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Key Program Information  
Project Title Georgia: Growth Recovery Support Program 
Project Number 42529 
Loan Numbers 2531 and 2532 
Safeguard classification Category C 
Sector classification Public sector management 
Thematic classification Governance, economic growth, social development 
Borrower Government of Georgia 
Executing Agency Ministry of Finance 

 
Key Program Figures ($ million) Loan 2531 Loan 2532 

Total program cost 50.00 30.00 
Foreign exchange cost 0.00 0.00 
Asian Development Bank loan amount utilization 49.09 29.94 
Asian Development Bank loan amount cancellation 0.00 0.00 

 
Key Dates Loan 2531 Loan 2532 

Fact-finding mission 24 Feb 2009 24 Feb 2009 
Appraisal missiona   
Loan negotiations 9 Jun 2009 9 Jun 2009 
Board approval 6 Jul 2009 6 Jul 2009 
Loan agreement 6 Jul 2009 6 Jul 2009 
Loan effectivity (Expected) 6 Sep 2009 6 Sep 2009 
Loan effectivity (Actual) 16 Jul 2009 16 Jul 2009 
First disbursement 20 Jul 2009 20 Jul 2009 
Program completionb 28 Dec 2010 28 Dec 2010 
Loan closing 24 Sep 2009 24 Sep 2009 
Months (effectivity to closing)  2  2 

a   Emergency assistance which required no appraisal. 
b   Based on project completion report circulation date. 

 
 Mission Data 

Type of Mission 

Loan 2531 Loan 2532 

No. of 
Missions 

No. of  
Person-Days 

No. of 
Missions 

No. of  
Person-Days 

Fact-finding 1 7 1 7 
Appraisal review     
Program completion review a    
Program completion validation     
Independent evaluation 1 5 1 5 

a  There was no stand-alone program completion review mission for the Growth Recovery Support Program, but the project 
completion report was undertaken together with the 5-day fact-finding mission for the Georgia Social Services Delivery Program 
Loan on 19–23 July 2010. 
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Executive Summary 
 
 
 
 
 

The Growth Recovery Support Program (GRSP) was designed to partially mitigate the adverse economic 
and social impact of the global economic crisis and to revitalize Georgia’s economy and return it to its 
pre-crisis trajectory of growth and social development. Overall, the evaluation rated the GRSP successful. 
The evaluation considered it relevant, effective, efficient, and likely sustainable. The performance of both 
the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the borrower was assessed to have been satisfactory. The 
validation offered three lessons: (i) the government’s strong capacity and diligent response were 
instrumental in the quick and smooth processing of the program, (ii) the quick response and collaboration 
of development partners were vital in engaging the government, and (iii) continued engagement and 
reforms are necessary. 
 

 
 

Evaluation Purpose and Process  
 
This project performance evaluation report was 
undertaken to assess the performance of the 
Growth Recovery Support Program (GRSP) in 
Georgia, and to identify lessons and 
recommendations for future Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) operations. The findings of the 
evaluation will feed into the Independent 
Evaluation Department’s corporate evaluation of 
policy-based lending and build evaluative 
evidence for the preparation of the Georgia 
country program strategy final review validation 
in 2018 and the subsequent ADB country 
partnership strategy for Georgia. 
 
The project performance evaluation report 
assessed the GRSP’s relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, and sustainability. Development 
impacts and the performance of ADB and the 
borrower and executing agency were also 
assessed. The assessment was undertaken based 
on desk reviews of relevant ADB, government, 
and other development partners’ documents; 
consultations; and discussions with ADB staff at 
ADB headquarters and the Georgia Resident 
Mission. An independent evaluation mission to 
Georgia involved consultations with the 
executing agency, implementing agencies, 
program beneficiaries, and development 
partners.  

 
 

Program Rationale 
 
The conflict between Georgia and the Russian 
Federation in 2008 damaged physical 
infrastructure, weakened investor and consumer 
confidence, contracted bank credit, and 
displaced people from their homes. The 
government, in consultation with ADB, United 
Nations, the World Bank, and other development 
partners, undertook a joint needs assessment 
(JNA) to help address emergency needs, sustain 
essential budget expenditures, and cushion the 
fall in fiscal revenue. The overall financing 
resource needs were estimated to be $3.7 billion 
over a 3-year period.  
 
Before Georgia could fully benefit from the full 
implementation of the JNA, the effects of the 
2008–2009 economic and financial crisis 
unfolded. In response, the ADB Board of Directors 
approved two GRSP loans totaling $80 million in 
July 2009. The loans were fully disbursed upon 
effectiveness within the same month and 
financially closed in September 2009, 3 months 
earlier than the original closing date. The 
Government of Georgia was the borrower and its 
Ministry of Finance was the executing agency in 
charge of program implementation and 
coordination of policy actions. This evaluation 
assesses the performance of the GRSP, 8 years 
after the program’s approval.  
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Expected Impacts, Outcomes, 
Outputs, Indicators, and Policy 
Actions  
 
The program’s expected impact was partial 
mitigation of the adverse economic and social 
impact of the global economic crisis and 
revitalization of the Georgian economy in order 
to return it to its pre-crisis trajectory of growth 
and social development. The target was sustained 
real gross domestic product (GDP) growth of an 
average of more than 4% per annum over 2009–
2012. The program’s outcome was designed in 
tandem with other development partners’ 
support in order to help Georgia implement a 
countercyclical fiscal response that would be 
executed in 2009. The outcome indicators 
covered key public expenditure items in the 2009 
state budget, including the rehabilitation of up to 
300 houses or collective centers for internally 
displaced persons, and the construction of up to 
575 kilometers of roads. The program’s outputs 
were designed to help cushion the impact of the 
negative revenue shock on government 
expenditure by ensuring that (i) incremental 
expenditure needs, arising from worse-than-
expected economic conditions in mid-2009, were 
met by the government while keeping the 
government’s total cash balance at the National 
Bank of Georgia (NBG) above GEL100 million, and 
(ii) the delivery of the core government 
expenditure program for 2009 as originally 
planned. The release of the loan proceeds was 
contingent on the borrower’s compliance with 
policy actions under three main areas:  
(i) countercyclical fiscal stimulus actions, (ii) social 
safety net and maintenance actions, and  
(iii) related actions under the International 
Monetary Fund’s stand-by agreement. 
 

Assessment of Performance 
 
Relevance. The GRSP was aligned with ADB’s 
strategic objectives, which recognized the need 
for ADB to be responsive to rapid changes in 
circumstances, and in line with ADB’s strategic 
priorities in terms of (i) alignment with the 
government’s development agenda; (ii) selectivity 
in focusing limited resources on a small number 
of priority areas; and (iii) complementarity with 
other development partners.  

ADB’s contribution to the total needs identified 
under the JNA was relatively small, but it was 
nonetheless critical, as individual country ceilings 
and quotas constrained contributions from other 
development partners. The program lending 
modality that ADB adopted was the most suitable 
instrument for providing the complementary 
support. However, the modality did not impose 
any new conditions outside the JNA framework 
and it did not have any innovative design 
elements. Some design issues were noted in the 
output and outcome indicators, as the outputs 
did not clearly indicate completed actions 
delivered by the program leading to the intended 
outcome. These could have been better designed 
to facilitate monitoring.  
 
As the GRSP was consistent with Georgia’s 
development priorities and objectives and it 
supported the broader and coordinated crisis 
response program, it was relevant. 
 
Effectiveness. The key public expenditure items in 
2009 included (i) financial support for the 
budgets of autonomous republics and local 
governments; (ii) building and rehabilitation of 
the houses of internally-displaced persons (IDPs);  
(iii) road infrastructure; (iv) secondary schools;  
(v) state pensions, state compensations, and state 
academic stipends; (vi) social support program; 
(vii) refugee and IDP allowances; and (viii) health 
care state programs were all executed. In addition 
to these key expenditure items, the GRSP also 
included the rehabilitation of up to 300 IDP 
houses and/or collective centers and the 
rehabilitation, servicing, and construction of up 
to 575 kilometers of roads. After execution of the 
2009 budget, about 6,000 housing units for 
19,000 IDPs had been constructed; 680 
kilometers of roads maintained, 48 kilometers of 
highway and 10 new bridges constructed, and 
108 bridges reconstructed. The evaluation team 
visited one of the IDP settlement areas in 
Mtskheta and noted that the houses were built 
well and had access to food, water, and 
electricity. The settlement area was easily 
accessible from the major highway road network 
and the roads within the site were paved.  
 
The two GRSP outputs were also achieved. For the 
first output, the government maintained total 
cash balances in the NBG above the  
GEL100 million target in the design and 
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monitoring framework. For the second output, 
core government expenditure was delivered in 
accordance with the approved budget with 
increased expenditures for health, education, and 
social protection.  
 
