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A. Introduction 

 
1. This paper sets out the approach and methodology for an independent evaluation 
of ADB’s Results-Based Lending (RBL) modality. The evaluation is required by the Piloting 
Results-Based Lending for Programs policy, as approved by the ADB Board of Directors in 
March 2013.1 ADB introduced RBL as a new financing modality for an initial pilot period of 
6 years. The RBL Policy originally envisaged the evaluation to be carried out at the end of the 
pilot phase. IED has brought forward the evaluation by 1 year at the Board’s request. As of the 
end of calendar year 2016, 12 RBL programs have been approved for nine member countries, 
with a combined approval value of $2.4 billion. All 12 programs are ongoing. An additional 11 
programs worth $3.7 billion are under preparation or consideration for 2017 through 2019. 
 
2. The evaluation will provide an independent, early-stage assessment on the 
implementation of the RBL pilot program. This will serve the objective of providing the ADB 
Board and Management recommendations to ensure that this new modality adds value to 
Developing Member Countries (DMC) and ADB, as intended by the RBL policy. While there are 
clear limitations to undertaking an evaluation at this stage of the pilot period, findings from the 
evaluation, drawing on the learning-by-doing experiences of ADB teams and country 
counterparts, should inform RBL operations in the latter stage of the pilot period and beyond. 
 
3. The evaluation approach reflects inputs from ADB stakeholders, experiences of 
other development partners, and insights from independent experts. In preparing this 
approach paper, IED consulted with key stakeholders in ADB, including in all five regional 
departments, the Strategy and Policy Department, and other offices. The approach has also 
benefitted from the mid-term review of RBL programs undertaken by ADB, 2  and the self-
assessment of a similar lending instrument (Program-for-Results [PforR]) at the World Bank,3 as 
well as an evaluation of World Bank-financed PforRs by their Independent Evaluation Group.4 
The team also undertook early-stage consultations 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. This paper 
provides: an overview of the RBL policy and modality; a summary of the RBL portfolio and 
pipeline; a discussion of the RBL process and theory of change; and the evaluation objective, 
methodology, limitations, and schedule.  
 

                                                 
1 ADB. 2013. Policy Paper: Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
2 ADB. 2016. Policy Paper: Midterm Review of Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
3 World Bank. 2015. Program-for-Results: Two-Year Review. Washington. 
4 World Bank. 2016. Program-for-Results: An Early Stage Assessment of the Process and Effects of a New Lending 

Instrument. Washington. 
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B. RBL Policy, Issues and Concerns, and Self-Review 
 
4. The RBL policy set out the underlying need for the new financing modality and 
established an initial 6-year pilot period to encourage learning-by-doing. The policy 
introduced and defined the new modality; set out its underlying justification, objectives, and 
expected benefits; provided guidance on preparing, approving, and implementing RBLs; and 
discussed aspects such as responsibilities and partnerships. The policy established a 6-year 
pilot period, from June 2013 to June 2019, and set a limit to the resource allocation for RBL 
programs at 5% of total ordinary capital resources (OCR) and Asian Development Fund (ADF)5 
resources for the first 3 years. These parameters were established to facilitate a learning-by-
doing approach and provide ADB the flexibility to build the RBL pipeline gradually. The policy 
also allows ADB management to propose to the Board a lifting of the 5% cap, if justified by a 
review of RBL implementation. 
 
5. In adopting the policy, some key issues and concerns were raised. During internal 
ADB discussions on the RBL policy paper in 2012 and 2013, there was wide acknowledgment 
that the modality has many positive features, including incorporation of key elements of the 
development community’s consensus on development effectiveness, such as the focus on 
results, using and strengthening of DMC’s own systems, supporting government ownership, and 
enhancing development coordination and harmonization. There were also concerns that 
extensive assessments of program systems (while necessary) might impose additional 
transaction costs; that linking disbursement to results may create funding uncertainty for DMCs; 
that additional technical assistance resources may be needed to build DMC capacity to manage 
these programs; and that guidance, outreach, and training for staff and countries would be 
critical to raise awareness about the new modality. 

 
6. The policy mandated a self-review by ADB after 3 years, followed by an 
independent evaluation. The self-review was to take stock of the experience and distill initial 
lessons. This was to be followed by an independent evaluation near the end of the pilot period. 
The self-assessment was completed in September 2016. It reported that RBL programs have 
helped build up accountability and DMC ownership by placing the responsibility for achieving 
results on government structures and not on new project management units. It also found that 
RBLs can lend realism to aspirational government programs through more careful analysis of 
the results chain, and that RBL processing and disbursement were faster than those of other 
financing modalities. The self-assessment also identified scope for possible improvements by:  

(i) greater use of institutional strengthening disbursement linked indicators (DLIs);  
(ii) enhanced harmonization with the World Bank and other development partners; 
(iii) additional information sharing, guidance, and training;  
(iv) review of procurement contract thresholds for RBL operations; and  
(v) increasing the RBL ceiling from 5% to 15% of OCR and ADF approvals for the 

remaining 3 years of the pilot. 
 
C. RBL Portfolio, 2013−2016 
 
7. ADB approved 12 RBL programs through end-2016 worth $2.4 billion. From June 
2013 (the beginning of the pilot period) to December 2016, 12 programs were approved for nine 

                                                 
5 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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countries.6 Seven of these RBLs have related technical assistance (TA). They are supported by 
14 ADB loans amounting to $2.4 billion. Education is the predominant sector thus far, 
accounting for six of the 12 approved programs, amounting to $970 million (41%). Table 1 
shows the sector shares of the 12 approved RBL programs. More details on the portfolio are 
provided in Appendix 2. 
 

Table 1: Sector Share of Approved RBL Programs, June 2013 to December 2016 

Sector 
Approved Amount 

(in $ million) 
Share 

(%) 
No. of 

Programs
Share 

(%) 

Education 970 41 6 50 

Energy 925 39 2 17 

Health 350 15 2 17 

Urban 89 4 1 8 

Transport 21 1 1 8 

Total 2,355 100 12 100 
           Source: Loans, Grants and TAs approval database. 

