnerships Demonstration Program to 
Transform Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, 
Hubei  

PRC Health 50.0 128.4 

Total   2,329.5b 16,037.8c 
… = not available, ADB = Asian Development Bank, ASEAN = Association of Southeast Asian Nations, PRC = People’s Republic of 
China, RBL = results-based lending. 
a This excludes the $25 million funded by the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund to administered by ADB. 
b Of the total amount, $379.5 million was from ADB concessional lending. 
c The RBL program is supporting the broader government program (Education Sector Development Framework and Program), with 
total financing of $4.9 billion including $200 million from ADB and $100 million from the World Bank; the rest is the government’s 
share. Does not include amount for the full program ($4.901 billion) because the Education Sector Development Program in Sri 
Lanka did not specify the RBL program cost in the report and recommendation of the President. The Education Sector Development 
Program in Sri Lanka was the first RBL to be approved and was approved before issuance of the RBL Staff Guidance. 
Sources: Strategy, Policy and Review Department; Loan, Grant, TA Approvals Database accessed on 3 February 2017; reports and 
recommendations of the President to the Board.  

 

Table 3: Sector Share of Approved RBL Operations, June 2013–December 2016 

Sector 

ADB Loan 
Amount 

($ million) 
Share 
(%) 

No. of 
Programs 

Share 
(%) 

Education 970.0 42 6 50 
Energy 900.0 39 2 17 

Health 350.0 15 2 17 
Urban 88.5 4 1 8 
Transport 21.0 1 1 8 

Total 2,329.5 100% 12 100% 
         ADB = Asian Development Bank, RBL = results-based lending. 
         Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
19. Education is the predominant sector in terms of number of RBL programs and loan 
amount. Six education RBL programs were approved for a total amount of $970 million (42% of 
ADB financing). However, financing for the two energy RBL programs was almost as much,  
$900 million (39%) (Table 3).  
 

20. Group B and C countries combined had the biggest RBL approvals combined. Group B 
countries (access to concessional OCR/ADF and regular OCR) had six operations with $1.11 billion 
(48% ADB financing) and group C countries (access to regular OCR only) had four RBL programs 
with $547.83 million (46%), while the remaining 6% went to two RBL programs in group A 
(access to concessional OCR/ADF only). During 2013–2016, all five regional departments 
processed at least one RBL program, the South Asia Department had five; the Central and West 
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Asia, East Asia, and Southeast Asia Departments had two each; and the Pacific Department had 
one.  
 

21. RBL funding for 2013–2016 was within the 5% resource allocation cap. Until June 2016, 
RBL programs accounted for 4.2% of all OCR and ADF approvals (footnote 7). By December 2016, 
total funding for RBL programs was 3.8% of ADF and OCR operations (Table 4).  
 

                           Table 4: Use of RBL Modality, June 2013–December 2016 
                        (Numbers and $ million) 

Item 2013 2014 2015 2016 2013–2016 
Number of Approved RBL Programs        1        3        4       4     12 

Average RBL Size 200.0 166.7 278.4 129.0 194.1 
Total Amount of Funding for RBL 200.0 500.0 1,113.5 516.0 2,329.5 
ADF and OCR Loans and Grants  14,185.0 13,490.0 15,980.0 17,462.0 61,117.0 
ADB Sovereign Operations  12,589.0 11,571.0 13,362.0 14,970.0 52,492.0 
RBL as a % of ADF and OCR funding           1.4           3.7            7.0           3.0            3.8 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources, RBL = results-based lending. 
Notes: (i) With the transfer of ADF loans and related assets to ADB’s OCR, effective 1 January 2017, all ADF loans have been designated 

as “concessional OCR” loans. The ADF operations continue as grant-only operations. 
(ii) Two RBL programs were supported by two loans each, Education Sector Development Program and Skills Sector Enhancement 

Program, both in Sri Lanka. 
Source: Strategy, Policy and Review Department. 2014–2016. Statement of Asian Development Bank Operations. Manila. 

 
22. The 2017−2019 RBL loan pipeline shows an increasing focus on infrastructure, with such 
loans being larger than social sector RBL programs. The two RBL programs approved in the first 
half of 2017 had a loan value of $500 million each.11 There are nine more RBL programs in the 
pipeline for July 2017–June 2019 (the last 2 years of the 6-year pilot period), valued at an 
estimated $2.9 billion. Three of these are in advanced stages of processing and may be approved 
in 2017, while feasibility studies are being undertaken for the remaining six.12 The 2017–2019 
pipeline shows more emphasis on infrastructure, especially energy (45%), but also larger RBL 
programs for housing, irrigation, and water. Four of the proposed RBL programs are for Group 
B (access to concessional OCR/ADF and regular OCR) and six for Group C (OCR only) countries. 
 
23. With growing demands for large infrastructure loans, there may be more demand for 
RBL financing than the 5% limit would permit, if all the envisaged operations in the pipeline are 
approved. In the 2017–2019 pipeline, almost $3 billion of RBL programs are considered “firm’’ 
commitments and another $1 billion as “standby” in country operations business plans. If these 
are added to the approved RBL programs, the total cost of RBL programs up to December 2019 
would be over $6 billion, which would exceed the 5% cap on RBL approvals (Figure 2). Assuming 
RBL is the right modality in these cases for delivering development results most effectively, ADB 
may not be able to serve its countries’ needs unless the cap is raised. 
 

   

                                                            
11 The two RBL programs approved in the first half of 2017 are: (i) Integrated Participatory Development and 

Management of Irrigation Program in Indonesia, $500 million; and (ii) Affordable Rural Housing Program in Uzbekistan, 
$500 million. 

12 The RBL programs in the pipeline (2018–2019) are based on country operations and business plans 2016–2018 and 
2017–2019. 
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Figure 2: Resource Allocation for RBL Operations, 2013–2019  
($ billion) 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, ADF = Asian Development Fund, OCR = ordinary capital resources, RBL = results-based 
lending.  
Notes: For 2017–2019, figures are estimated based on relevant work program and budget frameworks, country operations 
business plans, and inputs by regional departments; two RBL programs were approved during the first half of 2017. There 
were at least two more in the 2018–2019 pipeline that could use RBL but are not captured in this figure (Sindh Education in 
Pakistan and Primary Health Care in Kazakhstan). 
Sources: Strategy, Policy and Review Department. 2014–2016. Statement of Asian Development Bank Operations. Manila: ADB; 
and ADB. 2016. Work Program and Budget Framework, 2017–2019. Manila. 

 

B. Relevance of Program Objectives 
 
24. The definition of an RBL program is clearly laid out in the RBL policy paper and Staff 
Guidance issued in November 2013 (footnote 3). The policy paper says “the proposed RBL 
modality will support government-owned sector programs and disburse ADB financing based on 
program results. A government program can cover the whole, part, or a time slice of a sector 
with the aim of improving sector performance; and it can be new or ongoing.” A footnote 
amplifies the policy: “ADB may support a part (or a slice) of a government program or the entire 
government program through RBL. The program or the part that is supported by the RBL, or the 
RBL operation, will need to be clearly defined.” The staff guidance states that “a key step in 
preparing an RBL program is defining the program’s scope or boundary,” (para. 52) and 
distinguishes the RBL program boundary from the broader government program whose scope 
can extend beyond the objectives and time slice covered by the RBL program.  
 
25. Half of the 12 RBL programs are in the education sector. ADB has had a long engagement 
with the education sector, and has established effective partnerships with development partners 
in basic education, secondary education, and skills development. After years of experience in 
implementing sector-wide approaches through investment projects and policy loans, the 
education sector was ready to embrace the RBL modality. RBL programs appeared in tune with a 
government-led approach and well-suited to drive the difficult, system-wide changes necessary 
for meaningful education reform. Linked Document 3 discusses the RBL programs in the 
education sector.  
 
26. The six education RBL programs leverage resources to tackle the high levels of 
unemployment among educated Asian youth. Enhancing employability by giving young people 
access to the education and skills needed in today’s rapidly-changing labor markets is highly 
relevant to national economic development and social cohesion. Three of the RBL programs 
address this objective within secondary education, and three by support for skills development 
and technical and vocational education and training (TVET) systems. ADB financing for the 
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education RBL programs is a relatively small share of the total RBL program cost for the secondary 
school programs (2% in Nepal and 7% in the Philippines), compared with the TVET programs (9% 
in the People’s Republic of China [PRC] and 68% in India). The relatively small share of ADB 
financing is a consequence of the large budgets for teacher salaries and other recurrent items, 
which dwarf all other costs. One secondary education program and two of the TVET programs 
are also supported by other development partners. 
 
27. RBL programs in Indonesia and Solomon Islands are supporting infrastructure sectors 
that received previous ADB support. The Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement 
Program in Solomon Islands builds on the previous Transport Sector Development Program and 
supports a time slice of the National Transport Plan (2017–2036), which aims to develop an 
effective transport infrastructure and transport services to support sustained economic growth 
and social development. The program’s objective is to improve the efficiency and sustainability 
of the multimodal transport system by helping to rehabilitate and maintain transport 
infrastructure and strengthen program systems to finance and implement the National Transport 
Plan. The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia is supporting expansion 
of the distribution network and reconductoring of transmission lines as part of the 2015–2019 
program being implemented by Perusahaan Listrik Negara (PLN) to stimulate greater investments 
in the region. ADB has supported the energy sector in Indonesia with PBL in the recent past and 
re-engaged with PLN after a gap of about 8 years. PLN had been reluctant to borrow from ADB 
for investment projects. The program team reports that the reliance on program systems by RBL 
programs made it possible for ADB to resume lending to PLN using the new modality. ADB-
supported investment projects in the energy sector do not have a good track record, some 
languishing 5–6 years due to land acquisition and procurement issues. 
 
28. RBL programs in Armenia, India, Pakistan, and the PRC are supporting government 
programs in sectors that had not received previous ADB support. These programs had highly 
relevant objectives, such as supporting the national health program in India, and strengthening 
provincial government efforts to promote TVET in the PRC and India. Several RBL programs had 
innovative objectives—incentivizing PPPs for elderly care services in the PRC, and increasing 
access to clean energy in Pakistan through community-managed micro-hydropower plants and 
solar plants to provide electricity to schools and public health facilities—which, if successfully 
implemented, could lead to transformational outcomes.  
 
29. With the exception of the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program RBL in Armenia, 
all of the RBL programs are embedded in a credible government program. In most cases, the RBL 
program constitutes a part of the broader government program. The three school sector 
programs are supporting secondary or higher secondary education and aiming to strengthen 
Science, Math, and English learning outcomes. The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra 
Program in Indonesia is supporting the distribution network and reconductoring of transmission 
lines while the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan is supporting part of the 
power generation envisaged in the provincial energy sector master plans through micro-
hydropower plants and small-scale solar plants. In most of these RBL programs the evaluation 
found strong government commitment to provide funds, deliver results, and improve program 
systems. The exception was Armenia where the RBL program lacked evidence of a broader 
government program with a credible expenditure program beyond the ADB financing, and even 
that was hampered by borrowing limits necessitated by macrofiscal constraints. 
 
30. The next few sections discuss the technical assessments undertaken, as per staff guidance 
for RBL programs, to determine how the program will be designed to achieve results and manage 
risks. The technical assessments consist of three inter-related assessments: (i) program 
soundness, (ii) results and links with disbursements, and (iii) the expenditure framework and 
financing plan. 
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C. Program Soundness  
 
31. All RBL programs undertook an assessment of program soundness. These assessments 
found that almost all RBL programs were supported by a sector strategy and, with one exception 
(the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia), were well-grounded in a credible 
government program. Most RBL programs relied on sector implementing agencies within the 
government rather than on special program management units, which is appropriate for such 
programs. As will be discussed below, the evaluation found strong government commitment and 
ownership for use and improvement of program systems. However, design challenges in several 
RBL programs led to a lack of clarity on some program boundaries.  
 
32. Relevance of design was often weakened by inadequate definition of program 
boundaries, which affected supervision and monitoring. In the absence of prior experience with 
RBL programs, and when partnerships in RBL were weak or non-existent, it proved difficult to 
define the program boundary and design a realistic RBL. The RBL guidance clearly distinguishes 
the RBL program from the broader government program but also makes it clear that ADB 
financing is a contribution toward the RBL program budget and is indistinguishable from the 
remaining program funds. Reporting and monitoring is therefore expected to cover the whole 
RBL program and not just ADB financing. In practice, some RBL programs, such as the Electricity 
Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia and the School Seismic Safety Improvement 
Program in Armenia do not specify the RBL boundary, reducing the RBL program to ADB 
financing. The broader Armenian government program was so vaguely defined that its notional 
budget cannot be treated as an expenditure framework that can be assessed.  
 
33. Two RBL programs had financing plan issues. The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra 
Program in Indonesia RBL lists ADB’s $575 million as the RBL program, and indicates that the 
World Bank is providing $500 million for the same distribution program in Sumatra and that PLN 
is expected to make a contribution of $5.1 billion from its own resources. Although there is no 
financing gap at the RBL program level, only 58% of the $10.8 billion of the broader government 
financing plan has been identified, leaving the program with a substantial financing gap at the 
broader government program level. The School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia 
lists ADB’s $88.5 million for reconstruction of 46 schools to seismic safety standards and indicates 
that the government’s contribution of $18.5 million will be in the form of tax waivers. As things 
stand, even with the ADB financing, the lack of finance has resulted in the program grinding to 
a halt. With such a restrictive scope this operation ended up being similar to an investment 
project.  
 
34. Design challenges, particularly those specifying the program boundary, are not limited 
to new programs. The Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines assumes that ADB 
financing is additional to the RBL program costs, although the Department of Finance clarified 
that this is not the case. All of the loan agreements, including that for the Senior High School 
Support Program in the Philippines, contain requirements for annual audits of RBL program 
funds, which would normally be expected to include ADB’s contribution, the government’s 
contribution, and financing from other development partners (if known). But the Department of 
Education, the implementing agency, has not separated the Senior High Secondary Education 
budget from the K-12 school education budget. The lack of a separate account for the RBL 
program makes it impossible for the department to prepare annual statements of accounts of 
the RBL program and have them audited. These contradictions could have been addressed by an 
appraisal mission after the program. The results framework and DLIs were designed to ensure 
that ADB’s program team and the country’s representatives are in agreement on the program’s 
scope, objectives, and design, and this problem could have been rectified by a more rigorous 
quality assurance process during loan processing. Although the rationale of the RBL programs is 
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clear and the relevance of objectives is high, these deficiencies in program soundness weaken 
the relevance of design. 
 
35. Two other RBL programs had program boundary issues generated by the time frame of 
the program. The Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan is designed to support 
installation of 1,000 micro-hydropower plants (MHP) and solar panels in 25,587 schools and 
public health facilities. The DLI disbursement plan made no provision for payments against prior 
results but there is reportedly a tacit agreement between the provincial government in Khyber 
Pakhtunkhwa and the program team to include the first phase of an MHP program initiated by 
the implementing agency (Pakhtunkhwa Electricity Development Organization) 2 years prior to 
install 356 MHPs in the province as part of the MHPs installed under the RBL program. The loan 
agreement included provisions for a 15% advance payment but none for prior results, and it 
remains unclear how the program boundary will be stretched to justify financing for the MHPs 
completed under the Pakhtunkhwa Electricity Development Organization’s first phase. Even the 
advance approved at loan approval had not been disbursed 7 months later when the IED team 
visited the country.  
 
36. The Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program also had a program 
boundary inconsistency. The report and recommendation of the President (RRP) indicated  
$1.61 billion as the RBL’s program size, which is in fact the projected expenditure during 2015–
2021, while the program is indicated as commencing only in 2016. Thus, the program budget 
was incorrectly reported in the RRP. Such anomalies may seem to be small errors in 
documentation but they have substantial implications as the program boundary defines what 
will be included, cofinanced, monitored, and verified as part of the RBL program.   
 

D. Design Coherence Between Results Frameworks, Disbursement-
Linked Indicators, and Links to Disbursement 

 
37. The RBL policy paper indicated that a clear definition of results and a strong emphasis 
on achieving them by linking results directly with disbursements are defining features of RBL. As 
per the 2016 DMF guidelines,13 the RBL’s program action plan (PAP) and program results 
framework (PRF) are the parent documents of the RBL DMF and, as such, all DMF results and 
indicators originate from them. The RBL’s results framework is expected to specify how an RBL 
program’s outcome will be achieved, linking its outcome, outputs, and system performance 
results into a coherent matrix. A limited set of results indicators that are considered critical for 
achieving and measuring the RBL program outcome are specified as DLIs, each having 
disbursements associated with clearly specified time-bound targets for the DLIs. Disbursements 
are based on independent verification of DLI results against the indicators and targets. Related 
actions for developing institutional capacity or managing risks are included in the accompanying 
PAP, which is an integral part of the RBL program design. Since progress on DLIs determines the 
pace of disbursement, DLIs receive the most attention both during RBL preparation and program 
implementation. 
 
38. More effective design and implementation is needed. The DLI matrix has three different 
formats—a simplified DLI matrix in the RRP, a matrix that includes details of the performance 
indicators and the verification protocol, and a matrix with the disbursement schedule. The loan 
agreement also lists DLIs and indicators. The review found that these various manifestations of 
results and indicators were inconsistent. The descriptors of the results and indicators changed 
across the different matrices, and sometimes the targets varied as well. In some cases, indicators 
in the DLI matrix even differ from those in the RRP (see Box 2). Such inconsistencies between the 
outcomes in the RRP, DMF, and the DLIs make the dialogue on results difficult. Given the 

                                                            
13 ADB. 2016. Guidelines for Preparing a Design and Monitoring Framework. Manila. 
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importance of DLIs to demonstrate results and justify disbursements, internal consistency is 
essential. 
 

 
39. DLIs are defined by a range of SMART results indicators. The RBL staff guidance note 
explains that DLIs can include outcome, output, and system performance results indicators. As 
for the other results indicators, DLIs should be SMART, i.e., (i) specific and well-defined,  
(ii) measurable and monitorable, (iii) achievable and time-bound, (iv) relevant, and  
(v) transparent. A coherent program is expected to have synergies among different DLIs but since 
each DLI has a share of disbursement associated with it, the DLI needs to capture a discrete 
output or outcome attributable to a demonstrable effort made by the program. Most DLIs in the 
RBL documents met these characteristics and the distribution of targets and associated 
disbursements over the life of the RBL program appeared logical and credible.  
 
40. More than half of the DLIs are outputs, one-fifth are institutional DLIs, and one-fifth are 
outcome DLIs. DLIs for institutional reforms or institutional strengthening actions could be 
considered intermediate outcomes and are often more crucial during the initial phase of RBL 
programs. Over time, these programs are designed to evolve, with greater emphasis placed on 
outcomes. The average disbursement allocations of the different types of DLIs show an emphasis 
on outcomes, with $34 million earmarked on average for outcome DLIs, while output DLIs were 
earmarked on average $30 million, and institutional DLIs $21 million, according to the 
disbursement plans of the 12 RBL programs reviewed (Table 5).  

 
Table 5: Distribution of DLIs, by Number and Amount 

Type of DLI 
Number 
of DLIs 

Percentage by 
Number 

 Amount 
($ million)  

Percentage 
by Amount 

Average Amount 
per DLI ($ million) 

Outcome  17 21  581  25 34.2 
Output 46 57  1,380  59 30.0 
Institutional  18 22  370  16 20.6 

Total 81 100  2,332  100 28.8 
DLI = disbursement-linked indicator. 
Notes: (i) The total amount is not equal to the ADB loan amount ($2.3 billion) as the $25 million for Electricity Grid the 
Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia RBL funded by the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund (administered by ADB) is 
included here based on its DLIs, verification protocols, and disbursement schedule; (ii) two RBL programs have amounts for 
(a) interest during program implementation (School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia—$5.5 million); and  
(b) interest during construction (Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan—$18.0 million). 
Source: Reports and recommendations of the President. 

 

Box 2: Inconsistency of Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs) in Program Documents  
 
The Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan has four different specifications for the same 
DLI in different program documents, leading to confusion about the targets and providing clients in the 
two provinces with a justification to modify them to suit current priorities: 
 The report and recommendation of the President describes the program results for DLI 3 as: 

installation of 1,000 micro-hydropower plants, and installation of rooftop solar plants at 23,000 
schools and 2,587 primary health care facilities. 

 The design and monitoring framework specifies only 500 primary health care facilities.  
 The results framework in the program implementation document includes annual targets that add 

up to 70 primary health care facilities for Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province (KPP) and 430 for Punjab.  
 The loan agreement lists 1,000 micro-hydropower plants in KPP and the aggregate number of solar 

plants (8,137 in KPP and 17,400 in Punjab) without mentioning schools or primary health care 
facilities separately. 

 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 
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41. Three-quarters of the RBL programs have scalable DLIs. The targets of results indicators 
for DLIs are dispersed over the life of the program, with disbursements earmarked against the 
targets for each indicator. However, recognizing that the pace of RBL implementation may vary 
from the planned schedule, some of the DLIs have been designed with a provision for partial 
disbursements. These can be adjusted on a pro-rata basis for over- or underachievement of 
targets. More than 40% of the DLIs, distributed across 9 of the 12 RBL programs, included a 
provision for partial disbursements (Table 6).  
 

