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Foreword 

 
 
The multitranche financing facility (MFF) was introduced by the Asian Development Bank (ADB) in 2005 
in the aftermath of the 1997 Asian financial crisis when ADB lending had stagnated because of both 
supply constraints and weak demand. At the time, member countries were concerned about the high 
costs of ADB lending, limited choice of instruments, and the perception that there was a deteriorating 
quality of service associated with ADB financing. The MFF was seen as a key financing innovation that 
would make ADB more responsive, efficient, and able to deliver results on the ground over an extended 
period of time. By the end of 2018, ADB had provided over $52 billion through 105 MFF programs to 
16 member countries, almost one third of ADB’s total sovereign financing during the period. 
 
This evaluation is intended to shed light on the modality’s performance and results delivered to date as 
an input for ADB Board and Management discussions to further improve its design, operation, and 
development results going forward.  
 
The evaluation finds that the MFF modality has partially met the objectives of its creation. As expected, 
MFF operations have provided predictable and large financing over extended periods, helping member 
countries address critical development financial gaps. Clients have been satisfied with the MFF. On the 
other hand, the expected value addition in the areas of efficiency, portfolio performance, and 
development results was not clearly evident. The development contribution was found to be generally 
comparable with those of stand-alone investment projects, which suggests an under-utilization of the 
MFF potential to deliver transformational changes commensurate with the larger scale and longer term 
of engagement promoted by the modality.  
 
At the same time, the evaluation finds that the delegation of MFF tranche approval authority to ADB 
Management, combined with periodic monitoring and advance reporting, did not, in general, 
compromise the quality of MFF operations. However, changes in the operational context and the 
introduction of additional regulatory requirements for MFFs over time have gradually reduced some of 
the modality’s initial advantages, and the demand for MFF financing has declined from the rapid 
expansion following mainstreaming of the modality. Several countries that have used MFFs in the past 
are now taking a more balanced approach when choosing from the available ADB financing instruments. 
 
The evaluation notes that, provided some changes are made, the MFF can be a powerful instrument for 
ADB to serve its client countries and promote transformational development in the region. The evaluation 
recommends that ADB should review the use of MFF modality and update the policy as necessary to 
ensure it is aligned with the corporate Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated solutions and realize its 
transformational development potential. It also recommends that ADB should introduce measures to 
ensure that all operations envisaged under the MFF program are completed; that learning from prior 
tranches is captured and applied in subsequent tranches; and that transaction costs of MFF operations 
are reduced to restore the modality’s attractiveness to ADB operations and client countries. 
 
 
  

 
Marvin Taylor-Dormond 
Director General 
Independent Evaluation  





   
   

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
  

  THE EVALUATION IN BRIEF 

ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: 
Performance and Results Delivered 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 Review the use of the MFF modality and update 

the policy as necessary to ensure it is aligned 
with Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated 
solutions and realize its transformational 
development potential. The key areas for 
consideration include exploring the combination 
of the modality with nonsovereign financing 
options to deliver integrated solutions across 
sectors and thematic areas; and the use of TA 
funding to finance activities beyond physical 
investment outputs, capitalizing on the long-
term engagement of MFFs for greater results. 

 Introduce measures to ensure that the MFF 
implementation schedule is realistic and all 
operations intended to be financed under the 
MFF program are completed. ADB may consider 
either extending the maximum availability limit 
for MFFs, or introducing more flexible 
procedures for extensions. ADB may strengthen 
measures to speed up MFF progress by allowing 
early approval of subsequent tranches; requiring 
early submission of the last tranche request for 
approval; and setting a realistic number of 
tranches. Lastly, ADB may also choose to not 
define a maximum availability period in the MFF 
policy like in any ADB’s other modality. 

 Enhance the learning from prior tranches by 
ensuring it is captured, applied and documented 
explicitly when approval of subsequent tranches 
is requested.  

 Adjust the requirements for MFF operations to 
reduce their transaction costs and restore the 
operational attractiveness of the modality. Some 
of the MFF documentation could be 
streamlined, including preconditions. ADB may 
revisit the requirement to specify tranche scope 
and timing upfront to allow flexibility to adapt 
to changing project circumstances. Lastly, more 
efficient models for tranche completion report 
could be used.  