 
8. Another 11 RBL programs are in the 2017−2019 pipeline, with increasing focus on 
infrastructure sectors. For the period January 2017–June 2019 (the end of the 6-year pilot 
period), there are tentatively 11 RBL programs worth an estimated $3.7 billion in the pipeline. 
Five of these are at advanced stages of processing and are intended for approval during 2017. 
For the remaining 6 programs, ADB is beginning to assess the feasibility for possible approval in 
2018 or 2019. 7  The 2017 pipeline shows more orientation towards infrastructure sectors, 
including support for energy, housing and urban development, irrigation, and transport.  
 
D. Results-focused Approaches and the Value-Proposition of RBL 
 
9. RBLs are a form of results-focused financing. Results-focused financing approaches 
are not new; they have been used increasingly by governments in an effort to strengthen 
accountability and performance in the use of public resources. In the development arena, they 
have grown and diversified in the recent decade and include such examples as cash-on-delivery 
aid and performance-driven loans. ADB’s RBL modality closely resembles the World Bank’s 
PforR instrument (Box 1), which was recently evaluated through a self-assessment and an early 
stage process evaluation (see Appendix 1). ADB has some previous experience of support to 
results-based programs, even without a dedicated modality. For example, the Third Primary 
Education Development Project in Bangladesh had results-focused features embedded through 
a sector-wide approach. In implementing the project, ADB worked alongside ten other 
development partners and its financing was tied to clearly defined DLIs.8  
 

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

Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka. 
7 The RBL programs in the pipeline (2018–2019) are based on Country Operations and Business Plans 2016–2018 

and 2017–2019.  
8 ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to the 

Government of the People's Republic of Bangladesh for the Third Primary Education Development Project. Manila. 
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Box 1: The World Bank’s Program-for-Results Instrument 
  
Financing instruments similar to RBL have been piloted or implemented by other multilateral development 
banks and international financing institutions. ADB’s RBL modality closely resembles the World Bank’s 
Program-for-Results (PforR) lending instrument. The instrument was introduced in January 2012 to 
complement investment project financing and development policy financing. The objective of the PforR is 
to help governments improve the efficiency of their programs of expenditures and achieve lasting results 
by strengthening institutions and building capacity. PforR finances a borrower’s expenditure program, 
together with funds from other sources, rather than being linked to individual transactions. By supporting 
the overall government program, PforR helps leverage development assistance through partnerships and 
focus on results that can lead to greater development effectiveness. More details on PforR and key 
findings from the World Bank’s assessments are provided in Appendix 1. 
 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
10. RBL differs in several respects from other ADB modalities, in particular 
investment lending and policy-based lending (PBL). While investment and policy-based 
lending 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 
2 provides a comparison of these modalities across four dimensions. 
 

Table 2: Comparison of ADB’s Major Lending Modalities 

Dimensions 
Investment 

Lending 
Policy-Based 

Lending 
Results-Based 

Lending 

Primary focus on: 
Transactions, project 
implementation and 
delivery 

Policy actions, 
institutional reform 

Support to 
government sector 
programs 

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

Budget support and 
policy reform 

Sector programs 
and expenditure 
frameworks 

Disbursements linked to: 
Expenditure for 
inputs 

Fulfilment of policy 
actions 

Achievement of 
disbursement-linked 
indicators 

Implementation focused on: 

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. 

 
11. A key value-addition of RBL is its direct linking of disbursements to the delivery of 
agreed results through the use and strengthening of program systems. Its core value-
proposition as a lending modality is that it can help strengthen development effectiveness by 
linking financing to results and using and improving program systems. In designing its RBL 
modality, ADB sets out to offer a more flexible and results-focused instrument that would 
complement its existing modalities as well as push further on supporting sector programs and 
systems development. In justifying the need for this new modality, the policy argued that ADB 
does 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, help ADB address sector-wide challenges more 
effectively, and provide ADB and clients with more choices in terms of modalities to address 
different challenges.  
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E. Intended Benefits, Objectives,  Key Features, and Building Blocks 
 
12. The RBL policy set out key intended benefits of using the modality. These include: 
better meeting the needs of DMCs, supporting good governance, increasing accountability and 
incentives for development results, and contributing to the aid effectiveness agenda. The policy 
states that the proposed modality will support and strengthen government-owned programs and 
disburse ADB financing based on agreed-upon and measurable results of these programs. A 
clear definition of the results and a strong emphasis on achieving them by linking results directly 
with disbursements are defining features of RBL.  
 
13. RBL programs have four main objectives and five key features. As stated in the 
RBL policy, the main objectives of RBL are to increase accountability and incentives for 
delivering and sustaining results, improve the effectiveness and efficiency of government-owned 
sector programs, promote institutional development, and enhance development effectiveness. 
To achieve these objectives, RBLs are to embody five key features: supporting government 
sector programs, linking disbursements directly to results through DLIs, supporting institutional 
development, and managing risks adequately, and fostering partnerships.  
 
14. In addition, each RBL is expected to be formulated using four building blocks of 
assessments to determine how well the program will manage risks and achieve results. 
ADB staff guidance for RBL programs categorize these four building blocks under two main 
categories: 9  (i) a technical assessment assesses program soundness, expenditure and 
financing, and results and links with disbursements; and (ii) a system assessment covers 
monitoring and evaluation, fiduciary, safeguards, and other systems and institutional issues. 
 
15. These features and elements of RBL programs can be organized into a conceptual 
framework. Figure 1 consolidates all of the foregoing features and elements of RBL programs, 
as set out in the policy and staff guidance, into a single conceptual framework. The framework 
also illustrates how RBL programs intend to support sector programs and expenditure 
frameworks, with financing tied to verified DLIs. 
  

                                                 
9 ADB. 2013. Staff Guidance for Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
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Figure 1: RBL Conceptual Framework 

Source: IED, drawing on RBL policy and team analysis.