                                             Table 6: Distribution of DLIs with Partial Disbursement, by Number and Amount 

Type of DLI 
Number 
of DLIs 

Percentage by 
Number 

DLIs with 
PD 

(number) 

Percentage by 
Number of DLIs 

with PD 

DLIs with PD 
as 

Percentage 
of DLIs 

DLIs with PD 
($ million) 

DLIs with PD 
as 

Percentage 
of Amount 

Outcome  17 21 11 31 65 494 33 

Output 46 57 20 56 43 930 63 

Institutional 
Strengthening 18 22 5 14 28 60 4 

Total 81 100 36 100 44 1,485 100 
DLI= disbursement linked indicator, PD = partial disbursement. 
Notes: (i) The total amount is not equal to the ADB loan amount ($2.3 billion) as the $25 million for the Electricity Grid Strengthening—
Sumatra Program in Indonesia RBL funded by the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund (administered by ADB) is included here based on its RRP; (ii) two 
RBL programs have amounts for (a) interest during program implementation (School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia—$5.5 
million); and (b) interest during construction (Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan—$18.0 million). 
Source: Asian Development Bank. 

 
42. To be useful as disbursement triggers, the indicators also need to be unique. DLI selection 
should be done carefully to avoid overlaps with other indicators. DLIs should be well suited to 
the context. For example, in the case of the Senior High School Support Program in the 
Philippines, the ADB RBL supported the establishment of the government’s senior high school 
(SHS) program, which was to be implemented 14 months after loan effectiveness. This meant 
that the critical reforms had to be put in place prior to implementation. The subsequent 
disbursement triggers reflected the application and/or implementation of policy issuances and, 
in the final year, the ensuing outcomes. Setting in place critical institutional arrangements, such 
as the voucher program required reviews, discussions, and agreements within government, 
private schools, state and local universities, the Private Education Assistance Committee, and 
other partners to ensure effective implementation. During the design of disbursement triggers, 
the Department of Finance actively participated to ensure that critical reforms were put in place 
in support of the SHS program and that these were achievable, given the financing requirements 
of the government.   
 
43. Most country clients were satisfied with the DLI selection, but a few expressed a desire 
to reconsider one or more DLIs. The IED country missions found that country clients were very 
familiar with the DLIs for their respective RBL programs. Discussions about the DLIs focused 
mainly on implementation issues, progress monitoring, and verification. However, clients for 
several RBL programs wished to revise some of the DLIs or DLI targets. They seemed unaware 
that revising indicators and targets of RBL programs would not be as easy as revising monitoring 
indicators for investment projects, because DLIs have disbursement amounts linked to them and 
major DLI revisions could require Board approval.14 In one case, the clients felt the outcome DLI 

                                                            
14 Paragraph 136 of the RBL policy paper (footnote 1) states that changes in scope (including modification of DLIs) and/or 

implementation arrangements will follow ADB’s prevailing rules and procedures on changes in scope for projects. This 
is further bolstered by para. 287 and footnote 68 of the staff guidance (footnote 3) which provides that the approval 
authority for a change in scope will depend on whether changes are minor or major and be approved in accordance 
with Project Administration Instruction 5.02. Therefore, not all modifications to DLIs will constitute a restructuring of 
the operations or require Board approval. 
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was too loosely formulated and ambitious and would be difficult to achieve. In two cases, the 
clients wanted changes because the DLIs included PPP, which the government had lost interest 
in and wanted to drop. In another case, the clients weren’t sure they would be able to achieve 
the DLIs on schedule. While the client was relieved to learn that its DLI matrix included provisions 
for partial disbursements against some output DLIs, they still wanted to know how much 
flexibility they had to revise the DLIs. In another case, the clients did not question the DLIs, but 
assumed the targets were indicative and could be changed by them. Obviously, a request to 
downgrade targets simply because they are difficult to achieve would have less merit than if 
there is a change in the country context, or if the observed effects of the RBL program justified a 
modification to the design.  
 
44. Clearer guidance and more awareness building are needed on the conditions under 
which restructuring of DLIs is justified. These examples suggest that ADB should issue explicit 
guidance on the conditions under which restructuring of DLIs would be justified, and the 
procedures to be followed to do so. Since DLI revision is much more significant than revising 
indicators for the results framework of other investment projects, ADB may want to limit these 
revisions to the midterm review of the RBL, when a thorough assessment could be made. ADB 
should also train its staff as well as country clients on DLIs, including DLI selection, the limited 
conditions when DLI restructuring might be permissible, procedures for restructuring DLIs, and 
good practices in monitoring progress and verification of DLIs.  
 

E. Expenditure Framework and Financing Plan  
 
45. RBL adopts a learning-by-doing and principles-based approach. RBL shifts ADB's 
orientation from program implementation to supporting results at the program level. It also 
adopts a principle-based rather than rule-based approach intended to improve the systems for 
an entire country program, and complements other ADB instruments in order to deliver the 
country's priorities according to results, scaling up program systems whenever possible. 
 
46. Several assumptions are embedded in the RBL analytical framework. First, it is assumed 
that working with program systems will help strengthen them; there is ample evidence from 
budget support for fiduciary system reforms that this can be done. Second, it is assumed that 
costs of achieving the intended results can be and are being accurately estimated up front. 
Achieving realistic cost estimates is a critical precondition for effective public investment 
management. Without accurate costing, budgeting, procurement, and performance 
measurement of programs can be compromised. Third, it is assumed that it is possible to carry 
out a fiduciary assessment, and come to a clearly formulated, reliable conclusion. In cases where 
fiduciary problems are apparent, capacity development and risk mitigation actions can be 
identified and implemented to resolve them.  
 
47. A further challenge underlying the assumption behind system strengthening is the 
distinction between strengthening formal and functional aspects. The evaluation needs to look 
carefully at the measures proposed to ensure a good balance between formal and functional 
measures. If the measures are only formal, they may lead to formulation of good laws and 
regulations that aren’t implemented as intended. That would not lead to an adequate fiduciary 
environment. Care must be taken to ensure that the more challenging functional measures are 
also adopted successfully. 
 
48. Most RBL programs had an adequate definition of the program's expenditure framework. 
Applying this analytical framework to the quality of expenditure frameworks, the evaluation 
found that most RBL programs had an adequate definition of the program's expenditure 
framework, including the scope and boundary relative to the broader government program. 
Questions can arise when the expenditure framework covers a long-time period, as in the case 
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of the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia, which supports a 5-year time 
slice of a 15-year program. No information is provided about funding for the last 10 years of the 
program, and the costing assumptions seem inconsistent with those used for the initial 5 years. 
The $107 million cost of the program in Armenia is covered entirely by ADB funding, except for 
$18.5 million (17%) in tax waivers for program expenditures. Neither the government nor other 
development partners are contributing any funds for this RBL. A broader government program 
of seismic improvement of 436 schools has been proposed but has not received any funds from 
the budget or any other development partner. Moreover, the RBL’s implementation is likely to 
be delayed by at least 1 year or more due to government’s fiscal problems, which has prevented 
utilization of ADB funds.  
 
49. Given the broad nature of RBL support for sector reform, value addition that goes beyond 
financing is important. In the Public–Private Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform 
Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, Hubei in the PRC, there was a question as to whether 
a partner was private or state-owned, with implications for financial sustainability and efficiency. 
The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia has limited the program 
boundary to the ADB loan of $575 million, with cofinancing of $25 million from the Association 
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Infrastructure Fund (AIF). The RBL program boundary even 
excludes World Bank financing of $500 million that is expected for the same distribution network 
and for the reconductoring of transmission lines in Sumatra. Nor is there any government 
contribution towards the program. Such discrete, ring fenced financing is usually provided 
through investment projects. The boundary of this ring fenced portion as an RBL appears to be 
defined primarily by the volume of ADB financing. This was recognized early during 
implementation and the RBL program team is tracking the whole power distribution and 
redirecting of transmission lines. This design issue has also been addressed in a follow-up RBL 
program. Given the broad nature of RBL support to sector reform, value addition by the RBL 
beyond financing part of the broader government program is important.  
 
50. Most RBL programs clearly articulated ADB's value added. In the Electricity Grid 
Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia, ADB had previous experience in the sector, which 
helped in costing and in managing fiduciary risk. In the Sustainable Transport Infrastructure 
Improvement Program in Solomon Islands, ADB is allowed to disburse based on achievements in 
improving transport infrastructure maintenance, while the government can use the funds for 
eligible investment expenses under the program, in compliance with its debt management 
strategy, which does not permit the use of debt for maintenance. In the Senior High School 
Support Program in the Philippines, ADB support played an important role in setting up the new 
voucher program of the government, and its subsequent implementation nationwide. Value 
addition is also evident in the shift from grants based on unit costs to performance- and needs-
based grants in the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, and in the willingness 
to try new approaches as in the Skills Sector Enhancement Program in Sri Lanka, which piloted 
performance-based contracting of private training providers to deliver training and job-
placement services. 
 
51. In most cases, the RBL financing plans seem to be sustainable, and the measures 
proposed to mitigate risks appropriate. However, some risks may have been systematically 
underestimated, such as recruiting and retaining financial management and procurement staff 
for key positions. Such staff are much in demand, particularly outside major urban centers.  
 

F. Integration of Gender Issues in Results-Based Lending  
 
52. RBL programs use the same classification for gender mainstreaming as other modalities, 
but are not required to prepare a gender action plan. The RBL staff guidance indicates that RBL 
programs should clearly and sufficiently demonstrate how programs will result in gender equality 
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and women’s empowerment. In terms of classification, RBL programs will adopt either gender 
equity or effective gender mainstreaming as their themes. Under gender mainstreaming, when 
appropriate, gender indicators should also be included in the DLI matrix and/or gender actions 
should form part of the PAP.   
 

Box 3: Gender Disbursement-Linked Indicators (DLIs) in Results-Based Lending Programs 
 

 Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India. The program aims to improve the health status 
of the urban poor by facilitating equitable access to quality essential health services. It has a strong 
gender equity and pro-poor focus, allocating greater resources to the needs of women and girls. 
Gender equity is captured directly through two—DLI 1: increased institutional deliveries in urban 
areas, and DLI 4: community processes improved by recruiting and training 35,000 accredited social 
health activists (ASHAs), and collaborating with and training women’s community collectives (Mahila 
Arogya Samitis). The program will support gender equity indirectly through gender-disaggregated 
analysis from client satisfaction surveys under DLI 5 (quality assurance) and the health management 
information system (MIS) under DLI 6 (planning, management, and monitoring capacity).  

 Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education Program in India. The 
program has a pro-poor and gender equity focus. The program action plan (PAP) and DLI matrix have 
sex-disaggregated baseline and target indicators. The MIS captures sex-disaggregated data: DLI 1: 
Increase in the employability rate of Additional Skill Acquisition Program (ASAP) male and female 
trainees over the 2016 baseline; DLI 3: Community skills parks with modern training facilities, with 
gender-friendly design providing easy access for physically impaired.  

 Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal. The program has a pro-poor, inclusive, and 
gender equity focus. The DLI matrix has sex-disaggregated baseline and target indicators obtained 
through a web-based education management information system (EMIS): Outcome DLI 1: Increased 
access and participation of girls and boys in secondary education; a pro-poor scholarship scheme 
includes targeted interventions to increase girls’ participation in science subjects in grades 11 and 
12; Output DLIs 3, 4, 5: Gender-disaggregated; DLI 7: A web-based EMIS generated disaggregated 
data for gender and social groups in all 75 district education offices. 

 Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan. The program has a gender strategy and PAP 
to promote gender mainstreaming and collect gender-disaggregated data for the web-based 
program performance management system: DLI 4: By 2021, at least 30% of the schools that have 
had solar plants installed will be girls' schools; DLI 5: By 2021, at least 7% of target households newly 
connected to electricity will be households headed by women.  

 Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines. Three of six DLIs include gender-
disaggregated indicators: DLI 1: Learning outcomes on mathematics and science; DLI 2: Learning 
outcomes in technical and vocational learning subjects (Department of Education policy on technical 
and vocational learning includes a strategy and action plan to promote female enrollment); DLI 4: 
Minimum service standards of schools include separate toilets for girls and boys. 

 Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement Program in Solomon Islands. This program has a 
gender action plan with targets to ensure a gender-responsive infrastructure: DLI 2: Supports gender-
responsive design features. 
 

Source: Independent Evaluation Department.  
 

 
53. The majority of RBL programs reviewed had demonstrable measures to mainstream 
and/or monitor gender mainstreaming. Four of the RBL programs were classified as gender 
equity, while five were classified as effective gender mainstreaming. However, the classification 
was not a good proxy for gender mainstreaming in the design of the RBL program. The DLI matrix 
for some RBL programs included gender DLIs with indicators to capture gender equity results 
(Box 3). These included three RBL programs classified as gender equity (Supporting National 
Urban Health Mission in India, Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic 
Education Program in India, and  Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal) and three 
classified as effective gender mainstreaming (Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in 
Pakistan, Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines, and Sustainable Transport 



20 Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early Assessment 
 

 

Infrastructure Improvement Program in Solomon Islands). Use of gender DLIs enhances the 
visibility and likelihood of the gender impact of RBL programs provided the DLIs are substantive.  
 
54. However, some of the gender DLIs or targets proposed are underwhelming. For instance, 
for the Supporting National Urban Health Mission RBL in India, one of the targets in the DMF is 
“Complete immunization among children below 12 months of age increased to at least 80% ... 
with a female-male differential no more than 10%.” This target is even worse than the 9% male 
female gap reported in the Program Soundness Assessment reported by the National Family 
Health Survey-3. For the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan, the DLI targeting 
at least 7% of the households newly connected to electricity to be headed by women (a modest 
target to begin with) has been watered down by agreeing to classify households whose male 
heads are away as migrant workers as headed by women. For RBL programs to contribute 
meaningfully to gender equity and mainstreaming, DLIs would need to be formulated with 
greater care to ensure that they are meaningful additions to other RBL results. Including gender 
indicators as DLIs or actions in the PAP for all RBL programs or sectors where gender equity or 
gender mainstreaming results are feasible appears to be an effective way of enhancing gender 
outcomes. 
 

G. Government Commitment and Ownership  
 
55. Government commitment can be assessed by (i) the alignment of the RBL program with 
the government’s strategy, (ii) the government’s commitment to the expenditure program, and 
(iii) client understanding and ownership of the DLIs in the RBL program. 
 
56. Alignment with the government’s strategy is strong. All of the RBL programs were 
derived from, or aligned with, government strategies. Half of the RBL programs involved adding 
the RBL program to ongoing activities where the government strategy was well known. RBL 
programs for new areas, such as those in the PRC, India, and Pakistan, were also embedded 
within government strategies or master plans whose implementation had already begun. In 
Pakistan, the provincial master plans had been prepared with ADB support, while in PRC and 
India they were developed by the countries themselves.  
 
57. Most, but not all, RBL programs showed evidence of government commitment to the 
expenditure program. In the case of the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia, 
the government did not finance any portion of the RBL (paras. 32–33 and 48). While ADB allows 
for ADB financing of an entire RBL program, what was unique about Armenia was that at loan 
approval there was no financial commitment by the government to the expenditure framework 
of the broader government program. The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in 
Indonesia has been restricted to ADB financing. There appears to be a financing gap in Sumatra. 
The Solomon Islands has also found it difficult to finance the government share of program 
expenditure, because government regulations require donor lending to be applied toward 
rehabilitation of roads rather than maintenance. On-budget financing by the RBL enables this 
kind of substitution. The provincial governments in Pakistan expressed strong ownership of the 
Access to Clean Energy Investment Program, but were struggling with cofinancing, and one 
province was hoping to use part of the loan proceeds to finance the MHPs initiated 2 years 
previously under the first phase of its program.15 Such cofinancing difficulties may slow down 
implementation or affect program sustainability.  
 

                                                            
15 The RBL policy (footnote 1) provides that, RBL modality can support ongoing government programs although it is 

good practice to clarify what is eligible for financing in the RRP or the expenditure framework. If the Pakistan energy 
program had listed completed feasibility studies for MHPs as prior results, ADB could have provided financing for those 
results upon loan approval. 
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58. Client understanding and ownership of the DLIs was problematic in several instances. 
Under the Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines, the Department of Education 
questioned the inclusion of the DLI for adopting PPPs for school construction, even though this 
was a preferred strategy of the previous government. Under the Access to Clean Energy 
Investment Program in Pakistan, the two provincial governments thought the DLI framework was 
flexible, just as the results frameworks of investment projects used to be, and were hoping to 
revise the indicators and targets.16 The fact that the implementing agencies started questioning 
the DLI frameworks soon after loan approval suggests that the consultation during the 
processing phase was not rigorous in ensuring full ownership by the countries. Chapter 4 
discusses the DLIs and results frameworks at greater length. 

 
H. Capacity Contexts Favorable for Results-Based Lending 
 
59. RBL differs in several respects from the two main ADB modalities, investment lending and 
PBL. While investment and PBL focus on the delivery of projects and on policy and institutional 
reforms, respectively, RBL focuses on achieving results through the use and improvement of 
program systems. Table 7 provides a comparison of these modalities. 

 
Table 7: Comparison of Major Lending Modalities in Asian Development Bank 

Dimensions Investment Lending Policy-Based Lending 
Results-Based 

Lending 
Primary Focus  Transactions, project 

implementation and 
delivery 

Policy actions, 
institutional reform 

Support to 
government sector 
programs 

Financing Purpose Investments, project 
inputs (goods, works, 
services) 

Budget support and 
policy reform 

Sector programs and 
expenditure 
frameworks 

Disbursement linked to Expenditure for 
inputs 

Fulfilment of policy 
actions 

Achievement of 
disbursement-linked 
indicators 

Implementation  Contracts and 
procurement 
supervision 

Progress against 
policy priori actions 

Improving program 
systems, institutions, 
sector dialogue and 
results 

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

 
60. When looking at a financing opportunity, the optimum conditions for the RBL modality is 
the existence of strong agency or program systems for M&E, safeguards, and fiduciary control, and 
deep ADB involvement in the sector and key agencies. Even when these conditions are not fully 
met, the modality can be considered. In situations where program systems are functioning well but 
ADB has no previous involvement, consideration could be given to starting with an investment loan 
containing DLIs, and possibly using ADB’s alternative procurement arrangements (APA), which 
allow the use of agency systems for procurement. In other situations where there is extensive ADB 
involvement, but challenges in monitoring and/or control systems, RBL may be used with caution 
along with mitigating measures to reduce systemic risk. In both of these less than optimal cases, 
ADB should only go ahead with an RBL if there is clarity of purpose, with a clear line of sight in the 
results chain between DLIs, outputs and outcomes. In situations where there are serious difficulties 
both with the lack of ADB prior involvement and with weak systems, other modalities should be 
considered (Figure 3).  
 
   

                                                            
16 This was conveyed during mission meetings although a formal request for revising the targets has not been submitted 

to ADB. 
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Figure 3: Varying Conditions for RBL 
 

 

 

I. Summary of Findings 
 
61. The relevance of the objectives of RBL programs is high, but the relevance of design has 
varied. RBL programs seem to be more suited to long-term engagement where reforms and 
system strengthening require an incremental approach. With one exception (the program in 
Armenia), RBL programs were embedded in a country-owned sector program. Designs were more 
robust when the RBL programs: (i) built on existing ADB support to sector or subsector programs 
and hence ADB’s prior sector knowledge, (ii) had an ongoing sector dialogue with an 
implementing agency with prior experience and familiarity with ADB guidelines and procedures, 
(iii) had a clearly defined scope and program boundary, and (iv) benefited from development 
partnerships. Several RBL programs have innovative and potentially transformative objectives 
that have been supported by ADB through sector dialogue, TA, and implementation support. 
 
62. Introducing RBL programs is easier in countries where ADB has a history of prior support. 
ADB had such prior experience for half of the 12 RBL programs under review: in Indonesia, Nepal, 
the Philippines, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka, where the programs built on ongoing sector-
wide programs. Four of these were in the education sector and one each in the energy and was 
in the transport sectors. In these programs, the ability to build on prior experience and ADB’s 
deep knowledge of the sector, and to hold an ongoing dialogue with the implementing agency, 
facilitated the transition to the new lending modality. With one exception, these programs seem 
to be mostly on track.  
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63. New programs seem more susceptible to design problems. At least three of the six 
programs that are new to ADB (those in Armenia, Pakistan, and one of the PRC programs) 
encountered design issues. These may have been aggravated by the engagement with 
implementing agencies who were not yet familiar with ADB guidelines and procedures. The 
special requirements of the RBL modality—technical assessments to delimit the program, systems 
assessments of implementation arrangements, and well-designed DLIs and program actions—
add to these risks because of the inexperience of ADB staff in using the new modality.  
 
64. Capacity contexts favorable for RBL programs. RBL programs are likely to work best when 
there is deep ADB involvement in the sector and agency, and strong systems for M&E, safeguards, 
and fiduciary control. In situations where program systems are functioning well, but ADB has no 
previous involvement, consideration could be given to starting with an investment loan containing 
DLIs, and possibly using ADB’s APA, which allows the use of agency systems for procurement. In 
other situations where there is extensive ADB involvement but challenges in monitoring and/or 
control systems, RBL could be used with caution along with mitigating measures to reduce systemic 
risk. Otherwise alternative financing modalities should be considered rather than RBL programs. 
 
 
 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

Quality of Results-Based 
Lending System Assessments 
and Risk Assessment 
 
 
 

A. Staff Guidance on Systems Assessments 
 
65. The staff guidance on results-based lending specifies the system assessments required to 
determine how well the program will manage risks to ensure achievement of program results. 
The three system assessments are: (i) M&E, (ii) fiduciary assessment, and (iii) environmental and 
social assessment, as well as assessments of any other institutions and systems relevant and 
appropriate to the RBL program.17 The technical assessments (discussed in the previous chapter) 
and the system assessments are expected to identify the strengths, challenges and risks of the 
RBL program in each of those areas. An integrated risk assessment is then carried out based on 
the findings from the technical and system assessments, and measures are devised to address 
significant risks. ADB’s overall decision on whether to approve an RBL program is based on risks 
as well as the expected results and benefits of the RBL program.18 
 
66. The evaluation’s findings on results and the PAPs will be the subject of Chapter 4. The 
rest of this chapter focuses on the three system assessments. This will be followed by a review of 
the integrated risk assessments undertaken for each of the RBL programs.  
 