The program was not deemed to have any 
potential environmental impacts and involuntary 
resettlement issues (category C) and had no 
specific gender implications. The GRSP did not 
consider any safeguard and gender implications 
as the resettlement of IDPs was carried out in 
conformity with the United Nations guidelines on 
internal displacement. Nevertheless, the JNA 
noted that the deceleration of the economy 
would affect the most vulnerable groups of the 
population (displaced persons, the unemployed, 
the rural population, and pensioners). 
 
As it achieved the intended outcome of helping 
Georgia implement a fiscal stimulus in 2009, in 
tandem with the budget support of other 
development partners, the GRSP was assessed 
effective. 
 
Efficiency. The loan was approved less than  
6 months after fact-finding. All nine policy 
actions were carried out and no compliance 
issues were noted as the policy actions were 
anchored on the International Monetary Fund’s 
standby agreement, which formed part of the 
JNA framework. Two out of the nine policy 
actions promoted allocative efficiency—
suspending low priority expenditures (e.g., 
defense) and increasing expenditures for social 
protection (e.g., health care and education) 
under the 2009 state budget. 
 
Loan effectivity and disbursement were achieved 
2 months earlier than planned. The loan was 
closed within 2 months after approval partly due 
to the government’s swift compliance with the 
loan covenants and the public financial 
management and fiduciary systems that were 
already in place to implement the reform actions 
efficiently. The government’s early actions also 
enabled the well-timed approval and delivery of 
the GRSP by ADB. There were some internal 
discussions at ADB, but these did not significantly 
delay the processing and approval of the loan.  
 
The GRSP loans were processed, approved, 
implemented, and closed more quickly than 

planned. However, as this was a program-based 
loan, it was expected to be quick-disbursing.  
Disbursements were linked to compliance with 
prior policy actions, and the support was a 
response to a crisis situation requiring a quick 
response. The GRSP was assessed efficient. 
 
Sustainability. The policy action on ensuring 
financial stability between the NBG and the 
Financial Supervisory Agency (FSA) was complied 
with, with the signing of a memorandum of 
understanding between NBG and the FSA in 
2008. In 2009, a law called for the NBG and FSA 
to be merged into a single entity, to further 
strengthen policy actions. The merger of the NBG 
and the FSA was not prescribed under the GRSP. 
However, the changes indicate that the policy 
environment as well as the institutions were 
evolving along with the changing circumstances 
of the economy. NBG’s capacity was 
strengthened through the consultant’s technical 
support for banking supervision and regulation. 
After the GRSP, the NBG continued to receive 
technical support from ADB in the area of risk-
based banking supervision. In terms of their 
capacity to implement the reforms, both the NBG 
and the FSA have proven that they are able to 
maintain macroeconomic and financial stability 
despite the challenges posed by economic and 
political conditions.  
 
One outcome indicator, the IDP housing, had 
been maintained and was in satisfactory 
condition. The IDPs are being monitored closely 
by the government and received continuous 
support from Georgia’s development partners. 
Aside from the basic utilities (water and 
electricity), schools, stores, banks, playgrounds, 
and a police station have been established within 
the settlement area.  However, the condition of 
the roads and bridges could not be verified, as 
there was no ongoing tracking or monitoring of 
the project performance.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the reform measures 
under the GRSP were assessed likely sustainable. 
 
Overall, as it was relevant, effective, efficient, and 
likely sustainable, the GRSP was assessed 
successful. 
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Other Assessments 
 
Development impact. The higher level social 
impact was not included in the program design 
as neither the social development aspect of the 
envisaged impact nor the performance indicators 
that will measure it were clearly defined in the 
program design and monitoring framework. The 
JNA includes transitional results frameworks for 
the social sectors, including expected outcomes, 
baseline data, and priority activities. However, 
this is not reflected in the GRSP’s design. 
Notwithstanding this, measures to maintain 
social safety nets within the GRSP formed part of 
the prior actions in terms of increasing or 
maintaining the 2009 budget expenditures for 
social protection and pensions, using the 2008 
state budget expenditure as a benchmark. Actual 
expenditure for social protection increased from 
$1.10 million in 2008 to $1.30 million in 2009, 
and of this, the allocation for state pensions 
increased from $0.80 million to $0.92 million in 
the same period.  
 
The intended impact of partially mitigating the 
adverse impact of the economic crisis was 
achieved. The impact was to be measured in 
terms of a sustained real GDP growth at an 
average of more than 4.0% per annum over 
2009–2012. Prior to the 2008 conflict, Georgia’s 
economy grew at an annual average of 10.4% 
from 2005 to 2007. After the 2008 conflict and 
the 2009 financial crisis, growth dropped to 2.3% 
in 2008 and 3.8% in 2009. Although the 
economy was not able to recover its pre-crisis 
double digit growth, Georgia’s annual GDP 
growth rebounded to 6.3% in 2010 and 7.2% in 
2011. For 2009–2012, Georgia’s annual GDP 
growth was 4.03% on average, which is above 
the growth target. The growth performance 
during the 3-year period immediately after the 
2009 crisis (2010–2012) was more impressive at 
6.6% per annum on average. The GRSP’s 
development impact is assessed satisfactory. 

 
ADB performance. Although ADB was a new 
development partner for the Government of 
Georgia at the time of the crisis and its resident 
mission had just been established with a limited 
number of staff, it was able to participate in the 
formulation of the JNA and to form part of the 
crisis response through the GRSP. ADB’s swift 
response and flexibility in mobilizing financial 

support through program lending (even though 
there was no clearly identified modality for 
countries with access only to the Asian 
Development Fund in the case of a financial crisis) 
is also recognized. This was confirmed by the 
representatives from the Ministry of Finance and 
the NBG during the independent evaluation 
mission. ADB’s performance was assessed 
satisfactory. 

 
Government’s performance. The government 
responded swiftly to the crisis to achieve loan 
effectiveness and to allow disbursement of loan 
proceeds within days of loan approval. Although 
there were some issues on the sustainability of 
the policy reforms, all the reforms and policy 
actions stipulated under the ADB loan (and in the 
JNA) were complied with by the government 
prior to closing of the loan and more quickly than 
expected. This also confirms that the government 
has adequate capacity to maintain and 
implement the reform program supported by the 
GRSP. Accordingly, the government’s 
performance was likewise assessed satisfactory. 
 

Issue  
 
Program implementation was not 
comprehensively monitored. The quarterly review 
of program implementation, which would have 
included an assessment of the Borrower's 
shortfall in meeting its financing requirements as 
set out in the 2009 state budget, was not carried 
out as envisaged. In addition, the progress in IDP 
housing and roads was not monitored. At 
completion, the PCR relied on the information 
contained in the JNA progress report.  
 

Lessons 
 
The government’s strong capacity and diligent 
response enabled the program to be quickly and 
smoothly processed. The successful 
implementation of the GRSP and the broader 
crisis response framework hinged on the capacity 
of the government to implement a crisis response 
program supported by numerous donors, 
delivered through several support modalities, and 
channeled through many stand-alone assistance 
schemes with varying timelines, execution 
structures, and delivery methods. For ADB’s 
GRSP, the reforms and policy actions stipulated 
under the loan (and in the JNA) were complied 
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with by the government more quickly than 
expected. 
 
The quick response and collaboration among 
Georgia’s development partners were vital in 
engaging the government. The 2008 conflict 
caused the development partners to collectively 
engage with the government in designing a crisis 
response and in carrying out policy discussions. 
As this was an emergency situation, the 
discussions, negotiations, approvals, and 
transfers were pursued urgently. This collective 
effort from the development partners helped to 
alleviate the financial crisis, limit economic 
contraction, and address constraints arising from 
infrastructure damage, investment climate 
deterioration, financial difficulties, and the 
worsening social conditions of IDPs. 

Continued engagement and reforms are 
necessary. The government’s continued 
engagement with ADB and other development 
partners will be needed for the envisaged impact 
of the Growth Recovery Support Program to be 
fully achieved. For the IDP housing that was 
supported by development partners, a more in-
depth assessment of the resettlement sites would 
help to determine the overall success of the 
resettlement program. A comprehensive analysis 
of development constraints should also be 
undertaken to identify binding constraints on 
economic growth that the Government of 
Georgia and ADB can focus on in future, given 
the active presence of other development 
partners in the country. This could provide a 
sound basis for a more strategic support 
framework moving forward. 

 
 



 

 

CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 
 
 
 
 
1. This evaluation assesses the performance of the Growth Recovery Support 
Program (GRSP) that was approved by the Board of Directors of the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) in July 2009. The two loans totaling $80 million provided budget support to 
enable the execution of Georgia’s core expenditure program during the global financial 
crisis in 2009.  
 