 
F. RBL Process Map and the Theory of Change 
 
16. Effective identification, design, risk assessment, implementation, and monitoring 
are essential to achieving intended results. A basic process map illustrates the sequence of 
activities underlying the RBL process and how this process is to deliver on the core RBL value 
proposition. Figure 2 illustrates this process, showing how the major steps of identifying, 
formulating, and implementing an RBL should logically lead to achievement of the intended 
results. The entire process demands that the client country and ADB understand and effectively 
carry out their respective roles and responsibilities.  
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Figure 2: RBL Process Map and Roles and Responsibilities 
                                

Identify sound 
programs and 

systems 

Design an effective 
RBL 

Support and monitor 
implementation 

Achieve intended 
results and benefits 

 Technical 
Assessment: 
assess program 
soundness, 
expenditure and 
financing 
frameworks, and 
results and links 
with 
disbursements 

 System 
Assessment: 
assess 
monitoring and 
evaluation, 
fiduciary, 
safeguards, and 
other program 
systems 

 Design RBL 
focusing on:  results 
and systems, good 
practice principles, 
covering the whole 
program, setting 
appropriate targets 

 Ensure clear 
definitions of 
program boundary 
and results  

 Link outputs and 
outcomes to 
disbursements 
(DLIs) 

 Develop an 
effective monitoring 
and evaluation 
system 

 Identify institutional 
strengthening 
needs and 
resources 

 Develop Program 
Action Plan 

 Program Action 
Plan implemented 
and monitored 

 Ensure fiduciary 
and safeguards 
issues and other 
risks are 
monitored and 
managed 

 Address 
performance 
problems and 
ensure effective 
feedback loops 

 Engage in ongoing 
policy dialogue 

 Support 
institutional 
strengthening  

 Verify results and 
disburse against 
DLIs 

 At completion 
stage, review and 
evaluate results 

 Program 
completed 
efficiently, 
effectively, 
sustainably 

 Transparent 
evidence confirms 
that program 
outputs and 
outcomes are 
achieved 

 Program systems 
and capacity 
improved 

DMC roles and responsibilities: design, implement, and monitor a program supported by RBL; 
maintain the agreed implementation arrangements, including monitoring and evaluation systems, 
fiduciary systems, and safeguard systems; address individual and systemic problems in the program 
in a timely and effective manner. 
ADB roles and responsibilities: assess the program in coordination with the DMC; support the 
DMC in identifying and designing measures to improve the program, its systems, and risk mitigating 
measures; work with other development partners as appropriate to support the DMC in implementing 
improvement measures, monitoring program performance and risks, and help to resolve emerging 
issues. 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DLI = disbursement-linked indicator, RBL = results-based lending 
Source: IED, drawing on RBL policy and team analysis.

 
17. The theory of change underlying the modality assumes that linking financing to 
results and using DMC’s own program systems should improve development 
effectiveness. The linking of financing to delivery of results and the use and improvement of 
DMC’s own systems and program, should in theory facilitate stronger country ownership, better 
alignment of incentives and efforts among  development partners and countries, and ultimately 
better achievement of intended outcomes and stronger development impacts. A basic theory of 
change can thus be articulated based on the process map and underlying logic of the RBL 
approach. Figure 3 approximates the conceptual underpinning of RBL, showing the sequence of 
the key inputs, intended outputs, outcomes, and impacts, and critical underlying assumptions. 
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Figure 3: Basic Theory of Change and Some Key Underlying Assumptions 
 

    

 ↑   ↑   ↑   ↑   ↑  Critical underlying assumptions  ↑   ↑   ↑   ↑   ↑ 
At identification: At design: At implementation: At completion:

Programs selected 
are sound, with strong 
government 
ownership and focus 
on results; credible 
expenditure and 
financing frameworks 
are in place; results 
are clearly identified 
and can be linked to 
disbursements; 
systems and 
institutions are of 
sufficient capacity. 

Rigorous 
assessments of the 
systems to implement 
the program and the 
risk management 
systems are 
undertaken; capacity 
and institutional 
capacity diagnostics 
identify appropriate 
institutional 
development 
measures; effective 
Program Action Plan 
developed. 

Strong ownership of 
government and 
executing agency to 
implement the 
program; key 
fiduciary, social, 
environmental, and 
other risks are 
mitigated; 
implementation 
support and 
monitoring is 
adequately provided; 
Program Action Plan 
well implemented.

Intended outcomes 
are achieved, capacity 
and program systems 
strengthened, and 
adequate ownership, 
resources, and 
capabilities are in 
place to sustain 
results. 

 

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, DMC = developing member country, DLI = disbursement-linked indicator 
Source: IED, drawing on RBL policy and team analysis.

 
G. Evaluation Objective and Key Questions 
 
18. The purpose of the evaluation is to provide an independent, early-stage 
assessment on the implementation of the RBL pilot program, focusing on the identification, 
design, and early stage implementation of the programs approved and related TA through end-
2016. This will serve the objective of informing the ADB Board and Management on how the 
modality can best deliver on its intended value-addition and against the expectations set out in 
the policy. At this stage of the pilot period, the evaluation will draw some early lessons to inform 
the implementation of ongoing RBLs and give directions for the future portfolio. 
 
19. The overarching question is to what extent are RBLs being identified, designed, 
and managed appropriately to add value and achieve their intended results and stated 
program objectives. To the extent possible, analysis of individual ongoing RBL programs will 
assess their likelihood of achieving their intended outcomes. Four subsidiary questions are 
critical to answering the overarching question, each of which relies on an additional set of sub-

IMPACTS 
 
- Greater 

responsiveness to 
needs of DMCs 

- Support good 
governance 

- Increased 
accountability and 
incentives for 
development results 

- Enhanced aid 
effectiveness 
agenda 

 

OUTCOMES 
 
- DLIs achieved 
- Improved 

effectiveness 
and efficiency of 
government 
sector programs 

- Enhanced 
institutional 
capacity  

- Improved DMC’s 
program systems 

OUTPUTS 
 
- DLIs achieved 
- Capacity and 

institutional 
support 
provided 

- Partnerships 
fostered 

- Risks managed 
adequately 

 
 

INPUTS 
 
- Government 

sector 
program and 
expenditure 
framework 

- ADB 
financing, 

- Cofinancing 
- Government 

counterparts 
- Policy 

dialogue 
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questions, as follows. Appendix 3 provides a detailed evaluation framework for the evaluation, 
linking together the main evaluation questions with corresponding evaluation components and 
activities. 