This evaluation assesses the performance and 
results of the multitranche financing facility (MFF) 
modality based on the portfolio of MFF operations 
approved during 2005–2018. The evaluation’s 
overarching question is: to what extent has the 
MFF modality achieved its intended development 
objectives in terms of addressing the development 
financing gap, improving efficiency, and 
enhancing project development results?  
 
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) introduced the 
MFF as a sovereign financing modality in 2005, 
and, after a 3-year pilot period, mainstreamed it 
into ADB operations in 2008. The MFF was created 
to help ADB and its client countries to: (i) address 
the development financing gap, particularly for 
large-scale projects that have potential 
transformational effects, (ii) improve the efficiency 
of ADB financing by lowering borrowing costs and 
increasing operational flexibility, and (iii) enhance 
development results through long-term ADB 
engagement with predictable programmatic 
financing.  
 
During 2005–2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs to 16 
countries for a total resource envelope of $52.3 
billion, equivalent to 31% of all ADB’s sovereign 
financing during the period. Yearly approvals of 
MFF operations are shown in the figure below. 
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KEY MESSAGES 

 Overall, the MFF modality has partially 
achieved its objectives. All the fully met 
expectations were at the lower levels of the 
results chain (inputs, outputs, and 
intermediate outcomes), while all the 
expectations at the higher levels (outcomes 
and development results) were partially met. 

 Long-term engagement at the sector level 
and the promise of predictable financing for 
large-scale projects over a long timeframe 
remain the key advantages of MFFs. The 
ability to finance projects that exceed the 
ADB annual country fund allocation and to 
spread the repayment obligations over 
longer periods also matter for some 
countries. Efficiency gains in terms of 
savings in commitment fees and in 
operations time are not as important as they 
used to be.  

 The MFF modality has been responsive and 
relevant. However, its relevance and appeal 
to ADB operations and client countries have 
gradually decreased over time. Changes in 
the internal and external operational context 
and additional regulatory requirements have 
gradually reduced some of the MFF’s initial 
advantages, and demand has declined when 
compared with the period of rapid 
expansion following MFF mainstreaming 
(see the figure on the previous page). 

 The efficiency gains of MFF operations in 
comparison with stand-alone projects were 
mixed. MFFs demonstrated better financial 
efficiency (mobilization of cofinancing) and 
comparable or slightly better processing 
efficiency, but lower implementation 
efficiency. 

 Delegation of approval authority combined 
with periodic monitoring and advance 
reporting have, in general, resulted in MFF 
operations of comparable quality to stand-
alone investment projects. The quality at 
entry of MFF operations was generally 
comparable with that of stand-alone 
projects and most problem areas in the 
design and implementation were common 
to all ADB investment operations. 

 The performance of completed MFFs and 
tranches to date is similar to that of stand-

alone projects. Success rates of completed 
MFFs and tranches to date have been in the 
range of 70%–80%, comparable with stand-
alone projects (see the figure below). 

 The potential for MFF operations to deliver 
transformational development results has 
not been fully realized. MFF operations have 
focused almost exclusively on delivering 
physical investment outputs. Support for 
policy reforms and institutional capacity 
development has been marginal. As a result, 
MFF operations have not capitalized on their 
significantly larger size and longer term of 
engagement to deliver deep, systematic, 
and sustainable changes at a significant 
scale of transformational development. 
Strict application of the 10-year availability 
period of the MFF was found to be a major 
constraint on fully completing all planned 
investments, reducing the attainment of the 
envisaged development benefits. Other 
factors included limited effort to design and 
implement MFFs using integrated solutions 
to address issues across sectors and 
thematic areas, and insufficient attention to 
learning from earlier tranches to improve 
results of subsequent tranches.  