A. Evaluation Purpose and Process 
 

2. This project performance evaluation report (PPER) was undertaken to assess the 
GRSP’s performance, and to identify lessons and recommendations for future ADB 
operations. The findings of the evaluation will feed into the ADB’s corporate evaluation 
of policy-based lending in 2018. It also provides evaluative evidence at the project and 
program level for the preparation of the Georgia country program strategy final review 
validation in 2018 as well as for the forthcoming ADB country partnership strategy for 
Georgia. 
 
3. Following the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) guidelines,1 the PPER 
assessed the GRSP according to its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 
Non-core evaluation criteria, the program’s development impacts and the performance 
of ADB and borrower and executing agency, were also assessed. The PPER assessment 
was based on:  

(i) a desk review of (a) ADB documents at the program, sector and country 
strategy and planning levels, (b) government strategies, development 
policies and official socioeconomic indicators at the time of program 
approval, completion and evaluation, and (c) related program 
documents from other development partners; 

(ii) discussions with ADB staff in headquarters and the Georgia Resident 
Mission, and; 

(iii) an independent evaluation mission to Georgia which involved 
consultations with relevant in-country stakeholders, including staff from 
the executing agency, implementing agencies, program beneficiaries, 
and development partners.2 The list of people met during the mission is 
in Appendix 1. The team also visited one of the housing sites for the 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) which was one of the outcome 
indicators of the loan.  

 
4. The report was finalized by IED after considering the views of the ADB, the 
Government of Georgia, and an independent external peer reviewer.  

                                                            
1   ADB. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila. 
2  The Independent Evaluation Department (IED) of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) carried out an 

evaluation mission to Tbilisi, Georgia, from 24 to 28 April 2017 for the performance evaluation of ADB 
Growth Recovery Support Program (Loans 2531 and 2532-GEO). The mission consisted of L.N. Guevara 
(evaluation officer and mission leader) and M. Samsaradskhe (consultant).  
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B. Expected Impacts, Outcomes, Outputs, Indicators, and Policy 
Actions 

 
5. At approval, the program’s expected impact was “partial mitigation of the 
adverse economic and social impact of the global economic crisis and revitalization of 
the Georgian economy back to pre-crisis trajectory of growth and social development.” 
This was to be measured in terms of sustained real gross domestic product (GDP) growth 
at an annual average of more than 4% over 2009–2012. At completion, “social” impact 
was dropped from the impact statement, while the impact indicators remained the same.  

 
6. The program was designed in tandem with other development partners’ support 
and its projected outcome was to help Georgia implement a countercyclical fiscal 
response in 2009. The outcome makes it clear that ADB’s support was part of a much 
larger response, involving other development partners in a coordinated way. The 
outcome was to be measured in terms of the execution of the key public expenditure 
items as set out in the 2009 state budget. These included the rehabilitation of up to 300 
houses or collective centers for internally-displaced persons (IDPs), and the construction 
of up to 575 kilometers of roads. 
 
7. The program was designed to help the Ministry of Finance cushion the impact of 
the negative revenue shock on the government’s expenditure program by ensuring 

(i) incremental expenditure, arising from worse-than-expected economic 
conditions in mid-2009, would be met by the government while 
maintaining its total cash balances at the National Bank of Georgia (NBG) 
above GEL100 million, and  

(ii) the delivery of the core government expenditure program for 2009, in 
accordance with the approved budget as originally planned, irrespective 
of any subsequent revisions, to take into account potential shortfalls in 
revenue. The design and monitoring framework (DMF) is in Appendix 2.  

 
8. The release of the loan proceeds was contingent on the borrower’s compliance 
with the policy actions. Nine policy actions were identified under three areas:  

(i) Countercyclical fiscal stimulus actions. These include three policy 
actions—(a) suspension of low priority budgetary expenditures,  
(b) initiation of public investment programs, and (c) implementation of 
crisis mitigation measures.  

(ii) Social safety net and maintenance actions. These include two policy 
actions, (a) increasing budgetary expenditures for social protection 
under the 2009 state budget as compared with the 2008 state budget 
and (b) keeping 2009 budgetary expenditures for pensions at least at the 
same level as those under the 2008 state budget.  

(iii) Related actions under the stand-by arrangement of the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF).3 These include four policy actions, (a) signing of a 
memorandum of understanding between the NBG and the Financial 
Supervisory Agency (FSA) to strengthen cooperation in macroeconomic 
and financial stability, (b) introduction of a lender-of-last-resort facility, 
(c) development of a liquidity management framework, and  
(d) introduction of a refinancing mechanism to provide bank liquidity.  

                                                            
3 IMF. 2008. Georgia: Letter of Intent, Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies, and Technical 

Memorandum of Understanding.  



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

Design and Implementation 
 
 
 
 
9. This chapter discusses the rationale of and background to the program’s design; 
the time, costs, financing, and implementation arrangements; support from technical 
assistance and consultants engaged; and safeguard arrangements. It also summarizes 
the program’s compliance with the agreed loan covenants, and the monitoring and 
reporting arrangements. 

 

A. Rationale 
 

10. The conflict between Georgia and the Russian Federation in 2008 damaged 
physical infrastructure, weakened investor and consumer confidence, contracted bank 
credit, and displaced people from their homes. The government, in consultation with 
ADB, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European Commission, 
European Investment Bank, International Finance Corporation, United Nations, and the 
World Bank, undertook a joint-needs assessment (JNA) to address emergency needs, 
sustain essential budget expenditures, and help cushion the fall in fiscal revenue.4 The 
overall financing needs were estimated to be $3.7 billion over a 3-year period. Part of 
the JNA’s response to the conflict involved ADB finalizing and approving $40 million for 
the Municipal Services Development Fund Project5 and an additional $70 million for 
Emergency Assistance for Post-Conflict Recovery.6   
 
11. Before Georgia could fully benefit from the full implementation of the JNA, the 
effects of the economic and financial crisis in late 2008 unfolded. To mitigate the adverse 
economic and social impact of the crisis, and to help finance priority activities under the 
2009 budget of the Government of Georgia, the ADB Board of Directors approved the 
GRSP loans, totaling $80 million, in July 2009. The loans were closed in September 2009. 
The project completion report (PCR) was circulated in December 2010.7 The PCR assessed 
the GRSP successful as it was highly relevant, effective, highly efficient, and likely 
sustainable. In 2012, the PCR was validated by IED.8 The validation assessed the GRSP 
successful as the program was relevant, effective, efficient and likely sustainable.  The 
current evaluation represents a further assessment of the program’s performance 8 years 
after it was approved.   
 

B. Time, Cost, Financing, and Implementation Arrangements 
 
12. ADB’s support to the GRSP comprised two loans from its Special Funds resources: 
(i) loan 2531 for $50 million (SDR32.111 million) and (ii) loan 2532 for $30 million 

                                                            
4   World Bank. 2008. Georgia - Summary of Joint Needs Assessment Findings. Washington, DC: World Bank 

Group.  
5   ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to 

Georgia for the Municipal Services Development Project. Manila (Loan 2441-GEO). 
6   ADB. 2008. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to 

Georgia for the Emergency Assistance for Post-Conflict Recovery. Manila (Loan 2469-GEO). 
7  ADB. 2010. Completion Report: Growth Recovery Support Program in Georgia. Manila.  
8  IED. 2012. Validation Report: Growth Recovery Support Program in Georgia. Manila: ADB. 
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(SDR19.267 million).9 After approval on 6 July 2009, the loans were disbursed as a single 
tranche immediately upon loan effectiveness in 16 July 2009. The original closing date 
was 31 December 2009 but the actual financial closing was on 24 September 2009 due 
to early disbursement. 
 
13. The envisaged implementation arrangements were followed. The Government of 
Georgia was the borrower and its Ministry of Finance (MOF) was the executing agency 
for the loan. The latter assumed overall responsibility for program implementation, 
including coordination of policy actions. The NBG was the implementing agency.  

 

C. Technical Assistance and Consultants 
 
14. ADB originally intended that a regional technical assistance (TA) project would 
support the program by (i) monitoring and evaluating public expenditure; and  
(ii) developing and maintaining sound audit trails and fiduciary arrangements. It was 
envisaged the regional TA would also support other countries in the region facing similar 
circumstances. However, the regional TA was never implemented. Instead, the PCR noted 
that a consultant was engaged by ADB to support the government in strengthening 
public sector financial management from June 2009 to May 2010.  
 
15. ADB engaged another consultant in September 2009 to carry out the review 
mission for the GRSP. The same consultant provided advisory support for banking 
supervision and regulation to the NBG throughout 2009 and 2010 in line with NBG’s 
policy action provided in the loan agreement.  