(i) How effectively has ADB worked with clients to identify appropriate sector 
programs to be supported by RBL programs, as set out in the policy and staff 
guidance? 
(a) How effectively has ADB gone about identifying government sector 

programs for possible consideration for an RBL program? 
(b) How effectively did ADB determine whether RBL is a feasible and 

appropriate modality for supporting the program? 
(c) How effectively did ADB identify institutional and/or TA needs related to the 

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

diagnostics and assessments and the design of RBL programs? 
(a) What is the quality of the assessment of program soundness, expenditure 

frameworks and financing plans, results and links with disbursements, 
and monitoring and evaluation systems? 

(b) What is the quality of the assessment of fiduciary systems and 
procurement systems? 

(c) What is the quality of the assessment of environment and social 
safeguard systems and can national systems perform to the standard of 
ADB? 

(d) How effectively are DLIs being formulated with country stakeholders (e.g., 
ministries of finance, line ministries, and implementing agencies) in terms of 
providing reasonable assurance that their achievement will deliver intended 
program objectives; are DLIs sufficiently ambitious, yet realistic? 

(e) Are the DLI verification protocols clear in terms of defining how 
achievements will be measured and verified?  

(f) What is the quality of Program Action Plans in terms of articulating a 
selective and feasible set of actions related to capacity and institutional 
strengthening, identifying risks to be mitigated, and providing 
implementation support? 

(g) How well do the program action plan and DLIs complement each other? 
(iii) How effectively has ADB supported and monitored implementation of RBL 

programs? 
(a) How effectively is the RBL program being implemented? 
(b) How effectively are Program Action Plans being implemented vis-à-vis 

what is set out in the policy and staff guidance? 
(c) How effectively is the DLI results verification process being managed and 

what is the mechanism (e.g., audit agency, independent government 
agency, third party)? 

(d) To what extent and effect are critical risks being monitored and mitigated? 
(e) To what extent are capacity and institutional development efforts being 

supported and program systems strengthened (including fiduciary and 
safeguard systems)? 

(f) Is the TA design and implementation aligned with RBL programs, in 
particular institutional and capacity development efforts? 

(g) How are the institutional and program system improvements being 
measured and reported? 

(h) How effectively has ADB supported and strengthened its own capacity to 
design and implement RBL programs during the pilot period? 
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(i) To what extent have RBLs incorporated improvements to institutional 
mechanisms in response to early experiences of the RBL pilot? 

(iv) To what extent have RBL programs added value in terms of using and 
strengthening program systems, complementing other ADB lending 
modalities, and in terms of leveraging additional financing? 
(a) How are RBL programs adding value to DMCs in terms of strengthening and 

using program systems? 
(b) To what extent are RBL programs leading to greater ownership of ADB-

supported operations?  
(c) How effective are RBL programs in terms of promoting partnerships with 

other donors, including for co-financing; is this mainly through joint 
cofinancing, parallel cofinancing, or other arrangements? 

(d) In what other ways is the RBL modality adding value vis-à-vis other 
lending instruments? 

(e) What are the kinds of institutional and capacity contexts which are more 
conducive to RBL design and implementation? 

  
20. Relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness will be the key evaluative criteria. The 
questions set out above will enable the evaluation to assess these criteria. More details on each of 
these criteria are as follows:  

(i) Relevance: the extent to which the objectives and design of RBLs are consistent 
with the needs and expectations of stakeholders (including DMCs) and support 
ADB’s country and sector strategies. 

(ii) Efficiency: process efficiency in terms of early stage implementation of RBL 
programs against intended program schedules. 

(iii) Effectiveness including value addition: what are early results and do they meet 
the stated objectives and standards; extent of ADB’s efforts to provide adequate 
support to individual RBL programs as well as overall institutional support for the 
pilot RBL approach, such as through training and guidance for staff; value to the 
client in terms of using and strengthening program systems and value to ADB in 
terms of expanding its array of financial instruments to better support its clients. 

 
21. The evaluation will focus on six main study components and activities. A mixed 
methods approach will be taken, with the following main activities:  

(i) Technical assessment review: This will entail an in-depth quality-at-entry review 
of ADB’s upfront assessment covering program soundness (relevance and 
justification, adequacy, implementation arrangements), expenditure and financing 
(expenditure framework and financing plan), and results and links with 
disbursements (outcomes, outputs, other results, and links with disbursements). A 
detailed review and assessment instrument will be developed and used for this 
exercise. This review will cover all 12 ongoing RBL programs. 

(ii) System assessments review: This will entail an in-depth quality-at-entry review 
of ADB’s upfront assessments of key systems. This review will cover all 12 
ongoing RBL programs. The system assessments review will have three major 
components, each to be guided by a detailed review and assessment instrument: 
(a) Monitoring and Evaluation Systems Component 
(b) Fiduciary Systems Component (includes program financial management 

and procurement assessment) 
(c) Safeguard Systems Component 

(iii) Portfolio and data analysis: A portfolio analysis exercise will be undertaken of 
all approved RBLs and related TA, including the reports and recommendation of 
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the President (RRP) and supervision reports and related background analytical 
work on public expenditures and/or sector analysis. A separate data analysis will 
also be undertaken of the DLI database and the performance indicators in the 
DMFs for all approved RBL programs. This component will include a comparative 
analysis of ADB RBL and World Bank PforR portfolio composition, patterns, and 
other features.  

(iv) Program case studies: Eight of the 12 ongoing RBL programs will be assessed 
in-depth through country missions. At least one program from each representative 
sector and region will be selected, and the sample will favor programs that were 
approved earlier in the pilot period. Other factors that will be considered in the 
coverage is the inclusion of cofinanced RBLs and RBLs that have been provided 
with related TA. For the remaining 4 RBLs for which field missions will not be 
conducted, telephone or video conference interviews with key country stakeholders 
will be arranged. Standardized evaluation instruments will be used in all case 
studies. 