B. Results-Based Lending Supports Use of Program Systems 
 
67. The adoption of the RBL modality is part of a trend to make greater use of program 
systems for aid administration. Official development assistance is only a small part of total 
financing to developing countries. An important part of this approach is the alignment of 
development assistance to a partner country’s national development strategies, systems and 
procedures for aid administration. Such systems and procedures include, for example, using 
national budget preparation, execution, inter-governmental transfer, and audit processes, 
including putting projects on-budget, timed according to the government’s fiscal calendar, using 
national competitive bidding procedures, as appropriate.  
 
68. RBL is an innovative form of financing developed by ADB and other development partners 
for supporting government’s national or subnational programs at sector or subsector levels as 
defined by the RBL program’s scope and boundary. RBL benefits include an opportunity for ADB 
to gain in-depth knowledge of the program systems within a sector, and for countries to deepen 
their own understanding about how to improve their own systems, and the impact of their 
programs in the medium to long term, so that using the enhanced program systems becomes 
the norm in the longer term. In practice, most RBL programs are subject to due diligence 

                                                            
17 Footnote 3, paras. 53–54.  
18 Footnote 3, paras. 261–263. 
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assessments of government M&E, fiduciary and safeguards systems at the program level (i.e., 
program systems) to design measures to strengthen them, as necessary.  
 

C. Monitoring and Evaluation Systems 
 
69. RBL programs use the country’s program system for M&E. The staff guidance indicates 
that the program M&E system should monitor and report on the achievements of DLIs and 
program results. The M&E system assessment seeks to determine whether a system is in place 
that can adequately monitor and evaluate progress on results, including DLIs. For the 12 RBL 
programs, the four dimensions reviewed were: (i) assessment of capacity, staffing and resources 
for program M&E; (ii) assessment of M&E experience; (iii) adequacy of reporting, information 
sharing, and disclosure arrangements; and (iv) adequacy of measures to strengthen M&E system 
and capacity. 
 
70. All the RBL programs are accompanied by assessments of the program M&E system, but 
many of these assessments were carried out in a perfunctory manner. Typically, the RRPs for the 
first 12 RBL programs summarize the M&E assessment in a single paragraph, similar to the 
summary descriptions of other system assessments. Even the M&E assessments in the linked 
documents are inadequate in contrast to the much more elaborate fiduciary and safeguard 
assessments. The challenges of existing M&E systems and the quality of data within these systems 
have not received much attention. Most of the M&E assessments provide little detail on the 
capacity, staff, and resources of existing program M&E systems or the resource and capacity gaps 
that would need to be addressed to ensure adequate monitoring of the RBL program. Without 
effective M&E systems for the program, the RBL program will be unable to demonstrate results 
or to implement course corrections when necessary, undermining the central characteristic and 
benefit of RBL. 
 
71.  One RBL did not address the need for an effective EMIS for the sector. The M&E 
assessment for the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka did not undertake a 
proper assessment of the EMIS at the Ministry of Education, which was established with support 
from previous ADB projects. Responsibility for education sector monitoring is fragmented across 
multiple agencies. The school census is conducted by the Department of Census and Statistics 
under the Ministry of National Policy and Planning, while zonal offices maintain their own 
detailed information bases. The Planning and Performance Review Division within the Ministry of 
Education collects and disseminates information through sector reports. The M&E assessment 
does not explain why the RBL program decided to ignore the lack of an adequate EMIS, which is 
currently not automated or online. Rather than bringing all monitoring activities under one 
computerized umbrella, the RBL program has assigned responsibility for program monitoring to 
the sector monitoring and technical support unit with support from the TA, without addressing 
the need for an effective EMIS for the sector.  
 
72. The M&E assessments mainly focused on the monitoring needs of the additional 
components and DLI indicators in the RBL program. The M&E assessments were more concerned 
with the additional indicators and with adding data to existing databases than with 
strengthening the M&E systems and capacity of the sector. Some M&E assessments, such as those 
for the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka and Supporting National Urban 
Health Mission in India acknowledged the fragmentation of the M&E system across multiple 
databases, covering different components or activities within the sector. Others, such as the 
Nepal and Sri Lanka RBL programs, highlighted the time lag between data collection and 
production of monitoring reports due to reliance on manual data entry. In such cases, the RBL 
program provides an opportunity to improve M&E efficiency by upgrading a manual MIS into a 
computerized or web-based system, as envisaged for the EMIS for the Supporting School Sector 
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Development Plan in Nepal. However, the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka 
missed the opportunity to carry out such an upgrading. 
 
73. The unit of data collection is also an issue for some M&E systems. Some RBL programs, 
such as Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India, have M&E systems that record data 
at the facility level; others, such as the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, 
have them at the level of administrative units. Both countries are also enhancing their ability to 
track outcomes at the level of individual beneficiaries, which will require consolidation of M&E 
databases and tracking of health and learning outcomes. In education and health RBL programs, 
even more so than for infrastructure programs, the ability to collect and analyze data both at the 
facility level but also at the level of individual users or beneficiaries will be essential for an efficient 
and effective M&E system.  
 
74. Instances of good M&E assessments. Some RBL programs are thorough in assessing past 
M&E experience and in identifying the technical gaps in M&E systems and the areas that need 
enhancement: 
 
(i) The M&E assessment of the Supporting National Urban Health Mission program in India 

found that in specificity, measurability, relevance, and frequency of data collection, the 
existing M&E system in the executing agency’s implementation framework was fairly 
robust and comprehensive. The gaps lay in data reliability, the need for coordination 
across multiple information systems, and the emerging needs of M&E such as the 
inclusion of additional indicators on urban health services, data on unique users to enable 
data disaggregation, a module on monitoring community outreach, and indicators on 
equity and reaching the poor.  

(ii) The Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines also has a good description 
of existing M&E systems, which consist of seven databases, supplemented by two types 
of field verification. The main challenges are database design and the executing agency’s 
capacity to analyze information and prepare supporting documentation for reporting on 
DLIs. An effort is underway to create a unified database system with Australian funding.  

 
75. Most PAPs include actions to strengthen M&E, but these are often not specific enough. Of 
the 12 RBL programs reviewed, eight included actions in the PAP to strengthen program M&E. 
Of these, the two with the largest number of actions proposed were the School Seismic Safety 
Improvement Program in Armenia and the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in 
Indonesia (13 PAP actions each), followed by the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in 
Pakistan which had six actions, three in each of the two provinces to help the respective 
implementing agencies establish a web-based program performance management system 
(PPMS) to track implementation progress and generate annual monitoring reports on DLIs and 
PAP actions. Other PAPs pay far less attention to M&E and, even when the PAP includes actions 
on M&E, they are less specific than actions proposed for other priorities.  
 
(i) The Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal includes three actions 

dedicated to M&E out of 67 actions in all—procure services to convert the existing EMIS 
into a web-based EMIS, review and revise the data collection format to meet program 
reporting requirements and results frameworks, and strengthen the EMIS section 
through the deployment of trained staff. The M&E assessment does not provide any 
guidance on carrying these out nor does the PAP include any agreement on obligations 
to deploy skilled staff by the client to implement the more advanced M&E system 
expected by the program. However, the RBL envisages strengthening the Education 
Review Office, which is responsible for providing quarterly surveys of schools and 
students across Nepal. As a result, responsibilities have increased without a 
commensurate increase in staff capacity.  
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(ii) The Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan expects the client to develop 
and adopt a program performance management system for each province to incorporate 
the program preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) recommendations to ensure all 
program indicators are effectively monitored; adopt a centralized internet-based M&E 
system with access to education and health departments; and submit biannual program 
progress reports on DLIs and the implementation of PAP actions to ADB. The PAP 
describes what needs to be done but often without any clarity on whether that can be 
done with existing staff and resources or whether additional resources and skills will be 
needed to do so. 

(iii) For Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India, the M&E actions in the PAP 
include (a) strengthening the health management information system and National 
Urban Health Mission indicators to capture urban health issues, (b) providing a quality 
assurance module on health services delivery; and (c) developing an MIS to meet program 
reporting requirements through quarterly and annual progress reports.  

 
76. Given the significance of a good M&E system to monitoring results of the RBL program 
effectively, this seems to be an area deserving of much greater attention in the future. Results 
are the centerpiece of RBL designs, and the success of RBL programs is predicated on the ability 
of clients to implement a robust M&E system for the program, and the willingness of ADB to 
invest much more heavily in strengthening M&E systems than it does for other investment 
projects. This would mean, at a minimum, assessing the capacity of the program’s M&E system 
to collect data, ensure the consistency and quality of data, and analyze the data and produce 
reports regularly and systematically on program performance and progress on all indicators 
included in the program results matrix, including the DLIs and the DMF, and the PAP. Capacity 
gaps in resources, equipment, staff skills, analytical methods and reporting formats can be 
addressed by a combination of increased borrower investments and priority support from TA. 
 

D. Quality of Fiduciary Assessments 
 
77. This section addresses the adequacy of the fiduciary assessments, and adequacy of the 
measures to strengthen program fiduciary systems and governance. The evaluation asked two 
main questions. First, were the fiduciary assessments of overall and program financial 
management, procurement and fraud and corruption systems adequate to ensure that program 
funds will be used for intended purposes? Second, are the proposed measures to strengthen 
program fiduciary systems and governance adequate to address risks and challenges? The quality 
of fiduciary assessment and management in RBL programs is further discussed in Linked 
Document 4. 
 
78. All RBL programs carry out separate assessments on the three areas—procurement, 
financial management, and fraud and corruption—although most only provide the summary of 
the overall fiduciary assessment as a linked document. There are references to public expenditure 
and financial accountability (PEFA) assessments when these are available, including some at the 
provincial level. The Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal also drew on a public 
expenditure tracking study, support from the education MIS, social audits by parent teacher 
associations (which are mandatory for the release of funds to community schools), and financial 
audits of schools.  
 
79. Where there were difficulties in the systems, in some cases the implementing agency had 
already acted to redress them prior to the RBL. For example, in the case of the Access to Clean 
Energy Investment Program in Pakistan, the State Government of Punjab has outsourced the 
implementation of the solar photovoltaic units to a private company, wholly owned by the State 
Government, Quaid-e-Azam Solar Power, which has a project management unit dedicated to the 
solar subcomponent. They have hired a private firm, Lahmeyer from Germany, to help with 
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reviewing the bidding documents during the prequalification stage and the procurement of 
companies for the solar installation, and another firm, Engineering Consultancy Services Punjab, 
to help prepare the legal documents. 
 
80. All RBL operations need to assess the potential for fraud and corruption. While IED 
acknowledges that this is a highly sensitive area, most assessments in this area focus on laws, 
decrees, and regulations, rather than on actual practice. There are few references to publicly 
available information relevant to functioning of program systems, for instance from Transparency 
International.19 Various information on this could be triangulated. 
 
(i) In the Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program in the PRC, the assessment 

would have benefited from more discussion on actual practice, not just on government 
structures.  

(ii) The assessment of the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia mentions 
the country is joining the open government partnership. Actions taken by the 
government include a complaint hot line and a manual on education against corruption. 
However, the control exercised by officials and politicians and their relatives over private 
firms through hidden partnerships is not mentioned, although these have the potential 
to lead to manipulation of procurement and the bidding system.  

(iii) In October 2015, a new Staff Instruction20 was issued calling for integrity due diligence 
assessments when an executing or implementing agency is not a government ministry or 
agency. This assessment has not yet been carried out for two of the approved RBL 
programs examined that should have been subject to such assessment. The two RBL 
programs are the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia and the 
Public–Private Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care 
Services in Yichang, Hubei in the PRC.  

 
81. Findings from anticorruption assessments may be included as conditions in the loan 
agreement, as DLIs, PAPs, or as risk mitigating measures. For financial management and 
procurement, the proposed measures are broadly reasonable. Since most of the RBL programs 
assessed have only been under implementation for a short time, any assessment of the actual 
adequacy of proposed measures can only be preliminary.  
 
82. RBL’s leverage effect on government spending is not well understood. IED’s survey of 
program team leaders found that almost 87% of them found RBL to be moderately to extremely 
useful in reducing transaction costs. However, ADB and other development partners have little 
evidence as to whether the intended benefits from the use of program systems—fewer delays in 
implementation, lower transactions costs, and improving ownership—are being passed on to other 
government spending. These effects may only reveal themselves over a longer period, and could 
be analyzed through a series of public expenditure reviews in participating countries.  
 
83. It is difficult to assess the efficacy of proposed measures to address fraud and corruption. 
In addition to strengthening the complaints function, international experience shows that 
measures taken to improve financial management and procurement (e.g., transparency, 
complaint handling, use of standard bidding documents) will help reduce fraud and corruption. 
However, because of the challenges in the fraud and corruption analysis discussed above, it is 
difficult to assess the efficacy of proposed measures in the specific programs under discussion.  
 
84. In many RBL programs, capacity development measures are not fully described. In many 
cases, the only figure given is the provision of training in critical areas. There is considerable 
evidence that capacity development is more effective when there is a rigorous follow-up to 

                                                            
19 Transparency International often discusses corruption in public procurement in countries.  
20 ADB. 2015. Staff Instruction on Integrity Due Diligence for Sovereign Operations and Cofinancing. Manila. 
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ensure the expected results of the training have taken place, such as certification achieved or 
successful performance on testing at completion. Follow-up actions should be taken after a 
specified period to assess improvements in trainees’ job performance in areas related to the 
training they have received. More explicit provision for such measures, including continuing them 
once the RBL is completed, would have strengthened the programs.  
 
85. Fiduciary monitoring of PAPs can be improved in some cases. While fiduciary measures 
that are part of DLIs are regularly monitored and reported on in program implementation review 
reports, there is less evidence of fiduciary measures in the PAP being monitored, although this is 
improving. All the fiduciary measures set out in RBL documents are assumed to be important to 
ensure resources are used for the intended purposes, and should be monitored regularly by the 
borrower unless evidence is provided that the measures are no longer needed.  
 
86. Extra scrutiny can improve efficiency. In the Sustainable Transport Infrastructure 
Improvement Program in Solomon Islands, ADB and its cofinancing partner, Australia’s 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) are both investing in extra supervision to support 
the effective functioning of National Transport Fund systems. This has included the posting of an 
ADB staff with infrastructure background in Honiara and applying DFAT's requirement to issue 
no objection letters at different stages of the procurement process. Despite the client’s 
reservations, government efficiency has increased, and the ministry disburses National Transport 
Fund payments more quickly than other payments because of the extra scrutiny. 
 
87. Procurement issues were investigated. In the Education Sector Development Program in 
Sri Lanka, an unusual procurement issue arose. School buildings (two-story science laboratories 
and three-story technology faculty buildings) were procured using single-source contracting and 
drawing on firms registered with the Association of Sri Lankan Contractors, using a fixed price 
contract with a standard building design. This deviation from competitive bidding was approved 
by the Cabinet. ADB's annual fiduciary review looked at a limited number of sample contracts, 
which include both single-source and competitively sourced contracts, and found no clear 
evidence of large differences in contract price between the two types of contracts for the same 
design of building. Site visits found no difference in quality. Disbursement under the relevant DLI 
was held up to ascertain whether less than 50% of reviewed contracts, including these sole source 
ones, had adverse findings. Based on this review, it was determined that the executing agency 
had met the requirements of the DLI, so ADB disbursed. 
 
88. Fiduciary assessments give a reasonable assurance of program systems that are 
functioning well. Overall, the evaluation believes that the quality of the fiduciary assessments in 
the RBL programs gives a reasonable assurance of program systems that are functioning well, if 
mitigating measures are taken. However, capacity development standards and staff incentives 
could have been better defined, and ADB can strengthen its fraud and corruption assessment by 
concentrating more on publicly available information on actual practices relevant to the 
implementation of the program system. 
 
89. The following lessons arise from the analysis of the fiduciary assessments: 
 
(i) Some RBL program systems have been strengthened, based on progress in relevant DLIs 

and PAP actions in program implementation review reports. A key assumption of the RBL 
modality is that working with program systems will help to strengthen them. RBL is a 
form of performance- or program-based budgeting, where allocations are explicitly 
linked to outputs and outcomes delivered. There is ample evidence that such reforms 
haven't worked in fragile contexts when applied broadly;21 the question is whether they 

                                                            
21 S. Schiavo Campo and D. Tommasi. 1999. Managing Government Expenditure. Manila: ADB. p. 12. 
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can work in the more limited setting of an RBL program. In the RBL programs reviewed, 
IED found early evidence that some RBL program systems have been strengthened, based 
on progress in relevant DLIs and PAP actions in program implementation review reports. 
ADB should attempt to gather evidence more systematically to assess this, possibly 
through repeat PEFA assessments to see whether the lessons from RBL programs can be 
scaled up later.  

(ii) ADB needs to compare the use of program systems for a sector program with the 
traditional approach of parallel fiduciary controls managed by development partners. It 
would be very useful for ADB to undertake a comparison of both types of program 
administration in the same sector and country to assess their relative benefits, 
inefficiencies, and fiduciary risk. There are two issues to study. First, is program 
performance better using program systems or ringfenced systems? Second, if ADB uses 
program systems, are these strengthened as a result of the RBL engagement? 

(iii) Capacity development support is essential in many countries to achieve minimum 
standards of fiduciary control, but such support is not always carefully designed or well 
resourced. RBL programs should ensure capacity development support is effective, 
efficient, and relevant by drawing on the diagnosis and capacity assessments of recipient 
organizations. The assessments should identify specific and measurable capacity 
development objectives and spell out the support needed to achieve the objectives, 
including budgets needed, participant selection criteria, expected standards of 
achievement (e.g., certification), follow-up support to assess ability of trained staff to 
use newly acquired skills to carry out essential tasks, and measurable indicators of 
success. 

(iv) The measures to address fiduciary challenges are set out in numerous documents and 
receive uneven attention. The evaluation found that the fiduciary measures that are part 
of DLIs are regularly monitored, but there is less monitoring of the measures listed in the 
risk assessments and PAPs, although this has been improving.  

 

E. Quality of Program Safeguard Systems Assessments 
 
90. The quality of the program safeguard systems assessments (PSSAs) was generally good.22 
With the proviso that most RBL programs dealt with limited infrastructure provision, the PSSAs 
reviewed were, generally, of good quality and were prepared in a manner consistent with ADB 
staff guidance. Most PSSAs did a good job of flagging gaps and inconsistencies between ADB 
systems and those of borrower. Most operations performed well on risk screening, application 
of exclusions, and the consistency of PSSA with RBL Staff Guidance. Performance seemed to dip 
when it came to defining actions, monitoring, supervision and reporting. This probably reflected 
a bias toward the preparation stages, when there is less emphasis on the implementation aspects 
of RBL. The safeguard assessment, which is a review of environmental and social findings for RBL 
programs, is further discussed in Linked Document 5. 
 
91. Consultation and disclosure during implementation has not received adequate attention. 
There appear to be no major issues with respect to the disclosure of PSSA documentation, 
although consultations do seem biased toward program preparation. As is the case more 
generally with other modalities as well, more effort is needed to ensure that the PSSA specifically 
indicates what issues were raised by stakeholders and how their feedback was taken into 
account. Borrower practices with respect to consultations and disclosure vary widely and are one 
of the most frequently cited differences between ADB policy requirements and those of the 

                                                            
22 The RBL staff guidance (footnote 3) states that “For an RBL program that is likely to have environmental and social 

impacts, the operations department undertakes an assessment of the current DMC program safeguard system for 
managing environmental, involuntary resettlement, and Indigenous Peoples impacts and risks; and prepares a PSSA 
report … If significant gaps are identified, the operations department assists the DMC in preparing safeguard related 
program actions to be included in the overall PAP to address the identified challenges” (pp. 50, paras 244–247). 
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borrower. Consultation and disclosure during implementation has not received the attention it 
deserves to ensure that stakeholder engagement is a continuous process throughout the 
program life cycle.  

 
1. Environment 

92. There is no evidence that RBL programs are being used to bypass or avoid application of 
more stringent safeguards to high risk-activities. All 12 RBL programs reviewed were categorized 
as environmental risk category B. The vast majority of investments involve relatively small civil 
works, the rehabilitation of existing building and facilities, and works whose risks can be readily 
managed with known mitigation practices. The Guizhou Vocational Educational Development 
Program in the PRC stands out as an RBL program where the program context as a whole should 
be taken into account in the risk rating. The program addressed this through a strategic 
environmental assessment whose recommendations influenced the program design. The 
rationale for environmental risk ratings is often biased towards the construction phase, which 
can take the focus off operational issues such as medical waste management, solid waste 
disposal, or maintenance of sanitary facilities. Consideration of these operational issues would 
probably not change the risk category but would provide a more comprehensive assessment of 
issues during the life cycle of the programs. 
 
93. The rationale for the risk rating was usually good, with a few exceptions. Many RBL 
operations referred to environmental exclusions explicitly and included specific procedures to 
ensure that subprojects are screened and evaluated during implementation. In one or two cases, 
the rationale for the risk rating was weak and no justification was specified. In many cases the 
exclusion of category A subprojects was stated explicitly, but this good practice was not followed 
in other similar cases.  
  
94. A number of RBL programs included specific references to contractor responsibilities but 
this practice was inconsistently applied. Given that most of the civil works under RBL are small- 
and medium-scale, much of the responsibility for waste management, control of pollution from 
construction sites, public and worker safety falls directly on the contractors. Inclusion of 
contractor requirements and measures in the action plans for PSSAs to ensure contractor 
performance in all construction contracts or facilities management contracts is essential for 
effective oversight. 
 