 

D. Safeguard Arrangements  
 
16. At approval, the program was classified as category C for potential 
environmental impacts and risks and thus did not require plans for environmental 
management or resettlement action to be prepared. Nevertheless, one of the loan 
covenants stipulated that “the Borrower shall ensure that ADB’s Environment Policy 
(2002) and Involuntary Resettlement Policy (1995) are complied with in the 
implementation of any activities financed from the proceeds of the Loan.” With regard 
to gender, the report and recommendation of the President (RRP) noted that the 
program had no specific gender implications and thus gender monitoring was not 
needed. There was also a loan covenant that required the government not to allow 
arrears on payments to vulnerable groups (e.g., pensioners). At completion, the PCR did 
not review the safeguard and gender aspects of the program, although it noted that the 
program complied with the related safeguard covenant.  

 

E. Loan Covenants, Monitoring, and Reporting Arrangements 
 
17. Loan covenants. Twenty covenants were categorized into six areas: 
implementation and other matters (five covenants), use of counterpart funds and loan 
proceeds (three covenants), policy dialogue (nine covenants), good governance and 
transparency (one covenant), safeguards compliance (one covenant), and program 
performance monitoring and review (one covenant). The full list of covenants and the 
status of their compliance are in Appendix 3. No covenants were modified, suspended, 
or waived during program implementation. 

                                                            
9  ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on the Proposed Loan 

to Georgia for the Growth Recovery Support Program. Manila (Loans 2531-GEO and 2532-GEO).  
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18. Notwithstanding the early closing, the loan covenants were monitored by ADB 
and the government until the end of 2009. Of the 20 loan covenants, 4 were substantially 
complied with, 15 were complied with, and 1 was only partially complied with. The 
covenant that was partially complied with was sharing the reports of relevant review 
missions for the IMF's stand-by arrangement (SBA) and the World Bank's development 
policy operations with ADB and keeping ADB informed of policy discussions with other 
multilateral or bilateral donor agencies that have implications for implementation of the 
program.  
 
19. Most of the covenants were administrative in nature and did not bring about any 
significant policy or institutional changes. However, some supported the government’s 
reform measures, in particular: (i) introducing a regulatory framework for mitigating 
systemic banking risks, (ii) implementing a real time gross settlement system,  
(iii) developing an operational framework for foreign currency auctions, (iv) designing a 
foreign exchange dealing system that is satisfactory to ADB and (v) developing an action 
plan for maintaining financial and macroeconomic stability with a clear division of 
responsibilities among the relevant ministries and agencies.  
  
20. Monitoring and reporting arrangements. According to the RRP, ADB was to 
coordinate closely with the government and other JNA development partners on the 
status of targets and indicators under the DMF (Appendix 2). ADB, together with the 
Government of Georgia, monitored the execution of all core public expenditure programs 
including financial support for the budgets of autonomous republics and self-governing 
localities, building and rehabilitation of houses for IDPs, road infrastructure 
improvement, secondary schools, state pensions, state compensation and state academic 
stipends, social support program, refugee and IDP allowances, and state health care 
programs. The related covenant was considered “substantially complied with.”  
 
21. Accordingly, one of the loan covenants on program performance monitoring 
stipulated that, “ADB and the Borrower shall carry out a quarterly review of program 
implementation.” The review includes the assessment of the borrower's shortfall in 
meeting its financing requirements as set out in the 2009 state budget. Consequently, 
the quarterly reviews of program implementation did not take place. Instead, a 
consultant carried out one review mission in September 2009 upon closing of the loan. 
Desk monitoring was also conducted from ADB headquarters as macroeconomic and 
fiscal data were available from government websites. Moreover, there was limited 
reporting in written form (at least from the government to ADB). 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

Assessment of Performance 
 
 
 
 
22. This chapter assesses the program’s performance based on four core criteria— 
(a) its relevance to the development strategies of the government and ADB and to 
achieving the envisaged program objectives, (b) the effectiveness of the program’s 
outcome and outputs, (c) the efficiency of the program’s utilization of resources, and  
(d) the sustainability of the program’s outcome and outputs. These are weighted equally 
to come up with the overall assessment in line with ADB’s Guidelines for Evaluation 
Reports of Public Sector Operations in 2016. 
 

A. Relevance  
 
23. The GRSP’s objective of mitigating the effects of the financial crisis and 
revitalizing the economy was consistent with the country’s development priorities.10 It 
formed part of the government's crisis mitigation plan, which is embodied in the JNA. 
ADB’s financing of $80 million helped to fund part of the $450 million financing gap 
that was identified under the JNA for 2009, with the balance coming from other 
development partners.  
 
24. The GRSP was aligned with ADB’s strategic objectives. Although the GRSP was 
provided in response to a crisis, it was consistent with ADB’s interim operational strategy 
for Georgia, 2008–2009.11 In particular, the strategy recognized the need for ADB to be 
responsive to rapid changes in circumstance and its scope was widened to include 
support for the government’s fiscal response to the conflict with the Russian Federation 
and the ensuing global financial crisis. The design of the GRSP was also aligned with the 
priorities of the strategy in terms of (i) its alignment with the government’s development 
agenda, (ii) selectivity in focusing limited resources on a small number of priority areas, 
and (iii) complementarity with other development partners.   
 
25. ADB’s support was small but critical. ADB started its operations in Georgia shortly 
before the 2008 conflict and it was relatively new in the country compared with the other 
development partners. The GRSP’s contribution to the JNA was therefore smaller than 
those of other development partners. Nevertheless, despite its size, ADB’s support was 
critical because individual country ceilings and quotas limited further contributions from 
other development partners, as was pointed out to the evaluation mission by an MOF 
representative. The overall reform and the quick response may have suffered if there had 
been any shortfall. The IED validation of the final review of country operations, 2008–
2012 noted that without ADB support the economic and social costs of the twin crises 
would have likely been much greater and more enduring.12  
 
26. The program lending modality facilitated a quick response but did not impose 
any new conditions outside the JNA framework. In view of the crisis situation, policy-

                                                            
10 Government of Georgia. 2008. Basic Data and Directions for 2008–2011. Tbilisi.  
11 ADB. 2008. Georgia: Interim Operational Strategy, 2008–2009. Manila. 
12 IED. 2013.  Country Operations Final Review Validation: Georgia, 2008−2012. Manila: ADB. 
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based lending, which is quick-disbursing, was the most suitable instrument for providing 
much-needed budget support. At the time of the crisis, there was no special modality 
for a crisis response operation for countries eligible for funding from the Asian 
Development Fund such as Georgia (special program loans and the countercyclical 
support facility were limited to countries eligible for ADB’s ordinary capital resources). 
Under normal circumstances, the ADB program lending is linked as closely as possible to 
institutional reforms. As there was not much time for ADB to examine and analyze the 
new situation or to prepare a new set of conditions or a policy matrix that could serve as 
the basis for dispensing funds and tracking performance, it was agreed not to include a 
separate policy matrix. ADB therefore anchored the GRSP’s framework on the JNA. 
Although the effect of any crisis response support can be considered transformational in 
terms of improving the well-being of intended beneficiaries, the GRSP did not have any 
innovative design elements. The program responded promptly to the crisis and provided 
financial support without adding any new conditions.  

 
27. The outcome indicator, outputs, and output indicators could have been better 
designed. The program’s outputs were designed to help cushion the impact of the 
negative revenue shocks on the expenditure program. They required that (i) incremental 
expenditure needs, arising from worse than expected economic conditions in mid-2009, 
would be met by the government without its total cash balance at the NBG falling below 
GEL100 million; and (ii) the delivery of the core government expenditure program for 
2009 would be in accordance with the approved budget, irrespective of any subsequent 
revisions, despite potential shortfalls in revenue.  

 
28. The first output, maintaining the cash balance at the NGB while meeting core 
expenditures, was critical as the 2009 budget was approved in 2008 before the onset of 
the financial crisis. Economic growth assumptions were therefore higher. For the second 
output, this evaluation notes that there is not much difference between the “core 
government expenditure program” mentioned in the second output and the heading of 
the outcome indicator, which relates to the execution of the “key public expenditure 
items.” A review of the RRP and PCR documents indicates that, while the components of 
the key public expenditure items are explicit, the scope of the core government 
expenditure program is not clear. In one instance, the core government expenditure 
program was even used to refer to the key public expenditure item.  
 
29. Furthermore, these outputs do not clearly indicate completed actions delivered 
by the program leading to the intended outcome. The PCR noted that the output 
indicators in the DMF were not clearly defined and could not be reviewed and monitored 
(footnote 7, para 27). Alternatively, more targeted and convenient output indicators 
could have included (i) rehabilitation of up to 300 IDP houses or collective centers; and 
(ii) rehabilitation, servicing, and/or construction of up to 575 kilometers of roads. These 
are directly and clearly linked to the envisaged outcome. These indicators could have 
assisted monitoring efforts.     

