
                     
	
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO THE IED CORPORATE EVALUATION: RESULTS-BASED 

LENDING AT THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK: AN EARLY ASSESSMENT 
 

On 27 November 2017, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department, 
received the following response from the Special Senior Advisor to the President on behalf of 
Management:  

 
A. General Comments 
 
1. Management thanks the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) for 
the Corporate Evaluation on Results-Based Lending (RBL) at the Asian 
Development Bank: An Early Assessment (the Study). The timing of the 
Study is consistent with the provision in the Policy Paper, Piloting Results-
Based Lending for Programs 1  that requires an IED assessment of the 
implementation experience of RBL 1–2 years before the completion of the 
pilot (para. 165 and footnote 59 of the RBL Policy Paper). We would also like 
to thank IED for the constructive engagement during discussion over the draft 
Study.  
 
2. This Study supplements the Midterm Review of Results-Based 
Lending for Program 2  (the MTR) undertaken by Management last year. 
Based on the recommendation of the management-led MTR, we have 
started to update RBL staff guidance, reviewing report and recommendation 
of the President (RRP) template and updated our dissemination and 
outreach/training programs. Findings of this IED study will serve as useful 
input for these exercises.  
 
3. As the Study points out, RBL has been successfully rolled out and the 
robust demand from clients indicates wide scope for future RBL work.  The 
Study articulates the value addition that ongoing RBL programs are 
generating, including how (i) the focus on program systems strengthened 
broader country systems, (ii) concentration on implementation issues to 
enable disbursement for achieved disbursement-linked indicators (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) RBL have catalyzed intergovernmental accountability, 
and (vi) partnerships have leveraged donor alignment around a shared set 
of results.  
 
4. The primary objective of the pilot phase has been to learn from 
experiences and use this learning to improve the way ADB uses the RBL 
modality. In this context, we are pleased to note that there are clear 
indications that substantial learning-by-doing took place during the pilot 
phase, particularly in justification of the RBL modality, program action plan 
(PAP) monitoring, quality of due diligence, selection and definition of DLIs 
and clarity of verification protocols.  It is also reassuring that various technical 
and system assessments (for example, expenditure framework, fiduciary, 

																																																													
1 ADB. 2013. Policy Paper: Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. 
2 ADB. 2016. Midterm Review of Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila.  



2 
	

 
 

safeguards, and integrated risk) were generally appropriate, and most RBLs 
were found to be well designed.  
 
5. We share the Study’s view that there is room for further improvement. 
We thank IED for putting forward a set of recommendations to help us 
formulate our actions. Our views and responses to the Study’s specific 
recommendations are summarized in the next section.  
 
B. Response to Recommendations 
 
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 
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 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. 
 
6. Management agrees. We are keen to continue strengthening the 
quality of due diligence, risk assessments, and design and monitoring of the 
PAPs. These are areas that we plan to address in the ongoing update of the 
Staff Guidance, which has started in June 2017. We plan to complete the 
exercise in the first half of 2018.  
 
7. 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 program safeguard systems assessment, RBL programs 
with legacy—ongoing or current safeguard issues—should ensure that the 
scale of safeguards impact is documented in the RRP. 
 
8. Management disagrees. This matter requires further assessment and 
discussion. Management is fully committed to ensure that safeguards for 
involuntary resettlement, including legacy issues, are assessed carefully to 
avoid and mitigate significant impacts on affected people.  However, we do 
not find any empirical basis in the evaluation to justify the recommendation 
to exclude involuntary resettlement Category A. The key point is to ensure 
that a robust program safeguard systems assessment and program action 
plan is developed to identify and address gaps between the program system 
and the relevant ADB Safeguard Policy Statement (SPS) requirements, as 
well as any risks due to the capacity and track record of the executing agency.  
Only where the gaps are small and risks can be addressed would RBL be 
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considered the appropriate instrument. Further assessment would be 
needed before concluding that involuntary resettlement Category A should 
be excluded ex-ante for all RBLs. Management, therefore, concurs with the 
suggestion in the report that this matter could be usefully reviewed in the 
forthcoming full evaluation of the SPS. With regards to programs with legacy, 
ongoing, or current safeguard issues, Management agrees that RRPs should 
contain the relevant information.  

 
9. Recommendation 3. Invest in the development of client 
Monitoring and Evaluation (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 agencies and the technical assistance (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. 
 
10. Management agrees. We agree with the importance of investing in the 
development of client M&E capacity and strengthening credible DLI 
verification processes. We will elaborate on how this can be done in the 
updated Staff Guidance. While the report does not define what is meant by 
independent verification, we interpret that as verification by agents different 
from the executing and implementing agencies. Such a form of verification 
has indeed been a strong tool for ensuring the credibility of the process, and 
it will remain so going forward.  
 
11. 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, design and monitoring 
frameworks /results frameworks, M&E assessment, independent verification, 
design and monitoring of PAPs, and program fiduciary assessments. 
 
12. Management agrees. As indicated in the Midterm Review of RBL 
completed in 2016, ADB considers that efforts for additional information 
sharing, guidance and training on RBL are important. We will continue our 
efforts to update the RBL Staff Guidance following the findings of this Study, 
while further enhancing our capacity development and knowledge sharing 
programs on the use of RBL.  
 
C. Additional Comments 
 
13. Finally, Management has compiled a list of remaining factual errors, 
which has been communicated to IED. We hope that these factual errors can 
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be corrected, even though the report has already been posted on the IED 
website.   
 
 
 
 