95. Some RBL programs made good use of reference manuals and standards for supervision 
of contractor performance. Some operations were able to build on the application of existing 
reference manuals and standards. Sometimes these used manuals developed by the 
implementing entities of through other donor-supported TA. In some cases, available documents 
included very specific mechanisms, reference manuals and procedures for supervision of 
contractor performance. This is a good practice but the approach was used inconsistently in the 
portfolio. 
 
96. Several gaps remain in the PSSAs and these are being addressed by a number of remedial 
actions. The most common gaps identified in PSSA included: (i) lack of sufficient staff and 
resources; (ii) lack of effective grievance redress mechanisms; (iii) lack of alignment between ADB 
risk categorization and borrower requirements, particularly on the conditions triggering the need 
for an environmental assessment; (iv) need for stakeholder disclosure and consultations;  
(v) inconsistent implementation of environmental management requirements; (vi) inconsistent 
or poor supervision of contract requirements; (vii) poor understanding of ADB environmental 
safeguard staff as to their roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities; (viii) ineffective 
coordination across different agencies; and (ix) poor waste management practices, especially 
regarding handling and disposal of hazardous waste materials. The most common remedial 
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actions that have been taken to address these gaps include: (i) the appointment and recruitment 
of new ADB safeguard staff; (ii) changes to procedures or adaptation of existing manuals;  
(iii) training programs for safeguard staff (in some cases, such as Armenia, training of other non-
safeguard managers was also recommended); (iv) recruitment of specialized international and/or 
national consultants to assist with implementation; (v) preparing detailed scope of work and 
terms of reference for environmental safeguard units and/or staff positions. 
 
97. There appears to be a bias toward the preparation phase of RBL work, with less emphasis 
on supervision and monitoring. Lack of capacity to supervise, monitor, and effectively implement 
corrective measures was one of the most often cited gaps in the PSSA. While most RBL programs 
are taking measures to fill these gaps, the effectiveness of such measures during the 
implementation phase is still unclear. There is often insufficient documentation to indicate the 
level of supervision and monitoring by ADB staff. Some aides memoires and back-to-office 
reports (BTORs) mention safeguard issues in a very rudimentary manner, but in others it is not 
clear whether the issues had been considered during implementation.  
 

2. Involuntary Resettlement  

98. The involuntary resettlement classification of the 12 RBL programs appears appropriate. 
Of the 12 RBL programs reviewed, seven rated involuntary resettlement risks as category B while 
the remaining five were rated as category C. None had been rated as category A. There was no 
evidence that the portfolio as a whole has systematic over- or underclassification, since most 
programs involve little or no resettlement or land acquisition. Specific information on the actual 
magnitude of resettlement is often absent and the majority of operations simply state that 
limited, or no, resettlement or displacement is expected. The quantitative dimension of 
resettlement under an RBL should be explicitly described in the RRP for those RBL programs where 
some or all subprojects are known in advance, even if they are legacy resettlement undertaken 
prior to the RBL program. Vague descriptions such as “resettlement will be limited in scope” are 
not useful. There are some significant differences in the application of risk rating. Several, but 
not all, RBL programs that had been assigned category C explicitly excluded involuntary 
resettlement. Others were less clear on resettlement needs, indicating that, while the expectation 
was low that resettlement would be required, land acquisition and/or resettlement were not 
ruled out completely.  
 
99. The application of the Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) to RBL programs may need to 
be revisited. The RBL policy paper was cryptic on exclusions for activities “that would be classified 
as category A in the Safeguard Policy Statement (2009)”, which meant that only environmental 
safeguards category A would be excluded, not the other two main types of safeguards – 
involuntary resettlement and indigenous peoples. Especially involuntary resettlement activities 
carry many risks, especially under country or program systems. An important challenge is how to 
address the risk rating and management of involuntary resettlement in operations involving 
multiple subproject sites. ADB RBL guidance (based on the SPS) specifies that a program is 
classified as category A if the most sensitive activity in the program is likely to have significant 
involuntary resettlement impacts. The term “sensitive” is defined as impacting 200 or more 
persons.23 However, if a large number of individual subprojects involve small numbers of affected 
people, the aggregate totals of affected people may quickly exceed the 200-person threshold 
limit set for high-risk classification. This classification may be unnecessarily restrictive, placing an 
unfair limitation on programs such as those covering urban infrastructure where there are 
potentially large numbers of sites but where small-scale resettlement at multiple sites is managed 
well. IED’s safeguard evaluation planned for 2019 could examine more closely whether ADB 

                                                            
23 See RBL staff guidance (footnote 3): “The involuntary resettlement impacts of the activity are considered significant if 

200 or more persons will experience major impacts, which are defined as (i) being physically displaced from housing, 
or (ii) losing 10% or more of their productive assets (income generating)” (p. 48, footnote 59).  
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should establish a modified standard for classification of RBL programs involving involuntary 
resettlement in distributed subprojects to delimit the size of resettlement within individual 
subprojects. In this way, an RBL operation would be able to support numerous subprojects 
(potentially exceeding the aggregate threshold specified in the SPS) while still limiting the risks 
associated with individual subprojects. 
 
100. More thorough involuntary resettlement due diligence is needed in some cases. When 
actual subproject site locations are known in advance, thorough due diligence needs to be carried 
out by the program team on the known sites; it is not sufficient to do this only at the systems 
level. More thorough due diligence would include a review of actual practices, determination of 
whether individuals and households had been appropriately compensated, and whether there 
are pending cases of unresolved or disputed land acquisition. When involuntary resettlement at 
a significant scale is undertaken, whether prior to, or during the preparation or implementation 
phase, as in the Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program, a summary of the actual 
involuntary resettlement impacts from the PSSA or due diligence report should be included in 
the RRP. 
 
101. The focus on systems and capacity assessment runs the risk of ignoring legacy large-scale 
land acquisition issues unless they are explicitly reported on in the PSSA. Legacy involuntary 
resettlement issues may be present in cases where resettlement was recently completed or still 
ongoing prior to ADB involvement. The Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program 
in the PRC inherited legacy large-scale land acquisition issues, with the late stages of resettlement 
still ongoing. Had this not been a legacy issue, based on the magnitude of the resettlement 
impact, this would have been classified as category A. Since the resettlement had been initiated 
a year prior to the effectiveness of the RBL program (a half year before Board approval of the 
loan), ADB has argued that it should technically be categorized as category C; however, it 
classified it as category B out of a concern to undertake a due diligence review of land acquisition 
and involuntary settlement, and to monitor government safeguard implementation. The action 
plan for the PSSA included third-party monitoring, but this should have been carried out before 
Board approval as part of the due diligence. Other RBL programs also indicated that they would 
be located on land or sites already acquired or already owned by the implementing entities. It is 
not always possible to determine when those lands were acquired or what processes and 
standards were applied. In most cases the land may not have been acquired in anticipation of 
the RBL but there may be situations where legacy issues still exist. RBL due diligence is intended 
to identify such cases and confirm that there are no known cases of legacy resettlement pending. 
This will only be possible if legacy issues are examined and reported on in the PSSA. 
 
102. In some cases, involuntary resettlement risks were considered low because of the reliance 
on willing buyers or sellers or other voluntary approaches to land acquisition. Such approaches 
are permissible under ADB policy, but their use should be monitored very carefully as they may 
be subject to abuses in practice. This is especially true where attempts to achieve a negotiated 
settlement may be the first step in an otherwise involuntary land acquisition process. In such 
cases, individuals, households or communities may not fully understand their rights or they may 
be reluctantly willing to settle on cash in hand from an early sale rather than going through a 
lengthy process with an uncertain outcome.  
 
103. There are many common involuntary resettlement gaps. The most commonly cited gaps 
are in implementation capacity and staffing resources to carry out required work; lack of effective 
procedures to assess and value land and assets in accordance with ADB policy; lack of budget for 
resettlement tasks; policy differences with respect to eligibility for compensation; and lack of 
support for economic displacement. The most common program actions to address these issues 
are recruitment of technical staff (especially in leadership positions); clarification of institutional 
roles; and adoption of resettlement frameworks and other guiding documents. When there are 
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significant differences between ADB and applicable national or provincial systems, the most 
effective risk management tool is to minimize or avoid resettlement through the use of 
exclusionary criteria.  
 
104. There is a need for independent third-party audits or verification in the case of land 
acquisition and resettlement. Program documents are not always clear about the mechanisms 
for monitoring land acquisition and resettlement. RBL programs that have land acquisition, 
resettlement, or other types of economic displacement would benefit greatly from independent 
third-party audits or the verification of resettlement practices. 
  

3. Indigenous Peoples  

105. Issue related to indigenous peoples have not featured prominently in the RBL programs 
approved to date. Five of the 12 RBL programs reviewed had a risk rating of B for indigenous 
peoples; none had risk rating of A; seven had a risk rating of C. The risk rating of C was justified 
on the basis that either indigenous peoples were not in the RBL program area or they would not 
be affected adversely by the program. Even in cases with a risk rating of B it was not entirely 
clear that the program posed significant risks. The share of projects classified as category A or B 
for indigenous peoples in ADB’s overall portfolio in 2014-2016 was 15%, significantly lower than 
the 42% identified as category B in RBL programs. In two PRC RBL programs, the category B risk 
rating was based on the fact that certain individuals in the program area had ethnic minority 
backgrounds although communities of indigenous peoples would not be affected. In three cases, 
communities of indigenous peoples were identified and measures to address their concerns were 
put in place.  
 
106. The RBL policy paper is silent on the approach to programs with a category A risk rating 
for indigenous peoples. Some programs do not refer to indigenous peoples because none live 
close to the program area or because nearby communities of indigenous peoples would not be 
harmed. Others simply do not recognize or promote participation by indigenous peoples as a 
matter of design. This raises a question as to whether the inclusion of communities of indigenous 
peoples should be an explicit goal of RBL programs.  
 
107. In some cases, individuals or communities of indigenous peoples or ethnic minorities 
were not included in the program scope. In other cases, such communities were not referenced 
as potential beneficiaries even though the RBL may have included activities very relevant to 
indigenous peoples. Only in the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka were 
enhancements to indigenous peoples’ educational access, curriculum changes, and promotion 
of social cohesion cited as goals of the environmental and social monitoring framework. In future 
assessments of social risks, it would be worth exploring whether other RBL teams are avoiding 
the inclusion of indigenous peoples among the beneficiaries as part of RBL design.  
 

4. Safeguard Issues  

108. This review gives rise to two sets of safeguard issues. One pertains to policy clarifications, 
the other to treatment of legacy issues and safeguard supervision and monitoring: 
 
(i) There is a need for exclusions to be clarified in RRPs for RBL programs and for more 

explicit treatment of contractors’ responsibilities. For involuntary resettlement, the 
threshold for classification as category A may need to be redefined for programs with a 
large number of subprojects that have small-scale resettlement. For indigenous peoples, 
the classification may need to distinguish programs that cause adverse impacts from 
those designed to benefit indigenous peoples. ADB also needs to ensure that contractor 
responsibilities for safeguard implementation are clearly spelled out in the PSSA.  
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(ii) Legacy issues need more explicit treatment in the RBL documentation. The PSSAs for 
individual RBL programs have focused on the assessment of systems and issues relevant 
to program design rather than on upstream legacy issues or downstream supervision and 
monitoring issues. RBL programs that inherit legacy issues, whether completed or 
ongoing, should explicitly include in the RRP the scale and adequacy of safeguard actions 
based on due diligence undertaken during program preparation. RBL program designs 
would benefit from stronger provisions for supervision, third party monitoring, and 
independent verification for RBL programs with substantial safeguards impacts. 

 

F. Integrated Risk Assessment  
 
109. The risk assessment is expected to be carried out in an integrated manner to ensure that 
risk management and capacity development measures form a coherent plan. The technical and 
systems assessments reveal the program’s strengths, challenges, and risks and will inform and 
provide inputs to the RBL program’s integrated risk assessment. The staff guidance notes: “the 
risk assessment will focus primarily on the risks that may undermine achievements of the RBL 
program outcome.”24 In some cases, when risks are identified, “early inputs from the assessments 
will lead to modifications of the program’s scope or boundary to ensure that risks can be 
adequately managed.” 
 
110. Risks are classified in six interlinked categories and ADB has adopted a risk classification 
system based on the likelihood of occurrence and the degree of impact. The staff guidance 
describes risk assessment and mitigation as a dynamic process prepared in consultation with the 
country: “During implementation, the team and developing member country monitor the 
evolution of risks; identify the emergence of new risks; assess progress in implementing risk 
management measures, and adjust and update the risk assessment as needed.”25 The guidance 
classifies risks into six interlinked categories: results, expenditures and financing, fiduciary, 
safeguards, operating environment, and other risks, and provides useful definitions for four risk 
classifications based on the likelihood of occurrence and degree of impact. The most important 
distinctions are between high (high likelihood and high impact) and substantial (low likelihood 
and high impact), and moderate (substantial or high likelihood and low or moderate impact).”26  
 
111. RBL programs’ integrated risk assessments were mostly appropriate, although this varied 
across risk categories and RBL programs. The detailed integrated risk assessments provided in the 
appendix to the RRPs were mostly appropriate, except for design risks, corruption risks and 
operating environment risks, which were sometimes underestimated. Among the 12 RBL 
programs reviewed, two had overall program risks that were rated high, eight had substantial 
risks, and two had moderate risks (Box 4). However, the logic used to design the summary risk 
matrix within the RRP was unclear. The main evaluation findings on the integrated risk 
assessment were:  
 
(i) Half of the RBL programs were found to have slightly underestimated design risks. This 

was partly due to the inexperience of country and ADB staff on the RBL modality and 
partly due to overoptimism about the ability of the implementing agencies to recruit and 
train large numbers of qualified teachers, develop the capacity of the thousands of 
service outlets to provide services, and monitor the program performance of these 
decentralized programs at the scale envisaged. RBL programs that built on previous 
sector-wide programs were more realistic than newer RBL programs, where many 
systems were yet to be established.  

                                                            
24 Footnote 3, para. 261.  
25 Footnote 3, para. 264.  
26 Footnote 3, para. 266.  
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(ii) Assessments of financial management and procurement systems risks were better than 
those for fraud and corruption. Among fiduciary risks, the assessments of financial 
management and procurement systems and risks were generally sound, but assessments 
of fraud and corruption risks and the program systems to handle them were inadequate 
in eight of the 12 RBL programs.  

(iii) Assessments of expenditure and financing risks were broadly appropriate. This was the 
case in nine of the 12 programs, according to early implementation experience.  

(iv) Assessments of safeguard risks were also broadly appropriate. This was true in all but 
two cases where the assessment and documentation could have been more robust. 
However, measures to monitor and supervise performance on safeguard actions in the 
PSSA and PAP were deficient in half of the RBL programs.  

(v) The definition of “operating environment” was too broad to enable risks to the RBL 
program to be meaningfully assessed. This risk category includes everything from 
governance risks to institutional risks and political risks. Few of the RBL programs 
contained a meaningful analysis of political economy risks.27 This category should be 
subdivided into its constituent parts. Institutional risks are crucial to the success of RBL 
programs and should be assessed separately since they can be very different from 
governance and political economy risks.  

 
112. Risk assessment remains a static tool whose potential is unrealized. The implementation 
experience during the pilot phase did not provide any evidence of dynamic risk assessment being 
carried out. When issues arose during supervision they were treated as implementation 
constraints, and program teams made every effort to help implementing agencies address the 
constraints. The focus of supervision remained on helping the implementing agencies achieve 
the DLIs, often with the help of capacity development technical assistance (CDTA) consultants, 
whose role often morphed from capacity development to implementation support. In several 
instances, countries or implementing agencies expressed reservations about one or more of the 
DLIs or indicators and targets of the RBL program and were looking to modify them rather than 
finding ways of addressing the risks or constraints which made them appear out of reach. Even 
in Nepal, where the risk of administrative restructuring (rated substantial in the RRP) materialized, 
the program implementation review reports discussed the risk but the risk matrix was not 
discussed with the borrower or revised with updated risk mitigation measures. Instead, the 
program team asked the government to prepare a contingency plan with interim implementing 
arrangements so the program could be continued for the time being, without mileposts that 
might trigger more profound mitigation measures being specified. For the time being, risk 
assessment remains a static tool whose potential is unrealized. 
 
  

                                                            
27 The IED mission to Sri Lanka was told that ADB used political economy analysis prepared by another development 

partner as a basis for assessing the RBL programs. 
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Box 4: Political Transition and Political Economy Risks 

 
 Two of the education results-based lending (RBL) programs (Senior High School Support 

Program in the Philippines and Skills Sector Enhancement Program in Sri Lanka) included a role 
for public–private partnerships (PPP) for school construction in one case, and for education 
services in another. In both countries, PPP had been an explicit strategic priority for the previous 
government, and risks to the operating environment had been assessed as moderate. In both 
countries, during implementation a new government wanted to back out of the PPP 
commitments in the RBL programs. While this did not jeopardize the entire program, it did slow 
down implementation.  

 In the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, the operating environment risk was 
rated substantial rather than high, although the Asian Development Bank (ADB) team was aware 
that the newly approved constitution had approved a radical restructuring of the government 
administration. There was a high risk that the intended devolution of responsibility for school 
education to local government entities would have a high (and uncertain) impact on the 
program. ADB proceeded with loan approval on the assumption that the restructuring would 
not take place until the program’s midterm. In fact, the restructuring was initiated within 6 
months of loan approval, indicating the risk was underestimated.  

 The Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement Program in Solomon Islands was affected 
by a change of government in 2015, leading to a shift in government priorities. The 
government’s contribution to the National Transport Fund (NTF) was higher than the base 
contribution (SI$40 million), linked to the ADB and Government of Australia disbursements. 
However, it was less than the target for incentive amount linked to the Government of 
Australia’s additional contribution to the NTF. As the government believed there were sufficient 
funds in the NTF account, there was less priority from Ministry of Finance and Treasury to release 
the additional funds to the NTF. Yet, due to cash flow problems the RBL was unable to achieve 
some output disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs). In parallel, RBL implementation was also 
hampered by institutional risks that could have been anticipated and mitigated—including 
constraints on operational expenses in the government’s budget, recruitment of engineers and 
supervision consultants to help meet the DLIs, and inability to hire procurement and safeguard 
specialists due to a government freeze on recruitment.  

 In Pakistan, the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program is effectively two provincial loans 
bundled into one, with different components and implementing arrangements for two 
provinces. The Khyber Pakhtunkhwa program was originally designed to finance 1,000 micro-
hydropower plants at the community level. Punjab asked to be included and proposed 17,400 
solar plants for schools and public health facilities. Before loan approval, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 
decided to emulate Punjab and added a component for 8,187 solar plants at schools and public 
health facilities, but this is less developed than the micro-hydropower plants component. The 
two provinces are governed by rival political parties and, in the run up to elections in 2018, are 
keen to modify the program and targets to maximize political benefits. Although the RBL team 
insists that bundling two provincial loans into one is not a disadvantage, this is the only RBL 
that had not disbursed the 15% advance payment when the IED team visited the program, 7 
months after loan approval.  

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department country mission reports. 
 

 

G. Summary of Findings  

113. The adoption of the RBL modality is part of a trend to make greater use of program 
systems for aid administration. ADB’s staff guidance on RBL specifies the system assessments 
required to determine how well the program will manage risks to ensure achievement of program 
results.  

 
114. All the RBL programs contained an assessment of the program M&E system, but many 
were carried out in a perfunctory manner. Without effective M&E systems, the RBL program will 
be unable to demonstrate results or to implement course corrections when necessary, 
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undermining the central characteristic and benefit of the RBL modality. Most PAPs include actions 
to strengthen M&E, but these are often not specific enough. 
 
115. Fiduciary assessments give a reasonable assurance of program systems that function 
well. Overall, the evaluation concludes that the quality of fiduciary assessments gives a 
reasonable assurance of program systems that function well, if mitigating measures are taken. 
However, capacity development standards and staff incentives could be better defined, and ADB 
could strengthen the fraud and corruption assessment by referring to publicly available 
information on the actual practice relevant to the implementation of the program system. There 
has been uneven monitoring of fiduciary measures in the PAP and integrated risk matrix. 
 
116. The review of safeguards in RBL programs gives rise to three sets of issues. First, there is 
a need for exclusion of involuntary resettlement category A activities from PBL programs to 
ensure similar treatment of high risk programs regardless of whether the safeguard risks are 
caused by environmental impacts or involuntary resettlement. Second, legacy issues, whether 
completed or ongoing, need more explicit treatment in the RBL documentation. Third, there is a 
need for more explicit treatment of contractor responsibilities. 

 
117. RBL programs’ integrated risk assessments were mostly appropriate, although this varied 
across risk categories and RBL programs. Half of the RBL programs were found to have slightly 
underestimated design risks partly due to the inexperience of country and ADB staff on the RBL 
modality and partly due to overoptimism about the ability of the implementing agencies to 
recruit and train large numbers of qualified teachers, develop the capacity of the thousands of 
service outlets to provide services, and monitor program performance of these decentralized 
programs at the scale envisaged.  
   
 
 
 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

Results from Early 
Implementation Experience 

 
 
 
118. This chapter discusses the results framework verification of DLIs, and the interim program 
achievements of the RBL programs reviewed. It includes an analysis of the results frameworks 
and monitoring arrangements, implementation of DLIs, and the verification protocols for the 
program. It also reviews the selection, monitoring and status of actions in the PAP to address the 
gaps or mitigate identified risks. All 12 of the RBL programs approved between June 2013 and 
December 2016 are still ongoing and some are in their early stages of implementation. This 
chapter provides an assessment of interim results achieved up to mid-2017, based on program 
implementation review reports, monitoring data, and country missions for these RBL programs.  
 