 
30.  Although the lending modality enabled a quick response, as required, the 
program’s policy reforms were anchored on the JNA. The GRSP did not offer any policy 
reforms of its own. Its outputs could have been designed better to facilitate monitoring. 
Nevertheless, as the program was aligned with the development strategies of the 
government and ADB, and ADB’s support, although relatively small, was critical, the 
evaluation assesses the GRSP relevant.  
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B. Effectiveness  
 
31. The program was effective in achieving the envisaged outcome. The GRSP aimed 
to help Georgia implement a fiscal stimulus in 2009 in response to the economic crisis 
and in tandem with the budget support of other development partners. Although the 
GRSP was too small to either delay exogenous factors from worsening or to catalyze 
structural reforms in the financial sector, the outcomes and impacts envisaged under the 
JNA could not have been fully achieved without its contribution. The outcome was 
measured mainly in terms of the execution of the 2009 key public expenditure items as 
budgeted. The government identified the key state budget expenditures for 2009 to be 
(i) financial support for the budgets of autonomous republics and local self-governments, 
(ii) building and rehabilitation of IDP houses, (iii) road infrastructure improving activities, 
(iv) secondary schools, (v) state pensions, state compensations and state academic 
stipends, (vi) social support program, (vii) refugee and IDP allowances, and (viii) health 
care state programs. In addition, the GRSP included the rehabilitation of up to 300 IDP 
houses and/or collective centers and the rehabilitation, servicing, and construction of up 
to 575 kilometers of roads. 
 
32. After execution of the 2009 budget, the government reported that about 6,000 
housing units serving about 19,000 IDPs had been constructed, 680 kilometers of roads 
maintained, 48 kilometers of highway and 10 new bridges built, and 108 bridges 
reconstructed. The PCR was not able to confirm this, but the achievements were verified 
through the JNA’s second progress report.13 The evaluation team was able to visit one of 
the IDP settlement areas in Mtskheta, established after the conflict. The team found that 
the IDP houses appeared to be well built and had access to basic necessities such as food, 
water, and electricity. The settlement area had easy access to the major highway road 
network and the roads within the site were paved. As of 2014, the Mtskheta settlement 
had a total of 10,429 registered IDPs or 3,333 families.14  

 
33. As the PCR was not able to verify the completion of roads and bridges, the 
specific sections that were constructed or rehabilitated in 2009 could also not be 
identified by the MOF representatives met during the evaluation mission. As a result, the 
conditions of the roads, highways, and bridges could not be verified by the team. The 
JNA’s progress report confirmed that the government’s overall achievements in roads, 
highways and bridges as a result of the execution of the 2009 budget exceeded the 
targets envisaged under the GRSP’s outcome and outcome indicators. 
 
34. The other key expenditure items were also reported to have been largely 
executed in accordance with the budget. The percentage of priority public expenditures 
even rose from GEL2.6 billion in 2008 (46% of the total expenditures) to GEL3.1 billion 
in 2009 (57%). This overperformance, however, could not be attributed fully to ADB, as 
the results reflect the government’s overall execution of the 2009 budget, which was 
supported by ADB and other development partners. The second JNA progress report 
noted that the impressive performance in the construction of roads was due to (i) the 
strong commitment of both the government and donors to providing economic security; 
(ii) effective coordination in planning and implementation across donors;  
(iii) empowerment of implementing institutions, (iv) accelerated spending through 
flexibility in procurement; and (v) substantial decreases in the prices of major 
construction materials such as steel, bitumen, and cement, and high availability of labor, 

                                                            
13 United Nations and the World Bank. 2010. Georgia Joint Needs Assessment- A Second Progress Report.  
14 IDP figures taken from the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, 

Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia website: http://www.mra.gov.ge/eng/static/55.  
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capital equipment, and other inputs due to the slowdown in the economy. The global 
financial crises also created incentives for private companies to bid aggressively for 
contracts at a low profit margin.  
 
35. Program outputs were likewise achieved. The originally envisaged outputs were 
both achieved: (i) to ensure that the incremental expenditure needs arising from worse 
than expected economic conditions in 2009 were met by the government while 
maintaining its total cash balance at the NBG above GEL100 million, and (ii) to deliver 
the core government expenditure program in accordance with the budget and 
irrespective of subsequent revisions. For the first output, the government maintained 
total cash balances in the NBG above the GEL100 million target, and was successful in 
managing the government’s short-term cash flow. The central government’s deposits at 
the NBG were reported to be GEL879 million in 2008 and GEL585 million in 2009, well 
above the minimum target. For the second output, the core government expenditure 
was also reported to have been delivered in accordance with the approved budget. In 
addition, increased expenditures for health, education, and social protection were noted. 
The achievement of this output was also linked to compliance with the related loan 
covenants on expenditure items, which were complied with.  
 
36. The program was not deemed to have had any potential environmental impacts 
and risks, as it was categorized as C for both potential environmental impacts and for 
involuntary resettlement. The program also did not have any specific gender implications. 
However, this evaluation notes that the relocation of IDPs could have had environment, 
resettlement, and gender implications. The JNA noted that the government recognized 
these safeguard considerations and that the deceleration of the economy would affect 
the most vulnerable groups of the population (displaced persons, the unemployed, the 
rural population, and pensioners). The government strategy was grounded on targeting 
social assistance at the needy and on allowing recipients of social benefits as many 
choices as possible. For IDPs, for example, a menu of choices in resettlement was offered, 
including one-time cash and utility-payment vouchers for resettling IDP families and 
construction of individual rural and urban housing. The GRSP did not consider any 
safeguard and gender implications as the Summary of JNA Findings in 2008 noted that 
resettlement of IDPs was to be carried out in conformity with the United Nations 
guidelines on internal displacement. 
 
37. As the GRSP broadly achieved its intended outcome and outputs, the evaluation 
assesses the GRSP effective. 
 

C. Efficiency 
 
38. There were efficiency gains in adopting the conflict response framework to 
mitigate the impact of the financial crisis. The JNA was formulated in response to 
Georgia’s conflict with Russia in 2008. It was also used as framework to alleviate the 
effects of the 2009 financial crisis because: (i) the JNA framework was already available 
and accessible; (ii) a mutual agreement between the government and the development 
partners, including ADB, was already in place; (iii) the JNA’s development matrix shared 
the objective of revitalizing economic growth; and (iv) using the IMF’s SBA under the JNA 
framework kept the transaction costs as small as possible. The RRP for the GRSP noted 
that the relevance of the JNA had been reinforced by the severity of the crisis in Georgia 
and the continuing uncertainty of capital flows. There was little time for either the 
country or its development partners to put in place a new framework as they were 
already responding to the post-conflict situation.    
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39. Preparation for the loan was efficient. The loan was approved less than 6 months 
after the fact-finding mission in February 2009. All nine policy actions were complied 
with and no compliance issues were noted. The government’s swift compliance with the 
policy conditions that were required prior to loan approval was partly because the prior 
policy actions were anchored on the IMF’s SBA, which had formed part of the JNA. Hence, 
the GRSP adopted the crisis-related policy actions and benchmarks in the SBA.  
 
40. Some policy actions contributed to efficiency. Two out of the nine policy actions 
concerned allocations to programs and activities to pursue the strategic priorities of the 
country. These included suspending low priority expenditures (e.g., defense) while 
increasing expenditures for social protection under the 2009 state budget. The 
government prioritized health care, education, and social protection expenditures and 
increased budget allocations to these areas.  
 
41. ADB’s approval and delivery of the GRSP was efficient. The financial crisis was an 
emergency, so the discussions, negotiations, approvals, and transfers were undertaken 
quickly, although there was no appropriate modality for financial crisis support for Asian 
Development Fund countries at that time. There were some protracted internal 
discussions at ADB that slowed down ADB’s response but these did not significantly delay 
the processing and approval of the loan. The loan negotiations were concluded in June 
2009, almost three and a half months after the fact-finding mission in February 2009. 
The loan was approved by the ADB Board in July 2009, a month after the negotiations. 
Loan effectivity and disbursement were achieved 2 months earlier than planned. 

 
42. Implementation of the loan was efficient. The loan was closed 2 months after 
approval. The government complied quickly with the loan covenants. The swift transfer 
of the loan, as well as the efficient execution of the 2009 budget, as planned, confirms 
that the government’s public financial management and fiduciary systems were in place 
and working at the time of the receipt of the loan and during implementation. As a 
result, the loans closed in September 2009, earlier than the original expected closing date 
of December 2009.     
 