(v) Key informant interviews: Semi-structured interviews will be conducted in 
headquarters, during case study missions and via conference calls with a cross-
section of ADB staff and management, DMC government officials (including 
executing and implementing agencies), development partners, project cofinanciers, 
and other stakeholders. 

(vi) Document review: The review will undertake a comprehensive review of relevant 
ADB RBL related institutional documents (RBL policy, RBL Mid Term Review, staff 
guidance, RBL document templates, etc.), RBL program-specific documents 
(RRPs, technical and system assessments, Program Action Plans, etc.), and other 
(non-ADB) references, including the World Bank related references (World Bank 
PforR Policy Paper, World Bank Two-Year PforR Self-Review, World Bank PforR 
Evaluation).  

 
22. The evaluation will selectively review ADB’s prior experience with RBL-like 
programs. As discussed in para. 9, ADB had already experimented with projects and programs 
that had RBL-like features, in terms of linking financing to some form of results. In setting the 
context, the evaluation will review ADB’s experience with these earlier programs and draw on 
any relevant lessons.  
 
23. The evaluation will also selectively review World Bank’s prior experience with its 
PforRs and relevant experiences of other partners. As discussed in para. 9, Box 1, and 
Appendix 1, the World Bank has considerable experience implementing its PforRs and has 
recently taken stock of this experience via a self-assessment and an independent evaluation. 
The evaluation will review World Bank’s experience and draw relevant lessons. Where relevant, 
the evaluation will also review and draw on the experiences of other development partners, 
including bilateral partners, in using results-based financing instruments. 
 
24. The RBL evaluation will be coordinated with the ongoing Policy Based Lending 
evaluation. IED is also conducting an evaluation of ADB’s PBL instrument in 2017, parallel to 
the RBL study. The evaluation teams will work to coordinate the evaluations. In the case where 
there is an overlap in case study missions to the same country, these will be combined or 
synchronized to ensure that DMC government are not overly burdened. 
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H. Limitations 
 
25. The following are the main limitations for the evaluation: 

(i) Given that no single RBL program has reached completion, the scope and focus 
of the evaluation is limited to assessing progress up to the third stage of the 
process map (support and monitor implementation) (Figure 2). The primary focus 
will therefore be on the experience ADB and clients have thus far had on the 
early stages of identification and design and initial phases of implementation and 
monitoring of RBL programs. Where RBLs have already disbursed in reward of 
results, these results will be assessed. The evaluation will also assess how 
effectively ADB has played its key roles and responsibilities. 

(ii) The initial cohort of 12 RBL programs is heavily skewed towards the education 
sector, which constitutes 6 of the 12 programs, with another two health 
programs.10 The operations in the pipeline appear to have much stronger tilt 
towards infrastructure sectors on which there is a very limited sample (2 energy; 
1 transport) that can be assessed.  

(iii) The skewed sectoral distribution is also likely to affect the ability to assess the 
quality of risk assessment and management of environmental and social risks, 
since they tend to be more acute in infrastructure sectors.  

(iv) The assessment of value addition vis-à-vis other lending instruments will be in 
part determined by the availability of evaluative material on the other instruments 
on similar projects. To the extent possible, the evaluation will try to compare 
findings with those of the ongoing Policy-Based Lending evaluation, although this 
may be challenging, due to the different types of activities financed by the 
modalities. 

 
I. Team Members and Consultant Requirements 
 
26. The team will be co-led by Marco Gatti and Benjamin Graham, supported by other IED 
staff, consultants, and peer reviewers, as summarized in Table 3.  
 

Table 3: Team Members 
IED Staff Consultants Peer Reviewers 

 Marco Gatti, Principal Evaluation 
Specialist (Co-team Leader) 

 Benjamin Graham, Senior Evaluation 
Specialist (Co-team Leader) 

 Farzana Ahmed, Lead Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Tomoo Ueda, Principal Evaluation 
Specialist 

 Srinivasan Venkata, Evaluation Specialist 
 Ari Perdana, Evaluation Specialist 
 Lucille Ocenar, Evaluation Officer 
 Valerie Melo-Cabuang, Senior Evaluation 

Assistant 

 Policy and development 
expert (international) 

 Operations expert 
(international) 

 Fiduciary expert 
(international) 

 Safeguards expert 
(international) 

 Data analyst (national) 
 In-country consultants 

(national, as required) 

 Ismail Arslan, Senior Evaluation 
Officer (and Team Leader for IEG 
PforR Evaluation), IEG-World 
Bank Group 

 Arturo José Galindo, Chief of the 
Strategy Development Division, 
Inter-American Development 
Bank 

 Brajesh Panth, Technical Advisor 
(Education), Sustainable 
Development and Climate 
Change Department, Asian 
Development Bank 

 
27. As indicated in Table 3, the evaluation will require four international consultants, one 
national consultant (headquarter-based), plus in-country national consultants, where necessary.   

                                                 
10 In contrast, the cohort of 27 PforRs supported by the World Bank that were subjected to the independent 

evaluation had a wide distribution across the sectors providing a more representative sample of the overall lending 
portfolio.  
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J. Schedule 
  
28. The tentative schedule of major activities and milestones is in Table 4. 
 

Table 4: Schedule 
 Activity/Milestone  Tentative Schedule 
Initial Desk review and data analysis work commences I February 2017 
Conceptualization Meeting  15 February  2017 
Scoping Mission (Washington, D.C.) 20-24 March 2017 
One-Stop Review Meeting of EAP  7 April 2017 
Recruitment of national and international consultants II April–III May 2017 
EAP approval  III May 2017 
Evaluation missions I May–II June 2017 
Storyline Meeting I July 2017 
First draft  II August 2017 
External Peer Review III August 2017 
One-Stop Review Meeting IV August 2017 
Interdepartmental circulation II September 2017 
Editing II October 2017 
IED Director General approval II November 2017 
DEC discussion I December 2017 

DEC = Development Effectiveness Committee of the Board, EAP = evaluation approach paper, IED = 
Independent Evaluation Department. 