A. Results Frameworks and Disbursement-Linked Indicators  
 
119. Two separate results frameworks are included as part of the RRP for RBL—the DMF and 
the PRF—which can lead to inconsistencies. The overall objective of the RBL program is articulated 
in the DMF as the expected impact. The results chain for most RBL programs typically consists of 
the one outcome and four outputs listed in the design summary, each with two to four 
performance indicators. The PRF represents the results framework of the broader government 
program and usually has the same outcome statement as the DMF, supported by a longer list of 
result indicators. Although the PRF (together with the PAP) is supposed to be the parent 
document of the DMF, in the 12 programs examined the list of DMF outputs does not always 
conform exactly to those in the PRF, and the performance indicators in the DMF and results 
indicators in the PRF are sometimes not fully aligned. Nor is the structure always consistent within 
RBL programs, some indicators being labeled as output indicators in one table, and outcome 
indicators in another.   
 
120. The multiplicity of tables, matrices, and frameworks with results and performance 
indicators risks errors and confusion. While the RRP itself follows a relatively simple and 
structured format, the attachments and linked documents contain multiple matrices with 
overlapping and duplicating content. The most significant problem arises when there are 
differences between the various manifestations of the results framework and the DLI matrices. 
When there is duplication between the DMF and the PRF, this causes confusion, especially when 
the descriptions or indicators for the outputs and outcomes are dissimilar.  
 
121. The RBL policy paper (footnote 1) indicates that the results under results-based financing 
operations can be outcomes, outputs, or institutional changes that address sector performance 
bottlenecks. The paper further states that results should be defined from the standpoint of the 
beneficiaries to ensure that they are relevant and meet beneficiaries’ needs.  
 
122. Payments are based on what is delivered, rather than on evidence of expenses incurred. 
A lack of results can mean reduced results, delayed results, or no payments to those responsible 
for delivering results. The primacy of results encourages RBL teams (ADB staff and country clients) 
to focus on implementation issues rather than on financial transactions and inputs. Responding 
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to an IED survey, 79% of executing and implementing agency staff and 86% of ADB staff involved 
in RBL design and implementation agreed that “focus on results” is the greatest strength of RBL 
programs. Feedback from country clients involved in RBL implementation acknowledged the 
value added by this focus on results. The IED case study of the education sector RBL programs in 
Sri Lanka found that the results focus of RBL programs had fostered a culture of learning and 
more freedom to experiment (Box 5). The opportunity for increased accountability has helped 
managers to promote results by developing different strategies to strengthen systems and reach 
some difficult-to-attain targets. This has emerged as one of the key benefits of the RBL approach.  
 

123. Advance financing and financing of prior results account for a big proportion of 
disbursements. As of June 2017, RBL disbursements were $881 million, 38% of the total loan 
amount for the 12 RBL programs.28 On average, the RBL implementation period (from loan 
approval to expected closing) is 5 years. The average time elapsed from loan approval to June 
2017 is 2.4 years. Eleven of the 12 RBL programs were authorized to have some form of advance 
financing (advance payment and/or prior results)29. Advance financing as of end June 2017 
accounted for 41% of total RBL disbursement and 17% of total loan amount. Of this, $121.3 
million (14% of disbursement) was for advance payments and $242.7 million (28% of 
disbursement) for prior results achieved before loan approval. Disbursements for DLIs achieved 
after loan approval have been $517 million (22% of the total loan amount). 

 
B. Program Action Plans  
 
124. PAPs list actions to develop capacity or mitigate risks identified by the due diligence 
assessments of technical or institutional issues, fiduciary and safeguard issues, gender and social 
inclusion, and M&E. The DLI matrix contains a limited set of indicators to help to track progress 
toward the RBL’s objectives and to serve as triggers for disbursements. In addition to the DLIs, 
RBL programs require many more complementary technical and institutional actions or risk 
mitigation actions, which are listed in the PAP. The actions in the PAPs for the 12 RBL programs 
were analyzed to look for patterns. The evaluation found that these PAPs had an average of 33 
actions each.30 Of the total 399 actions in this cohort, 177 (45%) consisted of measures to 
strengthen capacity or mitigate fiduciary, safeguards and anticorruption risks, while 117 (29%) 
consisted of technical and institutional actions to support program implementation. Nine of the 
PAPs contained a total of 54 actions (14%) dedicated to gender and social inclusion. Although 
all PAPs had at least one action dedicated to M&E, in all 37 actions (9%) were aimed to strengthen 
M&E. The number of actions alone is not a perfect indicator of how much attention M&E is 
receiving in RBL programs but, given the centrality of M&E to RBL programs, this relatively low 
number stands out. Actions classified as institutional were also limited but these 24 actions were 
complemented by some that were classified as technical actions, as well as the 18 DLIs for 
institutional strengthening.  
  

                                                            
28 Pakistan’s Access to Clean Energy Investment Program is effective but there has been no disbursement yet. PRC’s 

Public-Private Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, Hubei is 
yet to become effective. 

29 Except for Sri Lanka’s Education Sector Development Program, which is the first RBL approved prior to issuance of the 
staff guidance. 

30 The Pakistan RBL is an outlier with 68 actions, since it has two separate programs in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Punjab 
provinces, each with its own executing and implementing agency, budget, DLIs. The PAP for Khyber Pakhtunkhwa has 
38 actions, while the PAP for Punjab has 30 actions. Excluding the Pakistan RBL, the PAPs reviewed have an average of 
30 actions.  
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Box 5: Focus on Results Encourages a Culture of Learning:  

Insights from Education RBL programs in Sri Lanka 
 
The Asian Development Bank’s experience in the Sri Lankan education sector reveals that a strong emphasis 
upon results, combined with skilled program management, has encouraged a culture of enquiry, 
experimentation and learning, as individuals and institutions strive to achieve program targets. The benefits 
include innovative education reforms as well as stronger ownership over system strengthening. 
 
The disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs) for the Education Sector Development Program include higher 
national A-level pass rates and higher enrollment in commerce courses. In 2016, neither of these DLIs was 
met. The implications of the low A-level pass rates stimulated a wide-ranging discussion across the sector, 
leading to the realization that the root causes of the low pass rates were not well understood. The Ministry 
of Education is now planning an in-depth study of the issue. The unexpectedly low enrollment in commerce 
course spurred the ministry to investigate the underlying causes. The courses’ perceived lack of relevance to 
the changing labor market was one aspect. As a result, the government will soon introduce an innovative 
program linking schools and technical and vocational education and training through a workplace training 
program for commerce graduates. 
 
Sabaragamuwa Province, on its own initiative, created its own provincial results-based program. School 
targets were agreed with school principals and local administrators. Principals were held accountable for their 
results, which were monitored and measured through a term assessment test developed by the province 
especially for that purpose. A range of initiatives was piloted, including a changed term structure, extended 
school day, night classes and remedial classes, greater teacher autonomy, and improved internal supervision, 
time management and teaching practices. By experimenting with new strategies and learning together from 
the results, the province was successful in exceeding its targets. 
 
In some cases, agencies went well beyond the DLIs. One of the DLIs focuses on training principals and deputy 
principals to improve school quality. While numerical training targets have been met, the results focus 
encouraged the Ministry of Education and the provincial authorities to link the training to measurable 
outcomes. With support from the associated capacity development technical assistance, a competency 
framework for principals was developed which underpins the definition of education leadership, performance 
measurement and management. The system-wide impact will be far wider than originally envisaged. 
 
The application of a learning approach has also enhanced system strengthening. Under the Sri Lanka Skills 
Sector Enhancement Program, a new employment-linked training program has been introduced. This involves 
performance-based contracting of private training providers to deliver training and job-placement services, a 
performance allowance for technical instructors and performance-based financing for public training centers, 
all of which were quite new to the executing agency. To manage fiduciary risks, the Ministry of Skills 
Development and Vocational Training initially adopted criteria and contractual requirements that the training 
providers found unattractive. After an iterative process in which the ministry experimented with different 
contractual conditions, a successful bidding was finally achieved. An improved quality improvement system 
has also been implemented. For new approaches, reviewing the effect and lessons, and subsequently 
improving the mechanism helped strengthen procurement skills, and increased ownership.  
 
The RBL modality helped focus the attention of policy makers and practitioners on the need to achieve results. 
It has not been the actual target, but the striving to reach the target within a set time frame that has 
encouraged a spirit of enquiry, a willingness to learn, openness to trying new approaches and, ultimately, a 
greater sense of ownership of the progress achieved.  
 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department country mission findings. 
 

 
125. PAPs appear to have evolved. Compared with those approved in previous years, the RBL 
programs approved in 2016 show a substantial increase in technical and institutional actions and 
in actions dedicated to fiduciary and safeguard risk management (Table 8). Without reading too 
much into this trend given the small number of RBL programs approved each year, a more 
detailed review of the PAPs suggests that most of the actions had merit but the large number of 
actions indicated a lack of selectivity. Actions that were central to the results framework or risk 
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mitigation measures were not prioritized over those that were less significant. The greater 
attention to technical and institutional issues in recent RBL programs may be because lessons 
had been learned from the initial RBL programs, since these are areas that tend to get short shrift 
because of the focus on risk management. Looking across the RBL programs, actions targeting 
gender and social inclusion, and M&E, were consistently distributed across PAPs over the three 
full years reviewed (2014, 2015, 2016). The RBL programs in Nepal, Armenia, Pakistan and India 
(in that order) stand out as the leaders in integrating gender equity and gender mainstreaming 
in their designs (Table 9). How that will follow through in implementation cannot be assessed in 
this evaluation.  
 

          Table 8: Actions by Year of Approval in Program Action Plans, 2013–2016 
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1 2013 22 4 1 4 4 3  3 3  

3 2014 104 27 3 20 13 14 0 17 10 0 
4 2015 112 26 6 13 15 19 1 17 13 2 

4 2016 161 36 14 22 21 22 6 17 11 5 
12 2013–2016 399 93 24 59 53 58 7 54 37 7 

M&E = monitoring and evaluation, RBL = results-based lending. 
Source: IED review of RBL program documents. 
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Sri Lanka Education Sector 
Development Program  

2013 22 4 1 4 4 3   3 3  

India Supporting Kerala’s 
Additional Skill Acquisition 
in Post-Basic Education 
Program  

2014 29 7   6 2 5   6 3   

Philippines Senior High School 
Support Program  

2014 31 10 3 7 3 3     5   

Sri Lanka Skills Sector Enhancement 
Program  

2014 44 10   7 8 6   11 2   

Armenia School Seismic Safety 
Improvement Program 
 

2015 33 7 6 1 4 3   9 3   

PRC Guizhou Vocational 
Educational Development 
Program  

2015 19 5   2 2 4 1 3 2   

India Supporting National Urban 
Health Mission  

2015 34 7   8 5 5   5 4   

Indonesia Electricity Grid 
Strengthening—Sumatra 
Program  

2015 26 7   2 4 7    4 2 

PRC Public–Private Partnerships 
Demonstration Program to 
Transform Delivery of 

2016 17 2 3 2 2 4 1 1 2   
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Elderly Care Services in 
Yichang, Hubei  

Nepal Supporting School Sector 
Development Plan  

2016 42 15   4 6 4   10 3   

Pakistan Access to Clean Energy 
Investment Program  

2016 68 7 11 10 10 11 5 6 6 2 

Solomon 
Islands 

Sustainable Transport 
Infrastructure 
Improvement Program  

2016 34 12   6 3 3 
   

3 

Total 
 

 399 93 24 59 53 58 7 54 37 7 
M&E = monitoring and evaluation, RBL = results-based lending. 
Note: RBL programs are listed in the order in which they were approved from June 2013 to December 2016. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 

C. Verification of Disbursement-Linked Indicators and Monitoring of 
the Program Action Plan and Results Framework  

 
1. Verification of Disbursement Linked Indicators 

126. DLI verification remains a challenge in ADB’s rollout of RBL programs. The RBL policy 
paper states that each DLI will be accompanied by a clear verification protocol that will define 
how achievements will be measured and verified (footnote 1). ADB and the country will agree 
upon a credible verification mechanism. Program documents for all RBL programs contain a table 
summarizing the verification protocol. The RBL staff guidance elaborates on what constitutes a 
credible verification mechanism. In all three of the examples it provides—education, community-
driven, water supply—the staff guidance recommends combining self-reporting with third-party 
verification or verification by independent technical agencies in the government or the private 
sector. Verification can be undertaken by government or nongovernment agencies, as long as 
the credibility of verification can be assured through its independence.  
 
127. All RBL programs include a matrix with the verification protocol for DLIs. The program 
documents for RBL programs typically spell out how each DLI will be verified. Some, like the 
Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, even specify the individual criteria for 
determining the achievement of each DLI. The matrix indicates who will do the verification of 
DLIs. However, the staff guidance states that in most RBL programs the verification will be limited 
to the DLIs. In a few, the monitoring reports and the verification are expected to cover PAP actions 
as well, but the program documents do not discuss the M&E of the remaining indicators in the 
program results matrix. 
 
128. The evaluation found that ADB relies mainly on the validation of results by implementing 
agencies themselves. While ADB correctly relies on implementing agencies to submit monitoring 
reports, too often ADB also relies on the agencies to validate that the DLIs have been met, and 
to verify them. In our view, this does not always constitute credible verification, which the RBL 
policy requires. In two RBL programs (Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines and 
Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India), ADB relies heavily on self-reporting by the 
implementing agency based on its MIS and reports from its subsidiary units, which are then either 
validated or attested by the implementing agency or the executing agency or sent to ADB for 
verification.  
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129. Independent third-party verification was included in the RRP verification protocols in 
almost one-third of the DLIs. A review of the verification protocols for the 12 RBL programs 
reveals that independent third-party verification was required for 26 of the 81 DLIs and, in several 
instances, third-party verification was either proposed for the latter half of the program period, 
or was retained as an option but not a requirement. In the two RBL programs where ADB depends 
heavily on self-reporting (Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines and Supporting 
National Urban Health Mission in India), there is no provision for independent third-party 
verification for most DLIs. In most RBL programs, verification protocols include independent 
third-party verification for one or two DLIs. The exceptions are Electricity Grid Strengthening—
Sumatra Program in Indonesia and the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan. 
In the former, an independent verification agency was hired to verify all DLIs, non-DLI outputs 
and outcomes, as well as monitoring the progress of PAP; while in the latter, the government 
committed to hiring an independent verification agency in each of the two provinces to verify all 
the DLIs. In the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, the original design in the 
RRP had envisaged third-party verification for two DLIs; for other DLIs this would take place in 
later years, however, the joint financing partners (JFPs) have agreed that independent third-party 
verification (to be financed from the overall program budget) will now be undertaken jointly for 
all DLIs.  
 
130. Compared with other agencies that support RBL, ADB takes a huge burden of verification 
on itself or relies on consultants. Monitoring reports generated by MISs managed by country 
clients are one of the strengths of RBL programs. However, verification of self-monitoring of DLIs 
remains an important element, just as independent audits remain essential to good financial 
management. ADB cannot take on the responsibility of verification of all the programs it 
supports. That should be the role of independent third-party verification agencies. The evaluation 
found that verification protocols rely heavily on verification by ADB, but ADB program 
implementation review missions have neither the time nor resources to undertake credible 
verification. In several RBL programs, CDTA consultants have also been tasked with verifying the 
DLIs. While trust funds could be used to finance third party verification, relying on consultants 
recruited for capacity development to also act as verification agents for the program could pose 
a conflict of interest. ADB and countries would benefit from much greater use of independent 
verification by other government or nongovernmental verification agencies to undertake 
program audits and verify achievement of DLIs with only limited use of ADB staff in more 
straightforward cases for independent verification. 
 

2. Program Action Plan Monitoring 

131. PAP actions receive less attention than DLIs. DLIs are at the forefront of the policy 
dialogue and the central theme of program implementation review missions to RBL programs. 
Although DLIs are only a partial reflection of the results that RBL programs are expected to 
achieve, the link between DLIs and the disbursement schedule ensures their primacy. While the 
incentive structure renders this inevitable, many essential actions, results indicators, and risk 
management measures that are vital to achieving the program’s outcomes are encapsulated 
within the PAP, which could be strengthened by keeping it limited to priority actions of highest 
significance to achieving the results not covered by DLIs, or for actions to develop institutional 
capacity and manage risks. But most RBL program documents, with the exception of the 
Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia and the Access to Clean Energy 
Investment Program in Pakistan, do not spell out the monitoring mechanism or the frequency of 
monitoring for the PAP. Examples of good monitoring can be found in the Access to Clean Energy 
Investment Program in Pakistan, which requires the annual monitoring report generated by the 
computerized program performance management system to include a status report on all DLIs 
and PAP actions. In Indonesia, the independent verification agency also monitors the PAP 
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progress and achievements. Also, the Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program in 
the PRC monitors all the PAP and DLI indicators as part of its regular results review. Most of the 
other RBL programs also undertake PAP monitoring during the implementation review missions, 
with the exception of Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education 
Program and Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India and the School Seismic Safety 
Improvement Program in Armenia. Given the average of 33 actions per RBL, unless country clients 
prepare regular reports on the PAP, it is unrealistic to expect all these actions to be reviewed 
during a brief review mission. Having more selective PAPs and providing more systematic 
guidance on selection of PAP indicators and frequency and protocols for monitoring would be 
very useful. 
 

3. Monitoring of Design and Monitoring Framework 

132. Monitoring of the design and monitoring framework receives inadequate attention. DLIs 
receive most of the attention from monitoring systems. With the notable exception of Electricity 
Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia, verification protocols are also limited to the 
DLIs. The remaining indicators in the DMF were not discussed in any of the mission reports by 
the program teams.  
 
133. Alignment between the DLI matrix and the DMF mitigates some of the downside of 
inadequate monitoring of the DMF. However, it is important to recognize that the DLIs by 
themselves are not the results, nor is the DLI matrix a complete depiction of the results chain. 
The DLIs are derived from the PRF for the broader government program, which is also the starting 
point for the DMF. The DMF should provide a clear line of sight from ADB inputs (including, 
among others, loan covenants, DLIs, PAPs, and other risk mitigation measures) to outputs and 
outcomes of the RBL program. The DLIs can only have a few of the indicators from the PRF and 
the DMF, chosen as triggers for disbursement. Simply monitoring the DLIs, while ignoring the 
remaining indicators in the DMF, cannot assure the achievement of the program’s development 
objectives. When the DLI matrix is almost a complete replication of the DMF it is often an 
indication that the DMF does not include a complete depiction of the results chain. This will make 
it more difficult to demonstrate results and assess impacts when an RBL program is completed.  
 

D. Achievement of Results  
 
134. The achievements observed in the RBL programs visited by the evaluation missions reveal 
both successes and challenges. The midterm review undertaken by ADB reported that, as of May 
2016, program implementation review reports indicated that all eight of the RBL programs under 
implementation at that time were on track. The evaluation found that while there was progress 
in most cases, some RBL programs had also suffered setbacks. Highlights, both positive and 
negative, are summarized below. 
 
(i) The Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka was the first RBL to be approved 

in June 2013. The program aims to revamp the country’s secondary school system, 
increasing the focus on science and technology to meet the country’s needs for skilled 
workers and reduce youth unemployment. By June 2017, 70% of ADB funds to the RBL 
had been disbursed. Of the nine DLIs, three had been fully met. The 2014–2015 indicators 
for other institutional and output DLIs have been met but 2016 targets have not yet been 
met. While there have been some systemic improvements in institutions, achievement of 
output and outcome targets is lagging and one of the outcome DLIs is being questioned by 
the government. In 2016, the DLIs on enrollment in science and commerce courses, and 
examination pass rates were measured for the first time and found were not on track. 
The midterm review mission reported that there had been overall lack of progress in PAP 
implementation and little follow-up, especially on technical actions. Performance was 
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affected by a slowdown due to the change of government in 2015, but also because of 
ambitious DLIs and unrealistic time frames. Nonetheless, one of the benefits of the RBL 
program has been the internalization of a results culture within the education sector in 
Sri Lanka (Box 5) which is leading to systemic improvements. 

(ii) The Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines was approved in December 
2014. It aims to expand high school education to grades 11 and 12, increasing the focus 
on science, math, and English and offering a technical, vocational, and livelihoods 
stream. Disbursement stood at 58% of ADB funds by June 2017. The introduction of a 
voucher system to pay for senior high school education is innovative and allowed the 
program to mobilize private sector institutions to scale up enrollment rapidly. Enrollment 
is on track compared with initial targets, the transition from grade 10 to 11 being 
estimated at 92% in 2016. Infrastructure upgrading is ongoing, but the government is 
having second thoughts about the use of PPP for school construction (one of the DLIs). 
The two DLIs on learning outcomes due in 2016 had not been achieved by mid-2017, 
indicating that these were both harder to measure and need more realistic time frames.  

(iii) The Skills Sector Enhancement Program in Sri Lanka was approved in March 2014. It aims 
to build an efficient skills development system to meet labor market demand. It is 
expected to contribute to the increased employability of the workforce, particularly the 
youth. It envisages a market-responsive and inclusive TVET system. By June 2017, 74% of 
funds had been disbursed. The outcome DLI was achieved as of 2016. Within 6 months 
of graduation, 57% of national vocational qualification course graduates were employed, 
against a target of 55%. Many output DLIs that should have been satisfied by 2016 are 
ongoing, given the change in target year to 2018 with additional financing. One output 
DLI had been achieved as of 2016, the piloting of the performance-based financial model 
by vocational training authority centers. The targets of one of the two institutional 
strengthening DLIs had been achieved by 2016. Institutional changes after political 
events in 2015 delayed the program implementation due to frequent changes in 
leadership and high staff turnover. However, the government is committed to the 
program. Progress of PAP implementation is reportedly on-track.  