43. The use of the JNA conflict response framework helped program processing and 
implementation by both the government and ADB. Some of the policy actions also 
promoted allocative efficiency. However, even though the GRSP loans were closed more 
quickly than planned, it was expected that the program-based loans will be quick-
disbursing. The disbursement was also linked to compliance with prior policy actions 
which was a prerequisite to loan approval. Finally, the support was responding to a crisis 
situation which required a quick response. This evaluation assesses the GRSP efficient. 
 

D. Sustainability 
 
44. Cooperation in achieving macroeconomic and financial stability was achieved 
but the policy and financial institutions are evolving. The GRSP not only provided a short-
term stop-gap measure to help the economy weather the exogenous shock brought 
about by the global financial crisis, it also tried to address some long-term structural 
issues via policy actions. The signing of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 
between the NBG and the FSA was required as one of the policy actions under the GRSP 
to ensure cooperation in macroeconomic and financial stability between the two 
agencies. This policy action was complied with as the MOU between the NBG and the 
FSA was signed in November 2008.  
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45. In December 2009, the Organic Law of Georgia on the National Bank of Georgia 
was passed and the NBG and the FSA were merged into a single agency. This law 
provided NBG with the authority to supervise the entire financial sector and to improve 
coordination within the NBG, strengthen oversight of system-wide risks, and deliver more 
effective regulation and supervision. According to the organic law, the main objective of 
the NBG is to maintain price stability. Under the law, the NBG shall also ensure financial 
stability but the main objective of maintaining price stability gets higher priority. The 
merger of the NBG and the FSA was not prescribed under the GRSP but Georgia’s 
institutions had to evolve along with the changing circumstances of the economy.  
 
46. Institutional capacity was strengthened. Notwithstanding the changes in policy, 
the NBG received technical support from ADB’s consultant and strengthened its capacity 
for banking supervision and regulation, not only during the crisis in 2009 but throughout 
2010. After the GRSP, the NBG continued to receive technical support from ADB in the 
area of risk-based banking supervision and in other related aspects. In terms of their 
capacity to implement the reforms, the NBG and the FSA have shown they are able to 
maintain macroeconomic and financial stability despite economic and political 
challenges.   
 
47. Outcome indicators were maintained. The IDP settlement visited was in a 
satisfactory condition. Aside from the basic utilities (water and electricity), schools, 
stores, banks, playgrounds, and a police station have been established within the 
settlement area. Some greenhouse structures were also built in the settlement area but 
these were not functional during the site visit. Support to IDPs continued after the crisis. 
For the IMF, the SBA was replaced by an extended fund facility to accelerate reforms in 
pensions, public–private participation, and education, which included IDPs. The 
European Union also continued its support to IDPs to make them more self-sustaining.  

 
48. On the government side, the conditions of the IDP settlement areas are being 
monitored closely by the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied 
Territories, Accommodation and Refugees of Georgia. The ministry oversees the 
regulation of state policies on refugees and asylum seekers, IDPs, repatriates, and victims 
of natural disasters.15 It supervises their accommodation and migration control. The 
ministry reported a total of 262,704 registered IDPs, as of January 2015.16 

 
49. The condition of the roads and bridges could not be verified as there was no 
ongoing monitoring mechanism to track the progress of program implementation.  

 
50. The financial institutions and policies are evolving but the capacity of these 
institutions (NBG and the FSA) were strengthened. Achievements under the outcome 
indicator for the IDP settlement had endured and the site was in a good condition. This 
evaluation assesses the GRSP likely sustainable. 

                                                            
15  According to the Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and 

Refugees of Georgia (http://www.mra.gov.ge/eng/static/173), repatriation is the process in which a person, 
who under the certain circumstances happened to live in the foreign country, returns to his or her country 
of citizenship, permanent residence or origin. This is based on the July 2007 law on Repatriation of Persons 
forcefully sent into exile from the Soviet Socialist Republic of Georgia by the Former USSR which offers a 
formal ground for the return of forced migrants deported from Georgia in 1944 and their descendants.  

16  United Nations. 2016. Status of Internally Displaced Persons and Refugees from Abkhazia, Georgia, and the 
Tskhinvali Region/South Ossetia, Georgia. Report of the Secretary General to the UN General Assembly.  



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

Other Assessments  
 
 
 
 
51. This chapter assesses the non-core evaluation criteria, development impact, 
performance of ADB, and performance of the borrower. As these are non-core criteria, 
the ratings here do not form part of the overall assessment. 
 

A. Development Impact 
 

52. The higher-level social impact was not monitored but some social benefits were 
derived. Increases in social spending, capital investment, and continuing economic 
reforms are essential if Georgia is to achieve and sustain growth. The JNA includes 
transitional results frameworks for the social sectors, including expected outcomes, 
baseline data, and priority activities. However, this is not reflected in the GRSP’s program 
design. Although the term “social impact” was included in the original impact statement, 
neither the social development aspect of the envisaged impact nor the performance 
indicators that will measure it were clearly defined during the approval stage. The DMF 
did not include set performance targets for social development. At completion, the term 
“social” was no longer included in the updated DMF. The evaluation notes that there 
was no minor change in scope to support the change.   

 
53. Nevertheless, measures to maintain social safety nets within the GRSP formed 
part of the prior actions. In particular, this involved increasing or maintaining the 2009 
budget expenditures for social protection and pensions, using the 2008 state budget 
levels as a benchmark. Data from the Ministry of Finance confirmed that the actual 
expenditure for social protection increased from $1.10 million in 2008 to $1.30 million 
in 2009, and of this, the allocation for state pensions also increased from $0.80 million 
in 2008 to $0.92 million in 2009.  
 
54. The intended impact of partially mitigating the adverse impact of the economic 
crisis was achieved. Based on the DMF, revitalizing the economy to its pre-crisis trajectory 
of growth and social development was to be measured in terms of sustained real GDP 
growth at an average of more than 4.0% per annum over 2009–2012. Prior to the 2008 
conflict, Georgia’s economy grew at an average of 10.4% per annum from 2005 to 2007 
(Figure). After the 2008 conflict and the 2009 financial crisis, growth dropped to 2.3% 
in 2008 and 3.8% in 2009. Although the economy was not able to recover its pre-crisis 
double digit growth, annual GDP growth rebounded to 6.3% in 2010 and 7.2% in 2011.17 

For the period 2009–2012, Georgia grew by 4.03% per annum on average, just above 
the 4.00% growth target (Figure 1). The growth performance during the 3-year period 
immediately after the 2009 crisis (2010–2012) was even more impressive at 6.6% per 
annum. Despite the low growth in 2016, growth forecasts for 2018 (3.8%) and 2019 
(4.5%) are optimistic, mainly because of higher capital spending and corporate tax 
reform.18 

                                                            
17 World Bank. World Development Indicators Database (accessed July 2017).  
18 ADB. 2017. Asian Development Outlook 2017. Transcending the Middle-Income Challenge. Manila.   
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55. Although the social impact was not monitored, the GRSP’s prior actions 
promoted an increase in expenditure for social protection. The intended impact target 
for the period was achieved and was slightly above the target. Budget expenditures were 
maintained. The evaluation assesses the development impact of the GRSP satisfactory.  
 

B. ADB Performance  
 

56. ADB was a relatively new partner for Georgia. At the time of the crisis, the ADB 
resident mission had just been established and it had limited numbers of staff compared 
with the World Bank and the United Nations, who had been operating in the country 
and the region longer. Nevertheless, ADB participated in the formulation of the JNA and 
formed part of the crisis response team through the GRSP and other support. ADB 
continued to support the development efforts of Georgia outside the JNA framework 
and in line with its strategic and development priorities.   

 
57. ADB showed flexibility in using the program lending modality for crisis response. 
At the time of approval of the GRSP, there was no special modality for a crisis response 
operation for concessional assistance countries such as Georgia.19 The special program 
loan and the countercyclical support facility were limited to countries eligible for ADB’s 
ordinary capital resources. The program lending modality was used to mobilize financial 
support for Georgia quickly.  
 
58. MOF and NBG representatives met during the evaluation mission expressed their 
satisfaction with and appreciation of the ADB team who joined in the preparation and 
negotiation of the GRSP loans. The NBG representatives noted that the expert guidance 
provided by ADB to NBG was helpful. A consultant was engaged for about a year and 
worked well with the local counterparts. The support rendered by the ADB consultant 
for risk-based banking supervision also contributed to the related work done by other 
development partners. ADB was flexible in adopting the financing modality for the crisis 
response and was able to deliver the loan in a timely manner.  This evaluation assesses 
ADB’s performance satisfactory.  
  