 Provided some adjustments are made, the 
MFF can be a powerful instrument for ADB 
to serve its client countries and promote 
transformational change in the region. ADB 
should take measures to ensure that future 
MFF operations are designed and 
implemented with a focus on delivering 
transformational changes. Management 
should ensure that staff focus on achieving 
development results.    
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Executive Summary 
 
 

This evaluation assesses the performance and results of the multitranche financing facility (MFF) modality as it 
was implemented during 2005–2018 by the Asian Development Bank (ADB). During this period, ADB approved 
105 MFFs totaling $52.3 billion to 16 countries, equivalent to 31% of ADB’s total sovereign financing during the 
period. 
 
The evaluation finds that the MFF modality has partially achieved its objectives. Long-term engagement at the 
sector level and the promise of predictable financing for large-scale projects over a long timeframe remain the key 
advantages of the modality. The ability to finance projects that exceed the annual country fund allocation by ADB 
and to spread the repayment obligations over longer periods also matter for some countries. Efficiency gains in 
terms of savings in commitment fees and in operations time are no longer as important as they were. The 
delegation of approval authority, combined with periodic monitoring and advance reporting, did not, in general, 
compromise the quality of MFF operations.  
 
Over time, changes in the operational context and additional regulatory requirements have gradually reduced 
some of MFFs’ initial advantages, and demand for them has declined compared with the period of rapid expansion 
during 2005–2011. As a result, several countries are now taking a more balanced approach when choosing among 
the available ADB financing instruments.  
 
The evaluation identified three key issues that have prevented the modality from fully leveraging its design 
advantages to date. If these are not addressed, they will limit the use of MFFs and the contribution they can make 
to ADB operations in the future:   

 the opportunity for MFF operations to deliver transformational changes has largely been missed;  
 the transaction costs of MFF operations have gradually increased, reducing the competitiveness of the 

modality and its use in ADB operations over time; and 
 ADB’s current policy does not allow MFF operations to deliver development solutions across sectors 

through a mix of public and private sector financing, as promoted by Strategy 2030.  
 
To improve the performance and delivery of development results of future MFF operations, the evaluation 
recommends that ADB: (i) review the use of the MFF modality and update the policy as necessary to ensure it is 
aligned with Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated solutions and realize its transformational development potential; 
(ii) introduce measures to ensure that the MFF implementation schedule is realistic and all operations intended to 
be financed under the MFF program are completed; (iii) enhance the learning from prior tranches by ensuring it 
is captured, applied and documented explicitly when approval of subsequent tranches is requested; and (iv) adjust 
the requirements for MFF operations to reduce their transaction costs and restore the operational attractiveness 
of the modality.  

 
This evaluation assesses the performance and 
results of the multitranche financing facility (MFF) 
modality based on the portfolio of MFF 
operations approved during 2005–2018.  It finds 
that the MFF has been a responsive and relevant 
modality. Although signs of efficiency 
improvement are mixed, and MFFs have delivered 
comparable results to those of stand-alone 
projects. Overall, the modality has partially 
achieved its objectives.  
 
The Asian Development Bank (ADB) introduced 
the MFF as a sovereign financing modality in 
2005, and after a 3-year pilot period 
mainstreamed it into ADB’s operations in 2008. 

The MFF was created to help ADB and its client 
countries: (i) address the development financing 
gap, particularly for large-scale projects that have  
potential transformational effects; (ii) improve 
the efficiency of ADB financing by lowering 
borrowing costs and increasing operational 
flexibility; and (iii) enhance development results 
through long-term ADB engagement with 
predictable programmatic financing.  
 
The MFF differs from ADB’s other financing 
modalities and instruments in that it works as a 
standby line of credit, with funding released 
gradually in tranches as investment projects are 
ready and commitment fees applied only to the 
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undisbursed amount of approved tranches. MFF 
operations follow streamlined processing 
procedures: the ADB Board approves the overall 
facility framework and the financing envelope, 
while approval of tranches is delegated to ADB 
Management. Each MFF has a 10-year maximum 
availability period with extensions allowed in 
exceptional circumstances subject to Board 
approval.  
 