(iv) The Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education Program in 
India was approved in November 2014. It supports the efforts of the Government of 
Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition Program (ASAP) to complement post-basic 
education—i.e., higher secondary (grades 11 and 12) and undergraduate levels—with 
market-relevant vocational training and career counseling to enhance the employability 
of the youth (15–24 years old) and to improve their employment prospects. By June 2017, 
55% of funds had been disbursed. Progress had been made on the outcome DLI as efforts 
were underway on how to measure employability. An employability index comprising 
relevant attributes and competencies had been designed, and an employability study was 
to be carried out by the end of 2017. Most of the output DLIs had been achieved by July 
2017, and the remaining are ongoing and likely to be achieved. ASAP is offering training 
through 96 courses for 81 job roles covering 21 sectors. Construction of the community 
skills parks started in September 2016. These are expected to be operational by end of 
2017 or early 2018. ASAP has operationalized 121 skills development centers (including 
30 that were included in the RBL program). A total of 32 skills training providers were 
engaged by ASAP, more than the target for July 2017. Other output DLIs, such as 
enrollment in ASAP will likely exceed the target and 1,912 skill development executives 
who impart foundation training (communication, English, basic IT) had been mobilized 
as of 31 June 2016, and the DLI is therefore likely to be achieved by 2017. 

(v) The School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia, approved in September 
2015, has been compelled to slow down implementation due to the government’s fiscal 
consolidation, which has limited the deficit to 3% of GDP to compensate for 
overspending in the previous year. This is likely to delay implementation by at least 1 
year. Meanwhile, the government has been slow to prepare the school list and has 
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identified only four of the 46 schools to be upgraded by the seismic safety program. By 
June 2017, 38% of funds had been disbursed. Of the five DLIs, the targets for 2016 for 
two DLIs (output and institutional strengthening) had been achieved. As of November 
2016, public awareness campaigns and seismic emergency response plans had been 
completed, and bidding templates, operations manual, and MIS had been prepared. 
However, targets for higher-level results had not been achieved. 

(vi) The Guizhou Vocational Educational Development Program in the PRC was approved in 
December 2015 to support the establishment of a modern TVET system in the province. 
The RBL program supports demonstration TVET institutions—campus infrastructure, 
training facilities and content, teaching quality, and school and college management—
to act as models for the provincial TVET system. By June 2017, 30% of ADB funds had been 
disbursed. The program relies on verification by the Guizhou Education Department. 
Campus construction is ongoing, as is recruitment and training of teachers and 
managers, but the program is lagging behind on development of the M&E system.   

(vii) The Supporting National Urban Health Mission program in India, approved in May 2015, 
aims to improve the health status of the urban population, particularly of the poor and 
vulnerable, by facilitating equitable access to quality health services. By June 2017, 38% 
of funds had been disbursed. Output and institutional strengthening DLIs had mixed 
achievement or were unmet by 2016. The evaluation team observed mixed progress on 
program implementation and DLI achievement due to the complexity of the program. It 
was implemented across all states and territories, there was high variability in the 
capacity of urban local bodies, and integrating urban and health management under one 
program had proved difficult. Some of the higher-level outcome indicators were beyond 
the direct control of the program and hence any disbursement of loan funds against their 
achievement is questionable. Implementation of the program has been delegated to the 
India resident mission to help strengthen on-the-ground interaction and support.  

(viii) The Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia was approved in 
December 2015 to support the national program of expanding electricity access and 
increasing the reliability of the power supply in Sumatra. The RBL program boundary is 
limited primarily to ADB financing, and there is a financing gap in the broader government 
program. The RBL program is reported to be on track. By June 2017, disbursement was 
40% and program actions appeared to be on schedule. For the 2016 targets, of three 
outcome DLIs, two had been achieved or were likely to be achieved and one was unlikely 
to be achieved. All of the output DLIs had been met. PLN’s customer base had reached 
12.15 million customers, with sales of 8,843 GWh in mid-June 2016. Although the 
program design had not envisaged independent verification, following close 
coordination with other development partners, an independent verification agency, 
Castle Rock, has been hired under the ADB TA31, financed by the Australian DFAT, to 
undertake sample-based field verification of results.  

 
135. It is premature to report on the results of RBL programs approved since 2016 because of 
the short period since approval. However, the Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement 
Program in Solomon Islands is reported to have run into problems because of excessive delays in 
government payments for supervision of consultants. The Supporting School Sector Development 
Plan in Nepal has attracted a large pool of joint financing partners who are helping to keep the 
program on track in the face of a major administrative restructuring due to the introduction of 
a federal structure. Nepal’s track record on education progress suggests it will overcome this 
challenge. The Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan, cofinanced by Agence 
Française de Développement (AFD), plans to install 1,000 micro-hydropower plants to provide 
electricity to underserved households in districts lacking access to electricity, and 25,587 solar 

                                                            
31 ADB project document sheet (TA 9111-INO: Sustainable Infrastructure Assistance Program-Strengthening Verification 

in Results-Based Programs in Indonesia's Power Sector, Subproject 8). 
  https://www.adb.org/projects/46380-016/main#project-pds 
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plants in schools and primary health care facilities. While the program is still in early stages of 
implementation, the government’s commitment, driven by the need to show results before the 
2018 elections, and rapid mobilization of technical teams who are building on previous 
experience with these technologies suggests that implementation will be rapid. The RBL is 
notable for the inclusion of gender DLIs (Box 6). These gender results are likely to be achieved.  
 

Box 6: Gender Mainstreaming in Pakistan Energy Results-Based Lending Program 
 
The Access to Clean Energy Investment Program supports the government’s medium-term vision 
of achieving inclusive economic growth through sustainable energy access (Pakistan Vision 2025). 
The intended outcome is to “access to sustainable and more reliable electricity services increased, 
particularly for vulnerable communities in KPP and Punjab.” The RBL program plans to install at 
least 26,587 renewable energy-based power plants, including community-based micro-
hydropower plants and rooftop solar plants at schools and primary health care facilities.  
 
Gender mainstreaming is a declared priority for the RBL program, which is classified as effective 
gender mainstreaming and supports gender results through output 2, “opportunity for women 
and girls to obtain energy services and benefits increased” with four results indicators, two of 
which have been rephrased and included as DLIs: 

 by 2021, schools for girls to account for at least 30% of schools with solar plants 

installed,  

 by 2021, households headed by women to account for at least 7% of target households 

that are newly connected to electricity;a  

 by 2021, 500 primary health care facilities to be used by women for delivery or antenatal 

care to be equipped with solar plants; and 

 By 2021, 3,000 women to be trained in using energy benefits. 

The first two of these results indicators are included in the DLI matrix as DLI 4 and DLI 5; the other 
two are mentioned in the results matrix (DMF) although they are not specified in the DLI matrix 
or the loan agreement. 
 
a The DLI matrix defines households headed by women as any household headed by (i) a single woman living 
on her own, (ii) a widow or woman separated from her husband for any reason, including migration, with 
or without children. 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department review of RBL program documents. 

 

 

E. Value Addition of Results-Based Lending Programs  
 
136. Government staff, development partners, and ADB staff identified key elements of value 
addition of the RBL modality. Feedback on RBL programs was received during the key informant 
interviews and field visits during country missions and meetings with development partners and 
ADB staff, as well as through structured stakeholder surveys (Linked Document 6). While some 
elements, such as the focus on results, are part of the value proposition of the RBL modality, it 
was nonetheless reassuring to hear that the benefit of this feature extends beyond compliance 
with RBL targets. The main elements recognized as value addition during the evaluation, found 
in varying degrees in each RBL, are summarized below. 
 
(i) Strengthening of program systems transcending single project boundaries can amplify 

the development impact of ADB's support. This is evidenced by the systemic reforms and 
institutional strengthening measures adopted in Indonesia, Nepal, the Philippines, and 
Pakistan (Box 7). Further, RBL programs that have geographical boundaries, such as in 
INO, have seen positive impacts at the national level through the implementation of 
PAPs. This is particularly critical in middle-income countries where ADB's direct financial 
contribution is becoming smaller in proportion.  
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(ii) Concentration on implementation. RBL’s attention to implementation aims to increase 
ADB’s and the client’s ability to adopt a learning process approach to address 
implementation constraints. However, this requires more intensive engagement during 
supervision. Unlike a transactions-based approach focusing on procurement and 
financial transactions, program review teams spend more time on technical discussions 
with the client on implementation issues to help them achieve and monitor results. The 
presence of a full-time member of staff in the Solomon Islands extended mission office 
allows continuous implementation support to be given to the client. 

(iii) Emphasis on results. The RBL results focus induces staff and clients to think about what 
the program is really trying to change. RBL programs compel everyone to focus more 
squarely on defining and achieving results, which is a prerequisite for successful RBL 
implementation. This is the fundamental difference between RBL programs and the other 
modalities. While the process of building a strong focus on results into the RBL program 
design can be difficult, it is nevertheless held up by ADB staff, clients and development 
partners as its shining value-adding feature. 

(iv) Adoption of a results culture leading to a “mindset change.” RBL programs can 
encourage a results culture among clients that goes beyond adherence to the results in 
the RBL program design. In the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka, the 
RBL modality drew the attention of policy makers and practitioners to the need to achieve 
results. More than actual targets, striving to reach results within a set time frame has 
encouraged a spirit of enquiry, a willingness to learn, an openness to try new approaches 
and, ultimately, a greater sense of ownership of the progress achieved.  

(v) Encouragement of intergovernmental accountability. The focus on DLIs enables the 
Ministry of Finance to hold implementing agencies accountable for delivering results—
injecting intergovernmental accountability. In Nepal and the Philippines, Ministry of 
Finance representatives said their RBL programs had provided them with an instrument 
with which to monitor the effectiveness of the entire program. Moreover, results 
monitoring covers the entire RBL program, providing much greater oversight than in 
traditional investment projects. All the evaluation missions found that staff at ministries 
of finance were very familiar with the progress of the RBL programs. 

(vi) Leveraging donor alignment around a shared set of results. The focus on results rather 
than transactions makes it easier for development partners supporting the same sector 
to align themselves around a shared results framework. The Supporting School Sector 
Development Plan in Nepal is a standout example of alignment among nine joint 
financing partners who have reached agreement on a shared framework with 10 DLIs. 
Individual joint financing partners indicate which DLIs out of the shared framework their 
support will focus on but they have all agreed on a joint verification mechanism for the 
entire DLI framework and a joint dialogue between the partners and the government. 
Alignment with bilateral partners around a shared set of results was also observed in 
Pakistan (with AFD) and Solomon Islands (with DFAT). Collaboration with the World Bank 
in the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia and the Public–
Private Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care 
Services in Yichang, Hubei in the PRC also induced agreement on some DLIs, which are 
reflected in the programs’ respective DLI matrices. 
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Box 7: How Results-Based Lending Strengthens Program Systems 
 

Senior High School Support Program in the Philippines:  
 adoption of a voucher program for rapid expansion of secondary schools to 

grades 11–12 by allowing students to choose between public and private 
schools; 

 introduction of a stream of technical and vocational learning in senior high 
school to complement the strengthening of science, math, and English learning. 

 
Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal 

 consolidation of multiple scholarship schemes into a nationwide system with a 
pro-poor scholarship scheme and a girls’ scholarship scheme for science 
education in high school; 

 examination system reform and standardization of school examinations under a 
newly created National Examination Board; 

 strengthening the education management information system (EMIS) by 
transforming it into a web-based EMIS;  

 replacement of earmarked, norm-based school grants with a nationwide needs-
and performance-based school grants system informed by EMIS school-based 
data. 

 
Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan 

 the establishment of a web-based program performance management system 
(PPMS) in each of the two provinces will enable efficient monitoring of progress 
and outputs across the 27,400 micro-hydro and solar plants being installed by 
the RBL program;  

 tracking of the performance indicators by the PPMS provides the basis for annual 
monitoring reports on disbursement-linked indicators and program action plan 
actions. 

 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department review of program documents.  
 

 

F. Summary of Findings 
 
137. IED's review of early implementation experience found that both ADB staff and country 
clients strongly endorsed the value added of the focus on results. Key benefits include the focus 
on program systems rather than a ring-fenced approach, emphasis on implementation rather 
than transactions, and leveraging and aligning donors around a shared set of results.  However, 
IED found that the multiplicity of tables, matrices, and frameworks that contain results and 
performance indicators led to a risk of errors and confusion. There should also be more regular 
monitoring of the entire DMF, not just those elements covered by DLIs.  
 
138. PAPs appear to have evolved. Compared with those approved in previous years, RBL 
programs approved in 2016 showed a substantial increase in technical and institutional actions 
and in actions dedicated to fiduciary and safeguard risk management.  While most of the actions 
had merit, the large number of actions indicates a lack of selectivity. Key actions that were central 
to the results framework or risk mitigation measures were not being distinguished from those 
that are less significant. Having more selective PAPs and providing more systematic guidance on 
the frequency and mode of monitoring and reporting would be very useful.  
 
139. DLI verification remains one of the challenges to RBL programs. ADB and countries would 
benefit from much greater use of independent verification of DLIs and program audits by other 
government or nongovernment agencies. 



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

Enabling Environment for the 
Results-Based Lending Pilot 

 
 
 
140. The enabling environment refers to the responsiveness of ADB’s internal institutional 
measures, including the guidance provided to ADB staff and government clients, the 
organizational arrangements put in place during the RBL pilot phase, and the partnership aspects 
of the RBL pilot’s work.  
 

A. Results-Based Lending Guidance 
 
141. ADB issued a staff guidance on preparation of RBL programs in November 2013. The 
document is called Staff Guidance for Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs (footnote 3). 
The issuance of the guidance was somewhat belated in that it came 8 months after the RBL policy 
paper had been approved (footnote 1) and a full 5 months after the approval of the first RBL 
loan, the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka, in June 2013. 
 
142. The staff guidance note was detailed and provided necessary information to guide teams 
in the preparation of RBL programs. The guidance note provided information across a large 
number of dimensions, including technical assessments and arrangements, systems assessments 
and arrangements, integrated risk assessment, capacity development and PAP, and program 
implementation, to name just the main areas. Appendixes provided useful material, such as an 
example of verification protocols, an indicative outline for program safeguards system 
assessments, and proposed guidelines to prevent or mitigate fraud, corruption and other 
prohibited activities in RBL programs. Templates were provided for the RBL concept paper, RRP, 
and RBL additional cofinancing memorandum. All in all, the guidance note provided the requisite 
guidance to staff during the initial part of the pilot phase, although there are some areas that 
required clarification in the latter stage of the pilot phase and thereafter (notably on safeguards 
exclusions). 
 
143. During the pilot phase, ADB focused mainly on general awareness building of RBL rather 
than on specific technical areas. The RBL policy paper indicated that it would support the piloting 
effort by putting in place measures to support staff preparing RBL programs and to raise 
awareness of country government officials. Among the measures mentioned were training for 
ADB staff and government counterparts and updating and modifying of relevant documents. As 
of the end of 2016, ADB had delivered 12 RBL training and familiarization workshops in which 
more than 222 ADB attendees participated (including 11 Board members) and eleven briefing 
sessions for government counterparts in seven countries. In addition, ADB held seven DMF 
training sessions, which included specific material on DMFs for RBL, with 136 attendees. 
Although ADB received positive feedback on its headquarters training and workshops, the 
training was more in the nature of general awareness raising programs and did not delve deeply 
into specific areas to enhance the technical skills of ADB and government staff adopting the RBL 
modality. This was also emphasized in the RBL midterm review in 2016. 
 



52 Results-Based Lending at the Asian Development Bank: An Early Assessment 
 

 

144. The evaluation stakeholder perceptions survey found that the newness of the modality 
was the greatest challenge for the majority of government stakeholders and that program team 
leaders in particular had difficulties in a number of the RBL pre-design diagnostic and assessment 
areas. The survey found (with a 10%–13% margin of error, as it was of limited size) that the most 
frequently cited challenge of RBL was “the novelty of RBL and issues related to its newness” as 
reported by about 76% of DMC government clients and 57% of program team leaders. Areas 
where at least half of the program team leaders had moderate difficulty were: (i) pre-diagnostics 
assessments of the environmental and social safeguard systems (61%), (ii) fiduciary systems 
(56%), (iii) procurement systems (50%), and (iv) defining the boundaries of the RBL program as 
distinct from the government program (56%). In strengthening its own capacity to design and 
implement RBL programs, only a few (14%) ADB program team leaders believed that ADB had 
provided “extremely/very effective” support as opposed to more than half (64%) who considered 
ADB support to be only “moderately effective”, and 21% as “slightly/not effective”, indicating 
there is a need for ADB to improve its efforts to develop staff capacity in designing and 
implementing RBL (Linked Document 6).  
 
145. Much greater efforts at information sharing, guidance and specific training programs 
will be needed for the latter stage of the pilot and beyond. Given the above findings, better 
training for ADB staff and DMC counterparts is needed, along with more effective 
communication and information sharing on RBL with the ADB Board of Directors (as mentioned 
in the RBL midterm review). Suggestions for moving forward on this are in para. 208. For country 
counterparts, there is still scope for additional awareness raising.  
 

B. Organization for Delivery 
 
146. Organizational arrangements cover work processes, quality assurance and staff 
resources, capacity development efforts, as well as the efficiency of the resources used. 
 

1. Processes 
 
147. RBL programs follow similar processing and approval stages to those of other ADB 
lending modalities. The RBL policy paper indicated that RBL processing and approval would 
follow standard ADB procedures.32 The policy paper also said that management review meetings 
would be held for all RBL programs processed within 2 years of the approval of the policy. After 
2 years this requirement would be on a case-by-case basis, depending on the complexity of the 
RBL. Since 2010, loan processing procedures have followed the guidance set out in the 2009 
“Better and Faster Loan Delivery” Board paper, which effectively streamlined the previous loan 
processing and early administration procedures.33  
 
148. RBL programs are typically prepared via a series of consultation missions, culminating in 
a fact-finding mission. In only in one of the initial 12 RBL programs was there an appraisal 
mission. Most RBL programs are preceded by PPTA, which finances consulting services to 
undertake much of pre-design and diagnostic work. Once the TA final report is ready, the 
program team visits the country for a single fact-finding mission. During this mission the program 
team holds discussions with the government on various aspects of the RBL program, including 
DLI formulation, verification protocols, the results framework, and advance discussions on the 
contents of the loan agreement and program agreement. The typical duration of these fact-
finding missions was 10 days (excluding the Philippines RBL, which was prepared over 3 months 
from ADB headquarters), however this does not cover earlier PPTA-related and RBL consultation 
missions. For 11 of the 12 approved RBL programs for which fact-finding back to the office 

                                                            
32 RBL policy (footnote 1), para. 127. 
33 ADB. 2009. Better and Faster Loan Delivery. Manila.  
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reports are available, the findings of the RBL fact-finding missions were documented in six cases 
in aides memoires, in four cases in signed memoranda of understanding (MOU), and in one case 
in an unsigned MOU. An appraisal mission was fielded for only one of the RBL programs (the 
Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal), apparently because it was cofinanced by 
a large number of other partners.  

 
149. The use of streamlined processing with a series of consultation missions culminating in 
a single fact-finding mission raises questions about whether the final design of the RBL program 
is sufficiently discussed with government prior to Board approval. Given that the RBL is a new 
and complex modality that is being pilot-tested for 6 years before being mainstreamed, it is 
unclear why the RBL policy paper elected to adopt the simplified standard ADB processing and 
approval procedures used for well-established lending modalities, instead of adopting a more 
conservative and learning-by-doing approach supported by a more extensive processing and 
approval procedure to help staff and country counterparts become more familiar with the 
modality. Processing RBL programs in the way discussed appears to be a far too expedited process 
that limits the interaction between the RBL program team and government staff.  
 

2. Quality Assurance and Staff Resources 
 
150. Quality assurance support to RBL teams was initially via an RBL Advisory Group and 
advice from specialist staff within SPD.  The RBL policy paper indicated that it would support the 
piloting effort by setting up an ADB-wide support team, comprising members from relevant 
departments to support RBL teams. The RBL advisory group was established in April 2014 through 
a memorandum from the Director General, SPD. However, over time this group became inactive. 
Supplementing this, policy guidance, administration, and coordination of RBL implementation 
during the pilot phase has been provided by specialists within SPD. On 27 February 2017, new 
staff instructions for sovereign operations34 required each regional department to formalize 
quality assurance arrangements. To ensure that the choice of RBL is appropriate, and that the 
presentation in the RRP is reasonable, SPD since 2016 has a formal role in reviewing program 
concept papers and RRPs for all RBL programs (as well as all PBLs and MFFs) and attends every 
RBL’s management review meeting. SPD’s review is supplementary to the regional departments’ 
own efforts in ensuring quality of project design, choice of lending modality, and better RRP 
presentation.  
 
151. Extent of involvement of RBL program team leaders in the identification, design, 
processing, and/or supervision of the 12 active RBL–supported programs in 9 countries. The 
perception survey asked for the specific involvement of 26 program team leaders in RBL 
programs. It was revealed that about 90% of the 18 program team leaders respondents have 
been involved in assessing program soundness, expenditure and financing frameworks, and/or 
results and links with disbursements, as well as in providing support to the government in 
identifying and designing measures to improve the RBL program, its systems, and risk-mitigating 
measures. The majority of these ADB staff have been supervising RBL program implementation 
(72%), monitoring RBL program performance and risks (67%), and working with development 
partners to support the country in executing improvement measures (67%). One-third (33%) of 
them have been involved in RBL work since the RBL pilot period started in 2013, half (56%) for 
more than 1 to 3 years, and a few (11%) have had only 1 year or less of involvement (Linked 
Document 6). 
  

                                                            
34 ADB. 2017. Staff Instructions on Business Processes for Sovereign Operations. Manila. 
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3. Capacity Development Support 
 
152. Capacity development support is key to the achievement and sustainability of RBL results, 
defined not only as improvements in sector outputs and outcomes, but also as improvements in 
program systems. As described in the RBL policy paper, ADB’s support for capacity development 
is intended to strengthen the program, results, institutions, and risk management throughout 
the program cycle.  
 