                                                            
19 Countries that have access to ADB’s Asian Development Fund.  

Annual Gross Domestic Product Growth in Georgia (%) 

Source: World Development Indicators. 
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C. Government’s Performance  
 
59. Despite some challenges in sustaining policy reforms, the government was 
committed to its reforms. Under the GRSP’s policy actions, the government made 
significant progress in improving public financial management, and maintained essential 
expenditures for social services and social protection. The government also responded 
swiftly to comply with the loan covenants to achieve loan effectiveness and to allow 
disbursement of loan proceeds within days of loan approval. The government showed 
that it was able to act quickly in the face of adversity and it demonstrated its ability to 
maintain and implement the reform program being supported by the GRSP.  
 
60. Development partners interviewed during the evaluation mission noted that 
negotiations with government for the post-crisis support generally went smoothly. The 
reforms and policy actions stipulated under the ADB loan were complied with by the 
government, as these were already previously laid out and agreed upon under the JNA 
framework. Accordingly, this evaluation assesses the performance of the government 
satisfactory.   



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

Overall Assessment, Issue, 
and Lessons  

 
 
 
 
61. This chapter provides the overall assessment of the program and highlights some 
lessons derived from the evaluation. 
 

A. Overall Assessment 
 
62. Based on the performance assessment, this evaluation assesses the GRSP 
relevant, effective, efficient, and likely sustainable. Overall, the GRSP is assessed 
successful as it helped Georgia implement a countercyclical fiscal stimulus response 
within 2009 to partially mitigate the effects of the adverse economic impact of the global 
economic crisis. The ratings of the PCR and this PPER are summarized in the table below. 
 

Overall Assessment of Program Performance 

Evaluation Criteria PCR Rating PPER Rating Explanation for Ratings 
Modification 

Relevance Highly relevant Relevant The lending modality enabled 
a quick response but the 
attached policy reforms were 
anchored on the JNA. The 
program did not offer any 
policy reforms of its own.  

Effectiveness Effective  Effective  

Efficiency  Highly efficient  Efficient As it was a program-based 
loan responding to an 
emergency situation, it was 
natural that the loan would 
be quick-disbursing. 

Sustainability Likely 
sustainable 

Likely 
sustainable 

 
 

Overall assessment Successful  Successful  

Development impact Not assessed Satisfactory  

ADB’s performance Satisfactory Satisfactory  

Government’s performance Satisfactory Satisfactory  
ADB = Asian Development Bank, JNA = joint-needs assessment, PCR = project completion report, PPER = project 
performance evaluation report.  
Source: Asian Development Bank Independent Evaluation Department. 
 

B. Issue  
  
63. Program implementation was not comprehensively monitored. The quarterly 
review of program implementation, which included the assessment of the borrower's 
shortfall in meeting its financing requirements as set out in the 2009 state budget, was 
not carried out as envisaged. In addition, while the monitoring of the key expenditure 
items was included as a covenant in the loan agreement for monitoring and evaluation 
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purposes, the performance indicators for IDP housing and roads were not monitored. At 
completion, the PCR relied only on the information from the JNA’s second progress 
report. Some of the monitoring activities could have been undertaken under the 
accompanying regional TA but this regional TA was not implemented. 
 

C. Lessons 
 
64. In addition to the lessons from the PCR and the validation report, this PPER offers 
the following lessons:  
 
65. The government’s strong capacity and diligent response enabled the quick and 
smooth processing of the program. The stakeholders met by the evaluation mission 
indicated that before the 2008 conflict Georgia’s economy was relatively well-managed 
by the government. The government had a good track record with development partners 
and this was instrumental in securing substantial support after the twin crises. 
Development partners interviewed during the evaluation mission noted that negotiations 
with government for the post-crisis support went smoothly, despite the fact that the 
government had to deal with multi-donor support delivered through numerous support 
modalities and channeled through many stand-alone assistance schemes with varying 
timelines, execution structures and delivery methods. For ADB’s GRSP, the reforms and 
policy actions stipulated under the loan (and in the JNA) were complied with by the 
government, more quickly than expected.  

 
66. The quick response of the development partners and their good collaboration 
were vital to engaging the government. The 2008 conflict caused the development 
partners to engage collectively with the government in designing the crisis response and 
policy discussions. The NBG said this collective engagement encouraged the government 
to discuss the crisis response measures and policy actions seriously. As this was an 
emergency situation, the discussions, negotiations, approvals, and transfers happened 
quickly. The World Bank and the United Nations Development Programme took the lead 
in convening the development partners and ADB actively participated, although it did 
not play a lead role. The collective effort from the development partners helped to 
alleviate the financial crisis, limited economic contraction, and addressed constraints 
arising from infrastructure damage, investment climate deterioration, financial 
difficulties, and worsening social conditions of IDPs.   

 
67. Under the program implementation arrangements, a regional TA was envisaged 
to help the government (and other countries in the region such as Armenia and 
Tajikistan) implement its crisis budget effectively by improving public expenditure 
monitoring and developing and maintaining sound audit trails. However, the regional TA 
was not implemented and the envisaged fiduciary arrangements were no longer 
monitored under the GRSP. Nevertheless, other development partners have taken related 
initiatives. The World Bank, Department for International Development of the United 
Kingdom, Government of the Netherlands, and the Swedish International Development 
Cooperation Agency provided $15.00 million for public sector financial management 
reform, the United States Agency for International Development provided $3.29 million 
to support foreign reserves and payment systems, and the European Union provided  
€11 million to support a second phase of public financial management reform. The 
completion report for the World Bank project noted that the MOF had strengthened its 
strategy and annual budget planning processes and improved arrangements for 
monitoring and oversight of budget implementation through capacity building provided 
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by the project.20 Capacity and procedures for strategic expenditure planning, budget 
preparation, and budget management were also strengthened in line ministries. An 
internal budget policy and public expenditure review process was introduced and 
capacity building and training strategy for staff in the MOF Budget Department and line 
ministry budget units were developed and implemented. The World Bank project also 
supported an external audit of central government spending. This suggests that the 
coordination among the development partners under the JNA framework worked well 
for Georgia. 
 
68. Continued engagement and reforms are necessary. For the envisaged impact to 
be fully achieved, the government should be encouraged to engage with ADB and other 
development partners. The IDP housing that the evaluation team visited was intact and 
in good condition, based on a cursory inspection. Schools, banks, and stores, among 
other support facilities, have since been established and appear to be functioning well. 
A more in-depth assessment of the resettlement sites would help to determine the overall 
success of the resettlement program. It would also confirm the status of the safeguard 
issues that were not previously considered under the program. A comprehensive analysis 
of development constraints should also be undertaken to identify binding constraints on 
economic growth that the government and ADB can focus on, given the active presence 
of other development partners in the country. This could provide a sound basis for a 
more strategic support framework moving forward. 

                                                            
20  World Bank. 2012. Georgia - Public Sector Financial Management Reform Support Project. Washington, DC. 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/523401468030256322/Georgia-Public-Sector-Financial-
Management-Reform-Support-Project 
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF PERSONS MET 
 
 
Archil Mestvirishvili 
Board Member, Deputy Governor, National Bank of Georgia 
 
Murtaz Kikoria 
Board Member, National Bank of Georgia 
 
Otar Nadaraia 
Former Deputy Governor, National Bank of Georgia 
Currently Senior Advisor for Financial Stability, European Union-Finstar 
 
Ioseb Skhirtladze 
Head of Public Debt and External Financing Department, Ministry of Finance 
 
Mzia Giorgobiani 
Deputy Head of Public Debt and External Financing Department, Ministry of Finance 
 
Ekaterine Guntsadze 
Head of Budget Department, Ministry of Finance, Georgia 
 
Mariam Dolidze 
Senior Economist, Macro and Fiscal Management, The World Bank, Georgia  
 
Nia Sharashidze 
Economist, International Monetary Fund Resident Representative Office in Georgia 
 
Nino (Nika) Kochiashvili 
Programme Officer, Education, Science, Employment, Health and Institution Building 
Delegation of the European Union to Georgia 
 
Yesim Elhan-Kayalar 
Country Director, ADB Georgia Resident Mission 
 
Anna Charlotte Schou-Zibell 
Technical Advisor, Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department (Finance Sector Group) 
 
George Kiziria 
Senior Project Officer (Infrastructure), ADB Georgia Resident Mission 
 
George David Luarsabishvili 
Economics Officer, ADB Georgia Resident Mission 
 
Tea Papuashvili 
Associate Project Analyst, ADB Georgia Resident Mission 
 



 

 

APPENDIX 2: DESIGN AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK SUMMARY  
 
 

Design Summary Performance 
Indicators/Targets 

Result Remarks 

Impact 
Partial mitigation of the adverse 
economic and social impact of the 
global economic crisis and 
revitalization of the Georgian economy 
back to its pre-crisis trajectory of 
growth and social development. 