Key Features of the MFF Portfolio 
 
During 2005–2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs to 
16 countries for a total resource envelope of 
$52.3 billion, equivalent to 31% of all ADB’s 
sovereign financing. On average, each MFF was 
about $500 million, typically committed in three 
or four tranches over 8–10 years. By the end of 
2018, 271 tranches had been approved, totaling 
$37.8 billion for a conversion rate of about 72%. 
Twenty-eight MFFs and 138 tranches had been 
completed. The evaluation identified four 
noteworthy features of the MFF portfolio: 
 
(i) While 16 countries had used the 

modality, most MFFs were concentrated 
in a small number of countries. Four 
countries accounted for almost two-
thirds of the approved MFF financing: 
India (30%), Pakistan (16%), Bangladesh 
(10%) and Viet Nam (9%). South Asia and 
Central and West Asia were the main 
regions to use MFFs, accounting for 80% 
of the MFF approvals and financing 
envelope, followed by Southeast Asia, 
East Asia, and the Pacific. The evaluation 
was not able to detect any obvious 
explanation for this skewed distribution 
of MFF approvals by country and region 
but a result of proactive promotion of the 
MFF modality by regional departments. 

(ii) Annual MFF approvals increased 
continuously during the first half of the 
evaluation period (2005–2011), then 
significantly declined during the second 
half (2012–2018). MFF uptake was brisk 
during the pilot phase 2005–2008, and 
peaked in 2011, 3 years after 
mainstreaming. During the first half of 
the evaluation period, ADB approved 
over 60% of the total MFF envelope, with 
an average of 9.4 MFFs for $4.6 billion 
annually. The second half saw a decline 

to an average of 5.6 MFFs for $2.9 billion 
a year, due to a number of changes in 
both internal and external operational 
conditions that reduced some of the 
initial advantages of the modality. Of the 
16 MFF users, six have not processed a 
new MFF since 2012. Based on current 
plans for 2019–2022, new MFF approvals 
will remain at an average of 5.8 MFFs for 
$3.7 billion per year, a comparable level 
with 2012–2018. Seven new countries 
(Bhutan, Cambodia, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Nepal, Philippines, 
Solomon, and Timor-Leste) may begin 
using MFFs. Of these, the Philippines had 
an MFF for $2.75 billion approved in May 
2019 and this is likely to be the only MFF 
approval for the year. 

(iii) The approved MFF financing envelope 
has generally been converted to tranches, 
but actual fund utilization has not kept 
up with the MFF approved amount due 
to low disbursement ratios and high 
cancellations in completed tranches. By 
the end of 2018, 85% of the approved 
funds in the mature MFFs (in the last 
quarter of the planned implementation 
duration) had been converted to 
tranches, and about 71% of funds in 
mature tranches had been disbursed. 
About 14% of approved financing in 
completed MFFs was cancelled. 
Cancellations in the completed tranches, 
which were partially reallocated to other 
tranches within the same facility, were 
about 19% of funds, considerably higher 
than the 11% of funds cancelled in stand-
alone projects approved and completed 
during 2005–2018. Pakistan (36%), 
Afghanistan (32%), Viet Nam (19%), and 
India (15%) had the highest cancellation 
rates of the approved financing in 
completed tranches. 

(iv) Over 80% of MFFs’ approved financing 
was provided in three major 
infrastructure sectors: transport (43%), 
energy (26%), and water and other urban 
infrastructure and services (13%). These 
MFFs were equivalent to nearly half of 
ADB sovereign operations in each of 
these sectors in countries that used MFFs. 
Road highways and electricity 
transmission and distribution have 
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consistently been the two most 
significant uses of MFF, along with 
conventional energy, railway, and road 
transport improvement subsectors, 
contributing to the overall dominance of 
the transport and energy sectors.   

 
Evaluation Questions and Methods 
 
The evaluation’s overarching question is: to what 
extent has the MFF modality achieved its 
intended development objectives in terms of 
addressing the development financing gap, 
improving efficiency, and enhancing project 
development results?  
 
The evaluation’s specific questions are as follows. 
(i) To what extent do MFFs help ADB and client 
countries respond to the need to finance national 
development priorities? (ii) What financial and 
operational efficiency gains are facilitated by the 
use of MFFs? (iii) Does the use of MFFs improve 
project performance and the delivery of 
development results?  
 