153. Technical assistance support for country clients. In addition to the overall RBL program-
level support to country clients, ADB has provided capacity development support through 
dedicated TA activities. PPTA was provided to nine of the 12 RBL programs in 8 countries, 
amounting to $7.3 million. In addition, CDTA was provided to nine RBL operations in eight 
countries and a policy and advisory technical assistance (PATA) was provided to the Public–Private 
Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, 
Hubei in the PRC, which altogether amounted to $22.5 million. In terms of sector, 46% of the 
total TA funding went to the education sector, 23% to transport, 16% to health, 10% to energy, 
and 5% to the urban subsector (Table 10).  

 
          Table 10: Number and Amount of Technical Assistance Projectsa for RBL Operations, by Sector 

Sector 

RBL Operation PPTA CDTAc Total 

No.  
ADB Loan Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) 
Education 6 970.0 5 4.0 5 d 6.5 10 10.4 

Energy 2 900.0b 1 1.5 1 0.8 2 2.3 
Health 2 350.0 1 0.8 2 2.8 3 3.6 
Urban 1 88.5 1 0.4 1 0.8 2 1.2 
Transport 1 21.0 1 0.6 1 4.5e 2 5.1 

Total 12 2,329.5 9 7.3 10 15.3 19 22.5 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, CDTA = capacity development technical assistance, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance. 
Notes: Totals may not add up due to rounding. 
a     A new Operations Manual on Technical Assistance (TA) was issued in March 2017 renaming the TA projects into two types (transaction 

TA and knowledge and support TA). The types of TA projects presented in the table are based on the old TA classification at the time of 
approval of these TA projects.  

b    Excluding the $25 million from the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund administered by ADB. 
c    Includes one policy and advisory technical assistance project (PATA) amounting to $0.75 million. 

d    Two Sri Lanka RBL programs received the same CDTA.  
e     Funded by Australia administered by ADB.  
Sources: Asian Development Bank databases. 

 
154. The CDTA projects are focused on capacity development, but also support program 
implementation and achievement of results. PPTA projects are principally used to undertake pre-
design and diagnostic work. By contrast, CDTA projects (renamed TA projects since March 2017) 
are mainly focused on capacity development, but also support program implementation and 
achievement of results. Specifically, they help strengthen the capacities of government executing 
agencies and implementing units, such as the ASAP secretariat, which supports Kerala’s 
Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education Program in India; the Ministry of 
Infrastructure Development, which is the implementing agency of the Sustainable Transport 
Infrastructure Improvement Program in Solomon Islands; and the technical agencies involved in 
supporting the National Urban Health Mission in India RBL. The CDTA projects also support 
institutional strengthening of government systems, including: (i) the design, procurement, 
management, and delivery of effective elderly care services through PPPs under the Public–Private 
Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, 
Hubei, (ii) M&E and safeguard management under the Access to Clean Energy Investment 
Program in Pakistan, (iii) monitoring, verification, and reporting of program results under 
Supporting National Urban Health Mission in India, and (iv) fiduciary, social and environmental, 
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and sector management systems under the Senior High School Support Program in the 
Philippines. Moreover, seven CDTA projects are directly linked to the RBL program output and 
results, including: (i) strengthened capacity for effective program planning and implementation 
of the Education Sector Development Program in Sri Lanka, (ii) improved program management 
and M&E of Supporting Kerala’s Additional Skill Acquisition in Post-Basic Education Program in 
India, (iii) enhanced national capacity in executing and implementing the seismic safety 
investment program of the School Seismic Safety Improvement Program in Armenia, (iv) 
strengthened TVET management capacity of the Guizhou Vocational Educational Development 
Program in the PRC, (v) strengthened capacity of the Ministry of Infrastructure Development’s 
management and supervision capacity of the Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement 
Program in Solomon Islands, and (vi) enhanced institutional capacity to foster the sustainability 
of the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan, and (vii) local government capacity 
to design, procure, manage, and deliver effective services through PPPs of the Public–Private 
Partnerships Demonstration Program to Transform Delivery of Elderly Care Services in Yichang, 
Hubei. 
 
155. Recent review missions provide some evidence of the usefulness of CDTA. According to 
the program review mission back to the office report for the Education Sector Development 
Program in Sri Lanka, the CDTA35 provided valuable strategic support for both design and 
implementation, without which implementation of the RBL would have been much more 
difficult. In the Philippines Senior High School Support Program, the CDTA helped the 
government developing the financing formula for school maintenance and preparing the voucher 
operations manual. More generally, CDTA provides a useful model for TA support for complex 
RBL programs attempting ambitious sector-wide reform. It supports the preparation and 
implementation of sector plans and expenditure frameworks and institutional strengthening, as 
well flexibility in the provision of targeted inputs as needs arise during implementation. 
 
156. Perceptions of country clients and ADB staff on the usefulness of CDTA. The CDTA 
provided by ADB in developing the country’s capacity and institutional strengthening is 
considered “extremely/very important” by 66% of country clients (Linked Document 6). However, 
26% of government clients indicated that the CDTA is “moderately or slightly important,” which 
could mean that RBL capacity development efforts so far may not have been enough. Some 
development partners have provided feedback that the CDTA should focus on capacity 
development and avoid substituting for government capacity as that could weaken the goal of 
strengthening program systems. In some RBL programs, CDTA is also used for verification of DLIs 
and other results. In these instances, it is very important to ensure that capacity support for DLI 
verification is not mingled with other support to avoid conflicts of interest. This means that, while 
CDTA financing may be used to finance verification measures, the consultants undertaking the 
verification should not be the same as those providing capacity development support to country 
clients. 
 
157. Overall, while country clients acknowledge ADB’s support for capacity development, they 
also indicate that the resources allocated and efforts to date have not been sufficient. Most 
clients and staff believe that the novelty of RBL is still the greatest challenge of the RBL modality. 
On the other hand, only 12% of country clients and 21% of program team leaders identified 
“ability to include capacity development measures and focus on incentives” as RBL’s greatest 
strength (Linked Document 6). There is a case for increasing the future volume and quality of 
capacity development support via TA.  
 
 
 

                                                            
35 ADB. 2012. Technical Assistance for Human Capital Development Capacity and Implementation Support. Manila.  
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C. Partnerships 
 
158. RBL was designed to foster partnership. As argued in the RBL policy paper, the RBL 
modality is meant to foster development partnerships by sharing a common government-owned 
results framework, using common systems, and financing a common expenditure framework. It 
is also intended to support joint learning by countries and ADB through the assessment, use, and 
improvement of the countries‘ systems.  

 
159. Seven of the RBL programs are being supported by cofinancing or parallel financing by 
development partners.36 Development partnerships range from a consortium of nine 
development partners for the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal to a single 
partnership with AFD for the Access to Clean Energy Investment Program in Pakistan and with 
Australia’s DFAT for both the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia and 
the Sustainable Transport Infrastructure Improvement Program in Solomon Islands. In the case 
of the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia, there is also parallel 
financing by the World Bank and cofinancing from the AIF fully administered by ADB. Even when 
they are providing parallel financing rather than cofinancing a program, agreement among 
development partners on the DLIs and results framework ensures donor alignment and program 
coherence within the sector. In some instances, TA from partners—such as DFAT in the Solomon 
Islands, and Norway in Nepal—is being administered by ADB. In many others, development 
partners are collaborating in the verification of DLIs and results. In the absence of partnerships, 
the burden of TA and verification falls entirely on the respective government and/or ADB.  
 
160. RBL programs have been successful in attracting development partners for cofinancing 
and joint financing. The RBL modality has proved to be a useful platform for cofinancing and/or 
joint financing government-owned programs between countries, ADB, and other development 
partners. To date, seven RBL programs have been cofinanced in seven different countries. 
Cofinancing from development partners totaled $547.8 million, or 3% of aggregate funding for 
RBL programs, which constitutes 24% of total ADB financing for the 12 RBL programs. 
Development partners provided cofinancing for three education, two energy, one health, and 
one transport RBL program (Table 11). Two of the education RBL programs had several 
cofinanciers (four and eight development partners). Box 8 describes the detailed joint financing 
arrangements among the eight development partners cofinancing the Supporting School Sector 
Development Plan in Nepal RBL. Two-thirds (67%) of program team leaders who responded to 
the survey confirmed the effectiveness of the RBL modality in promoting financing partnerships 
particularly among donors (Linked Document 6). 

 
161. Support from development partners can help RBL program design and implementation. 
Partnerships are especially important when donors are cofinancing the same subsector. As an 
example, in the education sector, ADB played a lead role in designing and implementing the 
Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal and Skills Sector Enhancement Program in 
Sri Lanka, both of which included cofinancing with other development partners. Other donors 
have adopted results-based lending modalities or adopted DLIs for investment projects and these 
have provided valuable experience to implementing and executing agencies in managing a 
results-based approach. Donor alignment has also helped alleviate concerns about the increased 
burden of implementing a sector-wide approach by increasing synergies, such as the agreement 
among the donor consortium to adopt a common DLI framework for the Supporting School 
Sector Development Plan in Nepal. Implementation costs are reduced if verification mechanisms 
are shared.  

                                                            
36 The RBL programs in Armenia, the PRC, and India are not receiving financial support from other development partners, 

and in Philippines the World Bank is supporting primary education while the ADB RBL is supporting the senior 
secondary school program.  
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Table 11: Amount of Cofinancing and Joint Financing of RBL Programs, by Sectora 

Sector 

ADB  
Development 

Partners Government   Other Total 

No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) No.  
Amount  

($ million) 

Education 6 970.0 3 418.0 5 11,143.0 1 120.0 6 12,651.9 
Energy 2 900.0b 2 103.6 1 40.8  1 9.9 2 1,054.3 
Health 2 350.0 1 2.0 2 1,719.9  1 23.4 2 2,085.3 
Urban 1 88.5 0 0.0 1 18.5   1 107.0 

Transport 1 21.0 1 23.3 1 34.4   1 78.7 
Total 12 2,329.5 7 547.8 10 12,946.6 3 153.3 12 15,977.2 

   15%  3%  81%  1%  100% 
a  Details are provided in Linked Document 2.  
b  Excluding the $25 million from the ASEAN Infrastructure Fund administered by ADB. World Bank is funding $500 million for the broader 

                    government program using its program-for-results modality. 

Sources: Asian Development Bank databases.. 

 
Box 8: Partnerships for Nepal: Supporting School Sector Development Plan 

 
The Nepal results-based loan (RBL) supports the School Sector Development Plan, which is the 
government’s major education initiative for FY2017–FY2023. The Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) and eight other joint financing partners have agreed to finance the program with the 
government during FY2017–FY2021. ADB’s partners are: Australia, the European Union, Finland, 
the Global Partnership for Education, Japan International Cooperation Agency, Norway, United 
Nations Children’s Fund, and the World Bank. Partnership is not limited to financing but extends 
to agreement on a common DLI framework and to agreement on a joint independent third-
party verification mechanism. ADB played a lead role in the design and implementation of this 
RBL. ADB promoted and led a joint appraisal of the program with the JFPs that resulted in a 
coherent and mutually agreed joint results framework and a jointly agreed common DLI 
framework, which became the underlying foundation for partnership in the sector. 

 
Although the JFPs are free to choose their own lending modality—some are using RBL while 
others are providing parallel investment project financing—all nine JFPs have agreed to adopt a 
common disbursement-linked indicators (DLI) framework with 10 DLIs. Individual JFPs may 
choose to support some or all the DLIs. The ADB RBL is using seven of the DLIs from the joint 
DLI framework for its RBL operation.  

 
ADB’s RBL had initially planned to rely on three verification mechanisms: (i) for some indicators, 
the JFPs will jointly verify; (ii) for other indicators, independent third-party verification will be 
conducted by JFPs; and (iii) for the education management information system, a sample-based 
independent verification will be submitted to the JFPs. During the initial period, the RBL would 
rely more on joint review and verification by the JFPs. However, the World Bank requested the 
government to undertake an independent third-party verification for the DLIs. Other JFPs, 
including ADB, agreed to accept the program-financed independent verification as the 
mechanism for all of the DLIs.  
 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department case study. 
 

 

D. Efficiency of Resource Use 
 
162. RBL processing up to loan approval is relatively quick. A comparison of lending 
operations approved between June 2013 and June 2017 (Table 12) showed that the processing 
time for RBL programs was faster than those for both policy-based loans and investment project 
loans. The 14 RBL programs approved during the period required on average 11.7 months from 
concept clearance to loan approval, whereas policy-based loans took on average 14.7 months 
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and project loans 18.1 months.37 One possible explanation for the RBL programs’ quicker 
processing time is that, since RBL programs support a broader government program, they do not 
require the same level of detailed costing as an investment project. The preparation time for RBL 
programs in ADB is slightly shorter than the average 13.6 months for World Bank’s PforR 
instrument. 
 

                              Table 12: Processing Time, by Modality (average number of months), 
                              June 2013 to June 2017, Loan Approvals 

  No. of 
Approved 

Loans 

Concept 
Clearancea to 

Loan Approval  

Loan 
Approval to 

Signing  

Loan 
Approval to 
Effectivity  

Loan Approval  
to First  

Disbursement  
Results-Based Loans 16 11.7 1.6 2.6 4.5 

Policy-Based Loansb 75 14.7 1.2 2.9 4.4 
Project Loansc 354 18.1 3.4 6.3 13.1 

a Concept clearance date used the end date in eOps. 
b Policy-based loans include sector development programs. 

c Includes seven project design advance; and 103 multititranche financing facility (MFF) tranches. Of these MFF tranches, 27 were 
tranche 1 loans where MFF PPTA concept dates were captured. For MFF tranche 2 loans and onwards, MFF PPTA and concept 
dates were not captured. 

Sources: Asian Development Bank databases and Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
163. RBL processing from loan approval to loan effectiveness and disbursement is also rapid. 
RBL programs are the fastest modality from loan approval to effectiveness, taking on average 2.6 
months (compared with 2.9 months for PBL and 6.3 months for project loans). RBL programs 
took on average 4.5 months from loan approval to disbursement, which is almost the same 
amount of time as that of PBL (4.4 months). ADB’s RBL midterm review argued that this was due 
to: use of country’s own systems; elimination of paper-based reviews of numerous transactions; 
exclusion of high-value procurement packages, which resulted in simpler procurement decisions; 
and exclusion of category A activities, which helped reduce risks (footnote 7). In addition, RBL 
programs do not require procurement documents, so fiduciary clearances, such as those needed 
for project loans, are not necessary. To address the financing requirements and support the 
achievement of DLIs, advance payments (up to 25%) and disbursement for prior results (up to 
20%) based on DLI indicators are permissible for RBL programs, unlike in project loans where 
disbursement is based on reimbursement of actual expenses incurred. The combined amount for 
advances and financing of prior results should not exceed 30% of ADB financing (footnote 3). 
As discussed in Chapter 4, disbursements for advances and prior results were 17% of the total 
loan amount and 41% of the total disbursement of $881 million as of June 2017. 
 

164. There is no tracking of staff costs required to prepare and implement RBL programs. 
Whereas consultant costs can easily be ascertained, staff times and costs are not fully tracked by 
ADB’s systems. By comparison, the World Bank's evaluation of PforRs presented data showing 
that supervision costs for PforRs were more than double those for investment projects.38 Only 
with the full implementation of a time management system at ADB will it be feasible to track full 
staff costs, enabling better resource management. 
 
165. RBL program teams are sizeable and average 11 members per team but actual staff time 
required for program implementation can not be determined due to date limitation.39 
On average, teams consist of eight international staff, two national staff, and one administrative 
staff. Safeguard, procurement, and public finance specialists from the regional department are 
included as well as staff from the Office of the General Counsel and representatives from the 

                                                            
37 It should be noted that RBL programs do not have the same starting point as other modalities, which go through more 

initial steps and requirements, including sector diagnostics and feasibility studies. 
38  Independent Evaluation Group, 2016. Program‐for‐Results An Early‐Stage Assessment of the Process and Effects of 

a New Lending Instrument. Washington, DC: World Bank, p. 14. 
39 Based on the team compositions reported in reports and recommendations of the President. 
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Operations Services and Financial Management Department, Sustainable Development and 
Climate Change Department, and occasionally from other departments including the Controller’s 
Department and the Office of Information Systems and Technology. On the other hand, actual 
staff time required for program preparation and implementation cannot be ascertained due to 
limited availability of data. The Time Management System will be useful in tracking staff time 
and the Budget, Personnel, and Management Systems Department is currently preparing to use 
the Time Management System information for future review of the staffing coefficients 
(requirements). 
 

E. Learning During the Pilot Phase 
 
166. A learning-by-doing approach was adopted during the RBL pilot phase. This was in line 
with the expectations of the RBL policy paper; ADB was expected to learn from its own early 
experiences, as well as to exchange experiences with other development partners, especially the 
World Bank. 
 
167. The justification for choosing the RBL modality as the preferred modality has improved. 
The RRPs for the first few RBL programs provided relatively weak justifications for the selection 
of RBL in preference to other possible modalities, but the later RRPs have done a much better job 
of setting out the case for the use of RBL. Likewise, the discussion of ADB’s value added in recent 
RRPs has been strengthened and provides a better rationale for adoption of the RBL modality. 
 
168. PAP monitoring has improved. The monitoring of the PAP indicators has improved; 
whereas about 50% of implementation review missions during the first 3 years of the pilot phase 
(June 2013–June 2016) carried out comprehensive PAP monitoring, the figure is now 70%. The 
quality of PAP monitoring appears to be improving, with one program team leader reporting 
that discussions on the PAP indicators had taken more time than the discussion of the DLIs on a 
recent review mission. 
 
169. Quality of due diligence has improved in some respects. The program systems (fiduciary, 
safeguards, monitoring and evaluation, procurement) that have been developed for the 
government's own program are used in an RBL program, with such improvements as are 
considered necessary after the assessments. The improvements are based on evidence in initial 
fiduciary and other assessments, included in PAPs (and in some cases DLIs), and need to be closely 
monitored during supervision missions. The monitoring of PAPs has improved over time and as 
ADB teams gain more experience with RBL executing and implementing agencies, the improved 
mutual understanding is leading to better quality indicators and targets in PAPs, and the 
possibility of upgrading them into future DLIs in subsequent operations.  
 
170. Selection and definition of DLIs has improved. There is evidence that program teams have 
become better at selecting DLIs and have used more outcome-level and institutional 
strengthening DLIs, as opposed to output-level DLIs. This is in line with the recommendation of 
the RBL midterm review. The percentage of outcome and institutional DLIs in approved RBL 
programs RRPs increased from 28% in 2014 to 43% in 2016. There are also indications that 
program teams are learning from past experience and improving the RBL targets. For example, 
the Electricity Grid Strengthening—Sumatra Program in Indonesia included indicators with 
minimum annual growth targets, which acted as a disincentive for the borrower to exceed the 
targets. The subsequent RBL learned from this experience and established cumulative targets that 
would incentivize the borrower to exceed the targets. 
 
171. Learning from the use of the modality in various sectors by ADB and the World Bank. 
ADB’s experience with RBL programs, and the World Bank’s experience with PforR lending has 
led to the application of results-based lending across a wide range of sectors. In the social sectors 
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they have been used to strengthen and scale up education systems, health systems, and social 
protection systems. In the infrastructure sectors they have been used to support small-scale, 
decentralized programs aimed at increasing access to services or ensuring maintenance and 
sustainability of infrastructure. The World Bank is increasingly using PforR to strengthen 
governance systems—including fiscal transfers to local government units, urban municipal 
services, and tax reforms. The findings and lessons point to a few key characteristics shared by 
these programs that fit with well with results based lending. Typically these programs involve (i) 
numerous small-scale transactions whose implementation under the investment project modality 
would be highly inefficient; (ii) improving access and quality of universal social services and local 
infrastructure; (iii) strengthening systems for service delivery and governance.  These programs 
have avoided support for private goods and programs involving high fiduciary or corruption risks, 
high environmental or social risks, or risks of political instability or conflict. ADB can easily scale 
up RBL lending in the social and infrastructure sectors without the need to finance large scale 
civil works which would invariably involve much higher risk.  
 

F. Summary of Findings 
 
172. SPD provided appropriate guidance to RBL teams in the initial part of the pilot phase. 
The RBL staff guidance note issued by SPD was detailed and articulated the necessary information 
to guide teams in the preparation of RBL programs well. Nevertheless, greater efforts at 
information sharing, guidance and specific training programs will be necessary for the latter 
stage of the pilot and in the future. 
 
173. ADB has set up appropriate arrangements for work processes and quality assurance, but 
some improvements are needed. RBL programs are typically prepared through numerous 
consultation missions, culminating in a single fact-finding mission lasting 10 days. In only in one 
case was there a subsequent appraisal mission. The use of streamlined processing with a single 
fact-finding mission raises questions about the thoroughness of RBL preparation. In terms of 
quality assurance, a small centralized unit was put in place in SPD instead of the ADB-wide 
support team envisaged in the RBL policy paper, and since February 2017 regional departments 
have taken on more of this role. Given the novelty of the modality and the limited experience 
and expertise on RBL programs to date, it is unclear why the delegation of quality assurance from 
SPD to regional departments was undertaken during the pilot phase, as this seems likely to 
fragment and weaken technical guidance efforts to RBL teams.  
 
174. ADB’s capacity development efforts need to be strengthened. Country clients 
acknowledge ADB’s support for capacity development, but they also indicate that the resources 
allocated and efforts to date need to be strengthened. There is a case for increasing the volume 
and quality of capacity development support via TA. 
 