 
Real gross domestic 
product (GDP) 
growth is sustained at 
an average of more 
than 4% over 2009–
2012. 

 
Average annual GDP 
growth for 2009–2012 was 
4.03%. Average annual 
growth for 2010–2012 was 
6.6%. 
 

 
Achieved. “Social 
development” was 
dropped from the 
impact statement at 
completion.  

Outcome 
The proposed program will, in tandem 
with other development partners’ 
budget support, help Georgia 
implement a countercyclical fiscal 
stimulus response with immediately 
high expenditure execution rates 
(within 2009). 
 

 
The structure and 
amounts of Key 
Public Expenditure 
Items are executed as 
budgeted (2009 
budget) in December 
2008. (included in the 
loan agreement). 
 
Up to 300 internally-
displaced persons 
(IDPs) houses and 
collective centers 
rehabilitated. 
 
Up to 575 kilometers 
of roads rehabilitated, 
serviced, and/or 
constructed. 

 
Key expenditure items have 
been executed and the 
expenditure amounts were 
higher than budgeted.  
 
 
 
 
 
A total of about 6000 
housing units serving about 
19,000 IDPs constructed. 
 
 
 
(i) 680 km of roads 
maintained, (ii) 48 km of 
highway constructed,  
(iii) 108 bridges 
reconstructed, and (iv) 10 
new bridges constructed. 

 
Achieved.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Achieved. 
Information derived 
from JNA progress 
report. 
 
 
Achieved. 
Information derived 
from JNA progress 
report. 

Outputs 
The program will help the Ministry of 
Finance cushion the impact on the 
expenditure program (structure, levels, 
and rhythm) from the negative revenue 
shocks, by ensuring that:  
(i) incremental expenditure needs 
arising from worse than expected 
economic conditions in mid-2009 are 
met by the government without 
complete withdrawal of cash balances 
at the National Bank of Georgia, and  
 
 
(ii) the delivery of the core government 
expenditure program for 2009 in 
accordance with the approved budget, 
irrespective of any subsequent 
revisions to take into account potential 
shortfalls in revenue. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Government’s total 
cash balances at the 
National Bank of 
Georgia do not 
decrease below a 
minimum level of 
GEL100 million.  
 
Full compliance with 
loan covenants 
related 
to key expenditure 
items. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The central government’s 
deposits at the National 
Bank of Georgia were  
GEL879 million in 2008 and 
GEL585 million in 2009, 
well above the minimum 
target. 
 
Compliance with all loan 
covenants but one (which 
was partially complied 
with). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Achieved. Data for 
2010–2016 also 
show that cash 
balances are in 
good position. 
 
 
 
Achieved.  

Sources: Asian Development Bank. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan to 
Georgia for the Growth Recovery Support Program; Asian Development Bank. 2010. Completion Report: Growth Recovery Support 
Program in Georgia. Manila. 



 

 

APPENDIX 3: LOAN COVENANTS SUMMARY 
 
 

Covenant Status of Compliance 

Implementation and Other Matters  

(a) Ensure that the policies adopted and actions taken as described in the 
Policy Letter continue in effect during the Program period and thereafter;  
(b) Implement other policies and take other actions consistent with those 
specified in the Policy Letter, and ensure that such policies and actions 
will continue in effect during the Program period and thereafter. 

Complied with. 

Work with ADB and other development partners participating in the Joint 
Needs Assessment (JNA) to monitor results, track the assistance provided, 
and assess the impact of such assistance. Update ADB on the 
implementation of the JNA and provide necessary support to ADB to 
review and monitor key indicators agreed to with ADB. 

Substantially complied with. 

By 30 June 2010, furnish ADB a certified copy of the state budget 
execution report for 2009, as submitted to the Parliament, with a 
certified English translation of the relevant parts thereof.  
By 30 November 2010, furnish ADB a certified copy of the opinion of the 
Chamber of Control of the Borrower on such report, with a certified 
English translation of the relevant parts thereof. 

Substantially complied with. 

By 30 June 2010, furnish ADB a certified copy, in the English language, of 
the externally audited annual report of the National Bank of Georgia in 
accordance with International Financial Reporting Standards for the fiscal 
year 2009. 

Complied with. 

As the Program Executing Agency, the Ministry of Finance shall have the 
overall responsibility for implementing the Program, 
including, but not limited to, the maintenance of all Program records, 
reporting to ADB, and administering the Loan withdrawals and the 
allocation and appropriation of the Counterpart Funds. 

Complied with. 

Use of Counterpart Funds and Loan Proceeds  

Ensure that the Counterpart Funds are used to finance, in accordance 
with its public finance management procedures and reporting 
arrangements, satisfactory to ADB, essential budgetary expenditures to 
sustain delivery of the core publicly funded measures, and activities under 
the program implemented were satisfactory to ADB. 

Complied with. 

Ensure use of the Counterpart Funds and/or provision of necessary 
budgetary funds for the priority budgetary expenditure items as 
identified in the 2009 state budget including: construction and 
rehabilitation of housing for internally-displaced persons (IDPs), road 
infrastructure improvement, secondary schools, state pensions, salaries 
and academic stipends, social support and health programs, IDPs 
allowances, as well as budget transfers to municipalities and local 
governments for purposes of funding such priority items. 

Complied with. 

Ensure that the loan proceeds are not used to finance expenditures other 
than the eligible items. 

Complied with. 

Policy Dialogue  

Keep ADB informed of, and from time to time exchange views with ADB 
on the implementation of the various anti-crisis measures adopted under 
the Program.  

Complied with. Technical assistance 
provided by ADB. 

Keep ADB informed of, and from time to time exchange views with ADB 
on additional reforms arising during the program period that may be 
considered necessary or desirable. 

Complied with. Technical assistance 
provided by ADB. 

Promptly discuss with ADB, problems and constraints encountered during 
implementation of the Program, and appropriate measures to overcome 
or mitigate such problems and constraints. 

Complied with. 
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Covenant Status of Compliance 

Ensure that necessary support is provided to ADB to review and monitor 
the progress under the Program. Share with ADB the reports of relevant 
review missions for the IMF's standby arrangement and the World Bank's 
development policy operations. Keep ADB informed of its policy 
discussions with other multilateral or bilateral donor agencies that have 
implications for implementation of the Program. Consider ADB's view in 
the context of overall donor coordination. 

Partially complied with. While 
information was provided, all 
performance indicators as stated in 
the design and monitoring 
framework at the time of 
completion could not be identified. 
Other supporting data were 
identified. 

Through relevant ministries and agencies, introduce regulatory 
framework mitigating systemic banking risks. 

Complied with. 

Through relevant ministries and agencies, complete implementation of 
the real time gross settlement system.  

Complied with. 

Through relevant ministries and agencies, develop operational framework 
for foreign currency auctions. 

Complied with. 

Through relevant ministries and agencies, design foreign exchange 
dealing system, all satisfactory to ADB. 

Complied with. 

Through relevant ministries and agencies, further develop action plan for 
maintaining financial and macroeconomic stability with clear division of 
responsibilities among relevant ministries and agencies. 

Complied with. 

Good Governance and Transparency  

Comply with ADB’s Anticorruption Policy (1998, as amended to date). 
Consistent with its commitment to good governance, accountability and 
transparency and pursuant to the applicable national legislation, agree 
(a) that ADB reserves the right to investigate, directly or through its 
agents, any alleged corrupt, fraudulent, collusive or coercive practices 
relating to the Program, and (b) cooperate fully with any such 
investigation and to extend all necessary assistance, including providing 
access to all relevant books and records, as such relate to Program and 
may be necessary for the satisfactory completion of any such 
investigation. 

Complied with. 

Safeguards Compliance  

Ensure that ADB’s Environment Policy (2002) and Involuntary 
Resettlement Policy (1995) are complied with in the implementation of 
any activities financed from the proceeds of the Loan. 

Complied with. 

Program Performance Monitoring and Review  

Jointly with ADB, carry out quarterly review of Program implementation 
including the assessment of the shortfall in meeting financing 
requirements as set out in the 2009 state budget. Agree with ADB on the 
outcome and output indicators to monitor Program implementation and 
evaluate its impact, within the overall framework of the Program. 

Substantially complied with. While 
quarterly reviews of program 
implementation did not take place, 
a staff consultant in September 
2009 carried out a review mission. 
Desk monitoring was conducted 
from ADB headquarters as 
macroeconomic and fiscal data 
were available from government 
websites. 

Source: Asian Development Bank. 2010. Completion Report: Growth Recovery Support Program in Georgia. Manila. 
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