The evaluation provides insights into the 
potential contribution of the MFF modality to 
transformational development—not an explicit 
objective of the policy that introduced the MFF, 
but a logical expectation from large-scale and 
long-term engagement and support; the MFF’s 
governing regulatory framework; and its future 
role and contribution to ADB operations under 
Strategy 2030. 
 
The evaluation used a mix of qualitative and 
quantitative methods to triangulate information 
and data from different sources, following the 
theory of change for the MFF constructed in 
consultation with ADB Management. Specifically:  

(i) Statistical analysis (t-test) was carried out 
for 19 hypotheses comparing portfolio 
indicators for MFFs and tranches with 
stand-alone investment projects 
approved during 2005–2018.  

(ii) Numerical simulations were made to 
estimate savings in commitment fees and 
processing time from the use of MFFs 
instead of stand-alone investment 
projects.   

(iii) Interviews were carried out with 135 ADB 
managerial staff and MFF project officers, 
officials in central government agencies, 

line ministries, executing and 
implementing agencies, and 
representatives of relevant development 
partners. The interviews were based on 
structured questionnaires designed 
specifically for each informant group.  

(iv) Five country assessments representing 
ADB’s five regional departments: 
People’s Republic of China (PRC), 
Georgia, India, Papua New Guinea (PNG), 
and Viet Nam. During the period, ADB 
approved 57 MFFs for $24.6 billion for 
these five countries, about half of the 
total MFF portfolio by both number and 
amount. A brief mission was also fielded 
to Pakistan to review MFFs in the 
agriculture and natural resources, 
transport, and water and other urban 
infrastructure and services (WUS) sectors;  

(v) An assessment was made of a sample of 
18 MFFs and 16 stand-alone projects 
from the five case countries. The 
assessment was based on a direct pair-
wise comparison of the sample MFFs and 
their best matching stand-alone 
investment projects chosen from the 
same case countries. 

 
Key Evaluation Findings 
 

1.  Overall Assessment 
 

The MFF modality has partially met its 
development objectives. After 14 years in 
operation, the expected benefits of the MFF 
modality are not clearly evident. The initial rapid 
expansion of MFF use in 2005–2011 has 
subsided. Several countries now take a more 
balanced approach when choosing among the 
available ADB modalities, and MFF utilization in 
coming years is likely to remain comparable to 
that of the 2012–2018 period. Of the 18 
expected benefits identified in the theory of 
change and assessed by the evaluation, the MFF 
has met six and partially met the other 12. All the 
fully met expectations are at the lower levels of 
the results chain (inputs, outputs, and 
intermediate outcomes), while all expectations at 
the higher levels (outcomes and development 
results) are partially met. These were due to a 
combination of factors, including some 
limitations in the current policy (e.g., 10-year 
limit), limited effort to design and implement 
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MFF operations that leverage the advantages of 
the modality, and insufficient attention to 
learning, among others. 
 
The long-term engagement at the sector level 
and the promise of predictable financing for 
large-scale projects over a long timeframe remain 
the key advantages of the modality. In addition, 
the ability to finance projects that exceed the 
annual country fund allocation by ADB and to 
spread the repayment obligations over longer 
periods also matter for some countries. Efficiency 
gains are no longer as important as they were. 
Commitment fees savings were estimated to be 
marginal and most client countries did not 
consider the saving to be important. Gains in 
processing time were largely offset by lower 
implementation efficiency.  
 
Project performance and achievement of 
development results so far have been comparable 
with those of stand-alone investments. MFF 
operations did not capitalize on their significantly 
larger size and longer term of engagement to 
deliver lasting transformational development 
results. The strict application of the 10-year 
availability period of the MFF was found to be a 
major constraint to on completing planned 
investments, reducing the attainment of 
envisaged development benefits. Other 
contributing factors included limited attention to 
address policy issues and institution capacity 
constraints, and limited efforts to design and 
implement MFFs using integrated solutions to 
address issues across sectors and themes, to 
capitalize on the transformational nature of the 
modality. Learning from earlier tranches to 
improve design of subsequent tranches was also 
limited. 
 