 
K. Dissemination 
 
29. The results of the evaluation will be disseminated in ADB and also at IED regional 
events, e.g., the Asian Evaluation Week. A joint session with World Bank on the experiences of 
RBL and PforR will also be organized. 
 
L. Cost Estimates and Terms of Reference 
 
30. Terms of reference for consultants and detailed cost estimates are available as 
supplementary appendices. 
 
Appendixes: 
1. Overview of the World Bank’s Program-for-Results Instrument and Summary of Findings 
 from Self Assessment and Evaluation 
2. Results Based Lending Portfolio, 2013−2016  
3. Evaluation Framework 
 
Supplementary Appendixes: 
A.  Terms of Reference (not for public disclosure) 
B.  Cost Estimates (not for public disclosure) 
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OVERVIEW OF THE WORLD BANK’S PROGRAM-FOR-RESULTS INSTRUMENT AND 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM SELF ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 

 
1. The World Bank introduced Program-for-Results (PforR) operations in 2012 and 
has undertaken two reviews of these operations so far. First, the World Bank’s Operations 
Policy and Country Services (OPCS) department reviewed the first 2 years of operation in 
20151 from Management’s perspective. Second, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) 
provided an early stage independent assessment of the PforR instrument in 2016.2  
 
2. World Bank Management’s Two-Year Review assessed the early experience with 
the design and implementation of PforR operations and the challenges faced by borrowers, 
development partners, and Bank staff. The review was based on literature and desk review 
of operational documents, internal and external surveys, structured interviews with 
government officials and senior Bank managers, and consultations with key stakeholders. 
 

Box A1: The World Bank’s Program-for-Results Instrument 
  
Financing instruments similar to RBLs have been piloted or implemented by other multilateral 
development banks. ADB’s RBL modality closely resembles the World Bank’s Program-for-Results 
(PforR) modality, which has been rolled out over the last 4 years. The instrument was introduced in 
January 2012 to complement World Bank’s Investment Project Financing (IPF) and Development 
Policy Financing (DPF).a The objective of the PforR is to help governments improve the efficiency of 
their expenditure programs and achieve results by strengthening institutions and building capacity. 
PforR finances a borrower’s expenditure program, together with funds from other sources, rather 
than being linked to individual transactions. By supporting the overall government program, PforR 
can foster partnerships and enhance alignment with development partners, leading to greater 
development effectiveness. The PforR was envisaged to have four main featuresb:  
 
 It finances specific expenditure programs (ongoing or new, sectoral or sub-sectoral, national or 

subnational) and provides support for the use of the borrowers’ own systems (fiduciary, 
procurement, environmental and social [E&S]) to implement a program. 

 It disburses upon achievement of agreed-upon development linked indicator (DLI) targets, rather 
than delivery of inputs or actual expenditures. Monitorable and verifiable indicators are identified 
and agreed upon during the preparation stage and progress verified by an autonomous agency. 

 It focuses on strengthening institutional capacity and the processes and procedures needed for 
programs to achieve desired results and sustain them.  

 It provides assurance that the fiduciary risks and E&S risks of the program are adequately 
assessed and that the related government risk management plans adequately address and 
monitor the identified procurement, financial management, and E&S risks of the program.  

 
 
a  The choice of instrument depends on a client’s needs and the development challenge to be addressed. IPFs 

disburse against specific project expenditures, DPFs disburse to the general budget against policy and 
institutional actions, while the PforR disburses against achievement of DLIs and agreed results of a defined 
expenditure program. 

b  World Bank. 2011. A New Instrument to Advance Development Effectiveness: Program-For-Results Lending. 
Revised Concept Note. Washington, DC. 

 
3. The review concluded that the PforR had been successfully rolled out across a 
broad range of countries and sectors, policy requirements had been met, and 

                                                 
1 World Bank. 2015. Program-for-Results: Two-Year Review. Washington, DC. 
2 IEG. 2016. Program-for-Results: An Early-Stage Assessment of the Process and Effects of a New Lending 

Instrument. Washington, DC. 
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implementation was broadly on track for all but one of the approved operations. No major 
changes in the design of the instrument appeared necessary, but the paper identified some 
adjustments and areas for improvement. The report recommended to increase the cap on 
PforR commitments (as a percentage of total Bank commitments) from 5% to 15% and to 
allow limited exceptions to the procurement exclusions. These recommendations were 
acted upon favorably by the World Bank Board of Directors. Among the major (specific) 
proposals were that: 
 

(i) Management continue to invest in enhanced quality assurance and risk 
management for PforR operations and carefully monitor the growth of PforR 
commitments in total and in relation to the growth in total IBRD/IDA 
commitments. 

(ii) If and when it is anticipated that the 3-year average of PforR commitments 
could exceed 15% of the 3-year average of total IBRD/IDA commitments, 
Management will inform the Executive Directors and discuss how best to 
address the future demand for the instrument.  

(iii) The current procurement exclusion policy requirement be amended to 
provide that in exceptional cases such activities may be included in the 
Program financed by PforR if they are deemed to be of critical importance to 
the integrity of the Program and the monetary value of the contracts is 
deemed to be modest in relation to the overall size of the Program. Such 
exceptions would be subject to the approval of the Managing Director and 
Chief Operating Officer. 

(iv) A range of measures to provide support to Regions and Global Practices for 
the further rollout of the instrument; revise and update guidance, templates, 
instructions, and systems; communicate with and better inform government 
counterparts and other stakeholders about the instrument; strengthen and 
expand training programs; and continue with the learning approach to the 
instrument. 

 
4. IEG’s early stage evaluation is based on reviews of all 27 PforR operations 
approved though the end of fiscal 2015. This was supplemented by field visits to 11 
countries. There were no completed operations, thus only partial data on disbursements, 
outputs, and outcomes were available. Based on its findings the evaluation recommended:  
 

(i) Strengthening the design of the results framework and disbursement-linked 
indicators to ensure that the program appraisal document presents a clear 
line of sight to development results. 