175. RBL programs are an efficient modality. Compared with ADB’s two main lending 
modalities (project loans and PBL), RBL programs are on average more efficient, both in terms of 
processing and early implementation (e.g., first disbursement). Preparation time for RBL 
programs in ADB is even slightly shorter than that for the World Bank’s PforR instrument. 
Unfortunately, there is no tracking of the ADB staff costs required to prepare and implement RBL 
programs, which would have allowed comparison with World Bank’s PforR staff costs. 
 
176. RBL programs have fostered partnerships and learning from previous experience during 
the pilot phase. Although there is not enough evidence to say that the volume of cofinancing 
has increased as a result of the adoption of RBL, the RBL modality provides a useful platform for 
collaboration and cofinancing and/or joint financing government-owned programs between 
countries, ADB, and other development partners. To date, seven RBL programs have been 
cofinanced in seven different countries. In addition, there have been indications of substantial 
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learning-by-doing during the pilot phase. Areas where learning has been apparent include 
justification of the RBL modality, PAP monitoring, quality of due diligence, selection and 
definition of DLIs, and clarity of verification protocols. 
 

 
 



     

 

 

CHAPTER 6 

Conclusions and 
Recommendations 
 
 
 
177. The overarching question for this evaluation was: to what extent are RBL programs being 
identified, designed, and managed appropriately to add value and achieve their intended results 
and stated program objectives? The preceding chapters brought out the experience to date 
during the RBL pilot phase. This chapter presents the key findings and issues emerging from 
subsidiary questions to draw recommendations. 
 

A. Key Findings on Evaluation Questions 
 
178. The evaluation found that government programs with good potential for RBL are being 
identified by ADB and programs are being designed that are efficient in terms of loan preparation 
and disbursement. While most RBL programs are well designed, some face design challenges 
(including establishing the program boundary, preparing the results framework, and selecting 
DLIs and actions for the PAP) and implementation issues (including achieving agreed outputs and 
outcomes, and carrying out monitoring and verification of results). Four subsidiary evaluation 
questions are addressed below. 
 

1. How effectively has ADB worked with clients to identify appropriate sector programs 
to be supported by RBL programs, as set out in the RBL policy and staff guidance?  

 
179. RBL programs supporting a range of sector programs have been successfully rolled out 
during the pilot phase. The adoption of the RBL modality is part of a trend to make greater use 
of program systems by supporting government budgets with financing for programs that can be 
national or subnational, sector or subsector. As of the end of 2016, ADB had approved 12 RBL 
programs to 9 borrowing countries. Eight of these were in the social sectors and six were in 
education. The remaining four were in the energy, transport, and urban sectors.  
 
180. RBL programs typically support coherent sector programs with a transparent public 
expenditure program and strong country ownership. With one exception (the School Seismic 
Safety Improvement Program in Armenia) the RBL programs are derived from government 
strategies and embedded in a credible government program at national or provincial levels. Key 
country stakeholders and development partners supported the new modality as an appropriate 
vehicle to support these programs. However, in Armenia there does not appear to be a credible 
government program beyond ADB funds, and implementation of the ADB-financed program has 
suffered because of fiscal constraints on the budget and slow implementation.  
 
181. Client demand indicates wide scope for future RBL work. The analysis of feedback from 
country clients indicates that overall demand for ADB’s RBL work is robust. Surveys and key 
informant interviews indicate considerable scope for future RBL work. RBL programs seem to be 
more suited to long-term engagement in situations where reforms and system strengthening 
require an incremental approach.  
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182. Capacity contexts favorable for RBL programs. RBL's are likely to work best when there is 
already deep ADB involvement in the sector and agency, and strong program systems for M&E, 
safeguards, and fiduciary control. When program systems are functioning well, but ADB has no 
previous involvement, ADB should consider starting its RBL involvement with an investment loan 
containing DLIs, and possibly using ADB’s APA, which allows the use of agency systems for 
procurement. In other situations, where there is extensive ADB involvement but challenges in 
monitoring and/or control systems, RBL may be used but caution should be exercised along with 
mitigating measures to reduce systemic risk. If neither condition is met, other financing modalities 
should be considered. Figure 3 in Chapter 2 provides a simple conceptual framework for assessing 
whether a particular government sector program would be suited to RBL. 
 

2. What is the quality of ADB’s due diligence efforts in terms of pre-design diagnostics 
and assessments for the design of RBL programs? 

 
183. RBL teams have undertaken diagnostic work and assessments to comply with due 
diligence requirements for RBL programs. Support for government programs predicates a 
reliance on government systems for expenditure planning, financing, program implementation, 
financial management, procurement, safeguards, and M&E. Loan approval is preceded by sector 
diagnostic studies, financed by PPTA grants, and six separately prescribed assessments for each 
operation. Three technical assessments (program soundness, results and links with 
disbursements, and expenditure framework and financing plan) and three systems assessments 
(M&E, fiduciary, and safeguards) are used to help design the RBL program and manage risks to 
the program’s development outcomes. 
 
184. Diagnostic work and assessments complied with the minimum requirements outlined in 
the RBL staff guidance, but were of variable quality. Assessment of program soundness was 
mostly well done, but a few RBL programs were not specific enough in drawing the RBL program 
boundary, ambiguous on the timing of activities included or excluded from the RBL program, or 
contained unclear or contradictory results indicators. The analysis of the expenditure framework 
and financing was usually well done, except for two cases where the unclear program boundary 
proved to be an impediment. Assessments of fiduciary and safeguard systems were the most 
thorough, and risks were usually addressed by embedding risk management measures either as 
DLIs or as actions in the PAP. Anticorruption assessments would have been more thorough if they 
had focused not just on laws, decrees and regulations, but on evidence of actual practice. More 
in-depth due diligence of involuntary resettlement was needed in a few cases, and guidance on 
safeguards needed more clarity. The assessments of M&E were less detailed than those of other 
systems. Given the significance of a good M&E system for an effective RBL program, this seems 
to be an area that deserves much greater attention in the future. 
 
185. The selection of RBL results indicators has been challenging. The RBL’s PAP and PRF are 
the parent documents of the DMF and, as such, all DMF results and indicators originate from 
them. Formulating these results indicators, particularly DLI indicators, has not been easy and ADB 
staff and clients concur they have been the most difficult design challenges. In the DLIs for the 
12 RBL programs reviewed, 21% of the DLIs focused on outcomes, 57% on outputs, and 22% on 
institutional strengthening. Actual disbursement allocations place more weight on outcomes and 
institutional DLIs, 34% of disbursement being earmarked for outcome DLIs and 36% for 
institutional changes, while output DLIs received 30%. This redistribution of resources to 
incentivize achievement of outcomes and institutional changes is appropriate since they are the 
primary objectives of these RBL programs.  
 
186. The quality of the integrated risk assessments is variable. Half of the RBL programs are found 
to have underestimated design risks, often because of over-optimism about the ability of the 
implementing agencies. Operating environment risks were underestimated because the category is 
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too broad—ranging from governance and institutional risks to political risks—to be useful. RBL 
programs appear to be more vulnerable to some of these risks than investment projects which are 
protected by their ring-fenced nature and PBL programs typically involve implementation of sector 
programs over a much shorter time frame than RBL. To overcome this, the staff guidance 
recommended that risk assessment and management be used as a dynamic tool and updated during 
implementation.  
 
187. The novelty of the RBL modality has posed challenges for RBL teams. The technical and 
systems assessments require a great deal of effort, as does the completion of the detailed design 
of RBL programs. The assumption that RBL programs are easy to prepare and administer because 
they do not involve procurement and safeguard transactions is false. Even when RBL programs 
support existing government programs, the technical design of the results framework and the 
DLI matrix, and the specification of targets and linked disbursements is complex and may require 
several rounds of intensive discussion to ensure client ownership. Most ADB program team 
leaders (57%) and country clients (73%) found the novelty of RBL and the issues related to this 
to be RBL’s greatest challenge. RBL teams rely heavily on PPTA consultants for sector analysis and, 
in many instances, TA support to countries in formulating their sector strategy and designing 
their programs. But responsibility for the sector dialogue and design of the RBL program lies with 
the ADB team. The evaluation found that the average preparation time from concept note to 
loan approval (11.7 months for RBL programs), was considerably shorter than for PBL and 
investment projects, while the World Bank’s PforR averages 13.6 months from concept note to 
Board approval. Several program team leaders felt the time available for the processing of an RBL 
was inadequate and 39% said the resources were insufficient to enable them to complete all 
necessary assessments and pre-design diagnostics.  
 
188. Use of streamlined business processes for RBL preparation has made RBL programs 
efficient, but expedited processing may have been at the expense of RBL design quality. During 
the pilot phase, ADB has adopted the streamlined preparation and approval process for RBL 
programs, which is currently applied to well-established lending modalities. With the exception 
of the Supporting School Sector Development Plan in Nepal, where the JFPs insisted on a joint 
appraisal mission, ADB relies on a series of consultation missions culminating in a single fact-
finding mission to consult with country clients on the final design of the RBL program before 
Board approval. RBL programs depend heavily on government ownership and understanding of 
program design, not just at the level of central government, but also at subnational and agency 
levels where the program is to be implemented. The review of program documents revealed some 
weaknesses in pre-design diagnostics and assessments.  The evaluation missions revealed that 
several implementing agencies had not understood the modality and the final RBL design well 
and hence did not take full ownership of the program design. 
 
189. Despite the efforts to build awareness about the new modality, there are still some 
quality assurance challenges that indicate the need for further support. Feedback from staff 
confirm the empirical findings of this evaluation that sector staff, fiduciary staff, and lawyers 
engaged with RBL programs have been learning largely on the job. ADB has made little effort to 
follow-up on the initial commitment to form an expert group of staff to ensure systematic 
learning from experience. Program documents reveal that much greater quality assurance is 
needed to support RBL teams. If the RBL modality is to grow into one of the key ways of 
supporting country programs, ADB will need to ramp up its support for training, sharing of 
lessons, and quality assurance significantly.  
 
190. ADB should make greater efforts to share information and to provide guidance and 
specific training programs during the latter stage of the pilot and beyond. ADB needs to provide 
more detailed and specific training sessions for ADB staff on undertaking technical and systems 
assessments, identifying the results chain, designing DLIs, and designing more rigorous 
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verification protocols. For country counterparts, ADB needs to carry out more awareness raising. 
Also, as mentioned in the RBL midterm review, there is still a need for more effective 
communication and information sharing on RBL with the ADB Board of Directors. 
 

3. How effectively has ADB supported and monitored implementation and verified 
results of RBL programs?  

 
191. ADB needs to strengthen the monitoring of RBL programs. The evaluation found that 
ADB relies excessively on the validation of results by implementing agencies themselves. 
Compared with other agencies that support RBL, ADB takes a huge burden of verification on 
itself or relies on TA consultants.   
 
192. Independent verification of DLIs needs to be made more robust. ADB relies excessively 
on implementing agencies to verify their own results and also places a heavy burden of 
verification on its own staff. The use of TA consultants in some RBL programs, who may 
simultaneously be engaged in developing client capacity, for verification creates a potential 
conflict of interest. To manage costs, verification could be done by government agencies or third-
party agencies, as long as they are independent of the executing and implementing agencies.  
 
193. Restructuring of DLIs has become an issue in some RBL programs. Some country clients 
reported difficulty in achieving outcome targets midway through implementation and sought to 
revise them downwards. While it is important to have realistic time frames for achievement of 
outcomes, watering down the DLIs themselves would amount to a significant restructuring of 
the programs and ADB should respond to such requests cautiously. Although the RBL staff 
guidance covers changes in scope and implementation arrangements, there appears to be 
nothing specific on restructuring DLIs. SPD and the Operations Services and Financial 
Management Department (OSFMD) should consider, in consultation with RBL program team 
leaders, issuing clearer guidance on changes in RBL scope, particularly restructuring of DLIs. 
 

4. To what extent have RBL programs added value in terms of using and strengthening 
program systems, complementing other ADB lending modalities, and leveraging 
additional financing? 

 
194. RBL programs have good potential for value addition. Despite some gaps during the pilot 
phase, arising from initial experimentation and learning, RBL programs can deliver benefits to 
ADB’s clients by helping them to implement their own programs more effectively. The mix of 
outcomes, outputs and institutional changes often pursued in the same RBL foments a useful 
holistic results management approach within the government. The evaluation found several 
forms of value addition from RBL programs: (i) a focus on program systems; (ii) concentration on 
implementation; (iii) an emphasis on results; (iv) adoption of a results culture that encourages a 
“mindset change”; (v) an increase in intergovernmental accountability; and (vi) leveraging of 
donor alignment around a shared set of results—described more fully in para. 136. 
The experience with the education RBL programs points to important contributions from the 
“mindset change” of RBL stakeholders and a shift from thinking about inputs and transactions 
to thinking about results and systems. 
 
195. RBL programs have done a good job of fostering partnerships during the pilot phase. 
The RBL modality has proved a useful platform for cofinancing and/or joint financing 
government-owned programs involving countries, ADB, and other development partners. To 
date, seven RBL programs have been cofinanced in seven countries. Development partners have 
been very helpful in some cases, in Nepal, for example, the RBL program is supported by nine 
development partners who have agreed on a common DLI framework. More often, however, an 
RBL is supported by one or two development partners—such as Australia in Indonesia and 
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Solomon Islands, AFD in Pakistan, and World Bank in Sri Lanka and Nepal. To avoid issues during 
implementation, it is important to agree upfront the roles and responsibilities of development 
partners in managing the program. 
 
196. At the end of the pilot phase, provided key issues are addressed (see below) RBL, should 
be considered for mainstreaming as one of ADB’s main lending modalities. As shown in the 
preceding findings across the four subsidiary questions, overall RBL programs are being 
identified, designed, and managed appropriately to add value and achieve their intended results 
and stated program objectives. Thus, this fulfills the overarching question set by this evaluation. 
Provided that the key issues identified below are addressed, ADB could be on solid ground to 
mainstream the use of RBL at the end of the pilot phase and officially incorporate it as one of its 
main lending modalities.  
 

B. Key Issues  
 
197. Weaknesses with the pre-diagnostic work and technical assessments have affected the 
design of some of the RBL programs. The quality assurance for RBL programs has been supported 
in the past both via an RBL Advisory Group, which subsequently became inactive, as well as via 
support from specialist staff within SPD. At the start of 2017, a Staff Instruction was issued that 
required regional departments to formalize their own quality assurance arrangements. This is 
different from the RBL policy’s indication that an ADB-wide advisory group ensuring cross 
departmental coordination of the approach and consistency and quality of technical 
assessments. The modality is still relatively new for several departments which have just a handful 
of RBL programs. These departments in particular would benefit from a more robust quality 
assurance mechanism. 
 
198. Involuntary resettlement activities classified as category A are eligible under the RBL 
policy paper but may be problematic. The RBL policy paper excludes “activities that would be 
classified as category A in the Safeguard Policy Statement (2009)”. As elaborated in the Staff 
Guidance on RBL, this means that environmental safeguard category A activities are excluded but 
not activities classified as involuntary resettlement category A or indigenous peoples category A. 
Given that involuntary resettlement activities may have long term detrimental implications on 
the lives of people and can be subject to compliance and reputational issues as much as 
environmental activities, this differential treatment seems questionable. Although no RBL 
program has so far involved category A activities for involuntary resettlement, the legacy issues 
in one RBL and the experience in many countries with weaker systems are indicative of the risks 
going forward and suggest that this decision needs to be carefully looked at again. In fact, in 
IED’s opinion, there is no reason for such divergence.   
 
199. While most RBL programs excluded compulsory land acquisition, some had legacy or 
ongoing issues. One RBL program had substantial legacy issues, initiated before the RBL was 
designed. Others used voluntary land donations or negotiated settlements. All of these pose 
reputational risks that need to be addressed by more guidance before RBL programs expand to 
infrastructure sectors, which are more prone to higher safeguard categories. In the medium term, 
the thresholds for exclusion for RBL programs may have to be reconsidered, since RBL programs 
mostly involve dispersed subprojects with small-scale safeguard impacts but large aggregate 
impacts. Such policy revisions can be deferred until IED’s 2019 safeguards evaluation becomes 
available. 
 
200. The assessment of M&E systems and the efforts to develop client M&E capacity are 
relatively perfunctory. Monitoring of results is central to the success of RBL programs, yet receives 
inadequate attention in many programs, undermining the ability of the borrower and ADB to 
monitor results and achieve the program’s objectives. Some RBL programs also need to give more 
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attention to monitoring of PAPs and other risk mitigating measures, and supporting agencies in 
addressing challenges. 
 
201. RBL documents have a large number of results indicators scattered across too many 
tables, matrices, and frameworks. Despite the succinct structure of the RRP itself, the multiplicity 
of matrices for the RBL program increases the chance of errors or inconsistencies. RBL programs 
have a large number of results indicators, including in the DLI frameworks, DMFs, PAPs, PRFs, 
verification protocol tables, and program implementation documents. Verification of progress 
and disbursement relies on their precise formulation. Differences in wording in various places 
were observed within the documentation for several RBL programs. Documentation of results 
indicators in ADB RBL documents would benefit from simplification and streamlining. 
 
202. Fiduciary risk assessments focus heavily on rules and structures and not enough on actual 
practice. Fiduciary risk assessments currently focus mainly on rules and structures, rather than 
actual practice, particularly in controlling corruption. This area is fraught with political economy 
and institutional risks, and there is a need to update assessment templates to require more 
analysis of actual practice. While reliance on program and agency systems reduces ADB’s role in 
ring fencing and transaction monitoring, there is a heightened need for continuous support in 
adopting measures agreed under the PAP. 
 
203. Fiduciary systems would benefit from a comparative assessment. RBL programs are 
predicated on the assumption that the use of program systems for a sector program is more 
effective than setting up parallel systems and that the RBL will strengthen these program systems. 
ADB needs to compare the use of program systems with the traditional approach of parallel 
fiduciary controls managed by development partners. First, is program performance better using 
program systems or using ringfenced systems? Second, if ADB uses program systems, are these 
strengthened as a result of the RBL engagement? In answering the first question, it would be 
useful to compare both approaches in the same sector and country to assess their relative 
benefits, inefficiencies, and fiduciary risk. The second question can be answered using public 
expenditure and financial accountability (PEFA) indicators of program performance before and 
after the RBL. ADB should develop a clear evaluation framework at an early stage in RBL 
processing in order to be able to answer these questions once the RBL is complete. The evaluation 
framework can define ex ante the data requirements and methodology for how such an 
evaluation would be conducted. This could then be communicated to the different departments 
charged with implementing an RBL program so the data can be collected on a timely basis as 
needed. However, the responsibility for such evaluation ought not rest with the individual RBL 
operations, unless that was one of its explicit objectives.  
 

C. Recommendations 
 
204. Recommendation 1. Strengthen the quality of ADB due diligence on fraud and 
corruption-related issues, risk assessment, and design and monitoring of the PAPs: (i) RBL Staff 
Guidance on anti-corruption should reflect the recent staff instruction on integrity due diligence 
assessment issued by OAI when the executing agency or implementing agency is not a 
government ministry or agency – and the draft assessment should be reviewed by OAI; (ii) Staff 
Guidance should give greater emphasis to analyzing not just rules and structures, but also actual 
practice in controlling fraud and corruption and related mitigating measures, and understanding 
the political economy and institutional risks that limit progress of the program; (iii) Staff 
Guidance on risk assessment should also be strengthened to ensure that design risks and 
operating environment risks are assessed more realistically, and to ensure consistency in 
preparation of the summary risk assessment for the RRP; and (iv) Staff Guidance on PAPs should 
be enhanced to ensure better design and selectivity of priority actions for inclusion in the PAP, 
and provisions for effective monitoring of PAPs during program implementation. 
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205. Recommendation 2. Ensure that RBL programs exclude involuntary resettlement category 
A activities, just as is the case with environmental safeguards category A activities. Also, in 
addition to undertaking the PSSA, RBL programs with legacy, ongoing or current safeguard issues 
should ensure that the scale of safeguards impact is documented in the RRP.  
 
206. Recommendation 3. Invest in the development of client M&E capacity and strengthen 
credible and independent verification processes. The M&E assessment should undertake a 
systematic assessment of M&E gaps, skills and resource needs. The program should allocate 
adequate resources to ensure that the DLIs, results framework and PAP and other risk-mitigating 
actions are monitored effectively with sufficient provision for supervision costs. Verification of 
DLIs should be carried out by independent public or private agencies, or by independent 
verification agents different from the executing and implementing agency and the TA consultants 
recruited to build client capacity to avoid conflict of interests. If ADB staff can provide 
independent verification in some cases, then this can be indicated. Staff guidance should be 
updated accordingly, including how these and other distinctive features of RBL programs should 
be captured in Project Completion Reports. 
 
207. Recommendation 4. Invest more in staff and client capacity development and knowledge 
sharing on the use of the modality. Additional capacity development efforts should be focused 
on the following areas: determination of appropriate context for deploying the instrument, 
program soundness assessment, DLI selection, DMFs/results frameworks, monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) assessment, independent verification, design and monitoring of PAPs, and 
program fiduciary assessments.  
 
 
 
 



     

 

 

 

APPENDIX: LIST OF LINKED DOCUMENTS  
 
1. Evaluation Methodology 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/1-RBL-Evaluation-
Methodology.pdf  

 
2. Results-Based Lending Portfolio, June 2013–December 2016 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/2-RBL-Portfolio.pdf  
 
3. Education Sector RBL Programs 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/3-Education-Sector-
RBL-Programs.pdf 

 
4. Fiduciary Assessment 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/4-Fiduciary-
Assessment.pdf  

 
5. Safeguards Assessment 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/5-Safeguards-
Assessment.pdf  

 
6. Stakeholders’ Perceptions 

http://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/linked-documents/6-Stakeholders-
Perception.pdf  

 
 

 