(ii) Strengthening the design and monitoring of the program action plans. 
(iii) Minimizing the overly cautious interpretation of the high environmental and 

social risks exclusion. 
(iv) Strengthening monitoring and reporting of results to cover the entire results 

framework systematically, as well as the environmental and social 
performance of the projects. 

 
5. As of end October 2016, a total of 52 PforR operations have been approved since 
the instrument was launched in 2012,3 amounting to a total of $12.9 billion of financing and 
supporting government programs of $60.1 billion.  

                                                 
3 Program-for-Results Financing website. http://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/program-for-results-

financing#1. Accessed February 2017. 
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RESULTS BASED LENDING PORTFOLIO, 2013−2016 
 
1. ADB approved 12 RBL programs through end-2016 worth $2.4 billion. From 
June 2013 (the beginning of the pilot period) to December 2016, 12 programs were 
approved using the RBL modality in 9 countries.1 
 
2. They are supported by 14 ADB loans amounting to $2.4 billion. For the 10 RBL 
programs that became effective as of December 2016, $827 million has been disbursed so 
far, which is 35% of the $2.4 billion total approvals. Out of the 14 ADB loans, 9 loans 
($2 billion, with 84% share) were regular loans from ordinary capital resources (OCR), and 
5 loans ($400 million, with 16% share) were concessional loans from OCR. Total program 
size for all 12 RBLs is $60 billion, with ADB supporting 4%, other development partners 
10% ($5.9 billion), and the government and beneficiaries 38% ($23 billion).2 Hence, there is 
a financing gap of $29 billion, which is 48% of the total requirement for all programs 
(Table A2).  
 
3. Education is the predominant sector in terms of value and number of RBL 
programs. Approved education RBL programs amount to $970 million (41%), followed 
closely by energy with $925 million (39%), and health with $350 million (15%). Urban and 
transport sectors had $89 million (4%) and $21 million (1%), respectively. In terms of 
number of programs, the top two sectors are: education, with 6; and health and energy, 
with 2 each. Urban and transport sectors had 1 program each. 
 
4. Another 11 RBL programs are in the 2017−2019 pipeline, with increasing 
focus on infrastructure. For the period January 2017–June 2019 (the end of the 6-year 
pilot period), there are tentatively 11 RBL programs worth an estimated $3.7 billion in the 
pipeline. Five of these are now at advanced stages of processing and are intended for 
approval during 2017. For the remaining 6 RBL programs, ADB is beginning to assess the 
feasibility for possible approval in 2018 or 2019.3 The 2017 pipeline shows more orientation 
towards infrastructure, including support for energy, housing and urban development, 
irrigation, and transport. While the pipeline is still tentative, there is a discernible evolution 
from mostly social sectors to other areas of operations, particularly infrastructure.4 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 June 2013 to December 2016. The evaluation will cover programs approved during this period. Seven of these 

loans have related technical assistance. Recipient countries are: Armenia, India, Indonesia, Nepal, Pakistan, 
Philippines, People’s Republic of China, Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka. 

2 In some cases, ADB’s RBL program supports a slice of a broader government program. 
3 The RBL programs in the pipeline (2018–2019) are based on Country Operations and Business Plans 2016–

2018 and 2017–2019.  
4 ADB. 2016. Midterm Review of Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. The midterm review reported 

pipeline data for June 2016–June 2019. In this EAP, the three loans approved during the second half of 2016 
are excluded in the pipeline numbers provided in the midterm review.  
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Table A2: Approved Results-Based Lending Programs, June 2013 to December 2016 
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SRI B 
3008/ 
3009 

Education 
Sector 
Development 
Program 

EDU 17-Jun-13 19-Aug-13 23-Aug-13 28-Feb-19 
OCR (RL),  
OCR (CL) 

200 136 
100 

(WB) 
4,601 4,901 0 

SRI B 
3119/ 
3120 

Skills Sector 
Enhancement 
Program 

EDU 28-Mar-14 27-May-14 30-May-14 30-Jun-17 
OCR (RL),  
OCR (CL) 

100 74 

127 
(WB, 
EXIM-

KO, GE) 

185 961 549 

IND B 3188 

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

EDU 19-Nov-14 27-Nov-14 11-Dec-14 30-Jun-19 OCR (RL) 100 55 
2 

(JFPR) 
47 200 52 

PHI C 3237 

Senior High 
School 
Support 
Program 

EDU 15-Dec-14 10-Feb-15 22-Apr-15 30-Jun-20 OCR (RL) 300 175 0 4,110 4,410 0 

IND B 3257 

Supporting 
National 
Urban Health 
Mission 

HLT 28-May-15 28-Jul-15 1-Sep-15 30-Sep-18 OCR (RL) 300 85 
2 

(JFPR) 
1,655 3,751 1,794 

ARM B 3284 

School 
Seismic 
Safety 
Improvement 
Program 

UBN 22-Sep-15 19-Oct-15 22-Dec-15 31-May-21 OCR (CL) 89* 26 0 19 617 510 

INO C 3339 

Electricity Grid 
Strengthening-
Sumatra 
Program 

ENE 2-Dec-15 4-Dec-15 1-Feb-16 30-Jun-20 OCR (RL) 600* 210 

5,099 
(WB, 
JICA, 

Others) 

5,136 10,835 0 

PRC C 3352 

Guizhou 
Vocational 
Educational 
Development 
Program 

EDU 8-Dec-15 16-Mar-16 14-Jun-16 30-Jun-20 OCR (RL) 150* 45 120** 1,340 1,610 0 
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SOL A 3392 

Sustainable 
Transport 
Infrastructure 
Improvement 
Program 

TRA 27-May-16 1-Jul-16 20-Jul-16 30-Jun-21 OCR (CL) 21 6 
28 

(AUS) 
34 151 68 

NEP A 3452 

Supporting 
School Sector 
Development 
Program 

EDU 22-Nov-16 2-Dec-16 12-Dec-16 31-May-22 OCR (CL) 120* 15 

316 
(EU, 

GPEF, 
AUS, 
FIN, 

NOR, 
UNICEF, 

JICA, 
WB) 

5,761 6,461 264 

PAK B 3476 

Access to 
Clean Energy 
Investment 
Program* 

ENE 25-Nov-16     31-Dec-21 OCR (RL) 325*   79 51*** 26,280 25,826 

PRC C 3506 

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

HLT 12-Dec-16     30-Jun-23 OCR (RL) 50   0 78*** 128 0 

Total  2,355 827 5,872 23,017 60,305 29,061
AIIF = ASEAN Infrastructure Investment Fund; ARM = Armenia; EDU = education; ENE = energy; EU = European Union; EXIM KO = EXIM Bank of Korea; FIN = Finland; GE = Germany; GPEF = Global 
Partnership for Education Fund; Govt. = Government; HLT = health; IND = India; INO = Indonesia; JFPR = Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction; JICA = Japan International Cooperation Agency; NEP = Nepal; 
NOR = Norway; OCR (CL) = ordinary capital resources (concessional lending); OCR (RL) = ordinary capital resources (regular loan); PAK = Pakistan; PHI = Philippines; PRC = People’s Republic of China; RBL 
= results-based lending; SOL = Solomon Islands; SRI = Sri Lanka; TRA = transport; UBN = urban; UNICEF = United Nations Children's Fund; WB = World Bank. 
a For country group classification, please refer to Operations Manual Section A1. 
b Amount includes financing gaps estimated at time of approval.  
*With TA support from TA Special Fund for Loan 3284: $ 0.8 million; Loan 3352: $ 0.6 million; Loan 3452: $ 0.5 million; Loan 3476: $ 0.75 million. ADB amount for Loan 3339 included $25 million from AIIF to be 
administered by ADB.  
Sources: ADB’s Strategy and Policy Department (as reported in the Sep 2015 Midterm Review); Loan, Grant, TA Approvals Database accessed on 3 Feb 2017; Loan and Grant Financial Information Services 
Database accessed on 9 February 2017; Reports and Recommendation of the President to the Board. 
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EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 
 

Are RBLs being identified, designed, and managed appropriately to add value and achieve their intended results? 
Evaluation questions Study components/activities Evaluation Criterion 

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

(i) How effectively has ADB gone about identifying 
government sector programs for possible 
consideration for an RBL program? 

 Document reviews 
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Relevance (strategic) 

(ii) How effectively did ADB determine whether RBL is 
a feasible and appropriate modality for supporting 
the program? 

 Document reviews 
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies  

Relevance (strategic) 
Value-addition 

(iii) How effectively did ADB identify institutional and/or 
TA needs related to the RBL programs? 

 Document reviews 
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies  

Relevance (strategic) 
Value-addition  

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

(i) What is the quality of the assessment of program 
soundness, expenditure frameworks and 
financing plans, results and links with 
disbursements, and monitoring and evaluation 
systems? 

 Technical Assessment Review 
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 
 Document reviews 

Relevance (design) 

(ii) What is the quality of the assessment of fiduciary 
systems and procurement systems?  

 System Assessment Review –Fiduciary 
Component 

 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 
 Document reviews  

Relevance (design) 

(iii) What is the quality of the assessment of 
environment and social safeguards systems and 
can national systems perform to the standard of 
ADB? 

 System Assessment Review –Safeguards 
Component 

 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 
 Document reviews 

Relevance (design) 

(iv) How effectively are DLIs being formulated with  DLI Inventory and Analysis Relevance (design) 
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country stakeholders (e.g., ministries of finance, line 
ministries and implementing agencies) in terms of 
providing reasonable assurance that their 
achievement will deliver intended program 
outcomes; are DLIs sufficiently ambitious, yet 
realistic? 

 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 
 Document reviews 

(v) Are the DLI verification protocols clear in terms of 
defining how achievements will be measured and 
verified? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Relevance (design) 

(vi) What is the quality of Program Action Plans in 
terms of articulating a selective and feasible set of 
actions related to capacity and institutional 
strengthening, identifying risks to be mitigated, 
and providing implementation support; how well 
do the program action plan and DLIs complement 
each other? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Relevance (design) 

3. How effectively has ADB supported and monitored implementation of RBL programs? 
(i) How effectively is the RBL program being 

implemented? 
 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 
Effectiveness 

(ii) How effectively are Program Action Plans being 
monitored and implemented vis-à-vis what is set out 
in the policy and staff guidance? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 
Effectiveness 

(iii) How well is the DLI results verification process 
being managed and what is the mechanism (e.g., 
audit agency, independent government agency, 
third party)? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 

(iv) To what extent and effect are critical risks being 
monitored and mitigated? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 

(v) To what extent are capacity and institutional 
development efforts being supported and program 
systems strengthened? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 
Effectiveness 
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(vi) Is the TA design and implementation aligned with 
RBL programs, in particular institutional and 
capacity development efforts? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 
Effectiveness 

(vii) How are the institutional and program system 
improvements being measured and reported? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 
 Program case studies 

Efficiency 
 

(viii) How effectively has ADB supported and 
strengthened its own capacity to design and 
implement RBL programs during the pilot period? 

 Document reviews  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

(ix) To what extent have RBLs incorporated 
improvements to institutional mechanisms in 
response to early experiences of the RBL pilot? 

 Program Case Studies 
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

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

(i) How are RBL programs adding value to DMCs in 
terms of strengthening and using program systems?

 Program case studies  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

(ii) To what extent are RBL programs leading to greater 
ownership of ADB-supported operations?  

 Program case studies  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

(iii) How effective are RBL programs in terms of 
promoting partnerships with other donors, including 
for co-financing? Is this mainly joint cofinancing, 
parallel cofinancing, or arrangements? 

 Program case studies  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

(iv) In what other ways is the RBL modality adding 
value vis-à-vis other lending instruments? 

 Program case studies  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 

(v) What are the kinds of institutional and capacity 
contexts which are more conducive to RBL design 
and implementation? 

 Program case studies  
 Key informant interviews 

Effectiveness 
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