Delegation of approval authority combined with 
periodic monitoring and advance reporting has, 
in general, resulted in MFF operations that have 
been of a comparable quality to stand-alone 
investment projects. The quality at entry of MFF 
operations was generally comparable with stand-
alone projects, in particular: (i) the high quality of 
the sector road map, policy framework, strategic 
context, and undertakings; and (ii) the medium 
quality of the investment and financing plans, 
project design, the choice of financing modality, 
particularly in the WUS sector, and project 
readiness (which was slightly higher than for 

stand-alone projects). Most problem areas in the 
design and implementation were common to all 
ADB investment operations. However, given the 
long-term nature of the modality, if problems in 
an MFF are not adequately addressed, the 
consequences can be magnified over time. 
 

2.  Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
The MFF modality was responsive and relevant. 
ADB’s long-term sector engagement with 
predictable large-scale programmatic financing 
was unanimously considered by stakeholders to 
be the most important feature of the MFF 
modality. In some cases, MFFs also offered some 
protection from political interference in the 
selection of subprojects if the government 
changes, due to the pre-defined investment 
scope and long-time span of the framework 
financing agreement. When implementation 
takes place at the subnational level (states, 
provinces, or municipalities), MFFs provide 
security of financing over the project duration, 
easing the need for executing and implementing 
agencies to continually negotiate fund 
allocations with the central government. In 
smaller, newer, or re-engaging countries (e.g., 
Afghanistan, Georgia, and PNG), MFF operations 
have helped ADB build significant country 
portfolios, affirming ADB’s reputation as a 
credible partner of choice for long-term financing 
of strategic priorities.  
 
However, the relevance and appeal of the MFF 
modality to ADB operations and client countries 
have gradually decreased over time. ADB has 
made significant changes in its overall operations 
to enable it to respond to evolving conditions in 
the region and to remain a relevant regional 
development financier, including: (i) a substantial 
reduction in commitment fee rates in 2007;  
(ii) an increase in the lending base through the 
Fifth General Capital Increase in 2009 and the 
combining of Asian Development Fund (ADF) and 
ordinary capital resources (OCR) financing 
sources in 2017; and (iii) initiatives since 2010 to 
improve project performance ADB-wide and to 
widen the choice of financing modalities and 
instruments for client countries (in 2013 and 
2018). These changes, combined with the 
growing availability of international financing at 
low interest rates following the 2008–2010 
financial crisis, have reduced demand for MFF 
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financing and the high initial relevance of this 
modality.  
 

3.  Efficiency Improvement  
 

Evidence of efficiency gains of MFF operations in 
comparison with stand-alone projects is mixed: 
MFFs had better financial efficiency and 
comparable or slightly better processing 
efficiency, but lower implementation efficiency. 
Mobilization of cofinancing, shorter overall 
processing time for both facilities and tranches, 
and reduced requirements for both staff time and 
project preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) 
resources were the areas where MFFs 
outperformed stand-alone projects. Commitment 
fee savings and simplification of national 
procedures have been modest. The increased 
staff time for implementation supervision 
partially offsets the efficiency gains achieved 
during preparation. Performance on other 
implementation dimensions (application of ADB’s 
safeguard policy, procurement integrity, financial 
management, technical aspects) was generally 
comparable for the two modalities. MFFs were 
less efficient than stand-alone projects by some 
implementation indicators. They had faster start-
ups and higher initial disbursements, but more 
scope changes, more frequent and longer 
extensions, and higher cancellation rates. 
Preparation of completion reports after every 
tranche for the majority (over 80%) of MFFs that 
adopt a sector-type approach has become time-
consuming and resource-intensive as more MFFs 
mature.  
 
The opportunity to learn and apply the flexibility 
allowed by the gradual approval of funds to 
improve MFF projects has not been fully realized. 
Staff interviewed commented that over time 
more stringent requirements to specify tranche 
scope and timing upfront have eroded the MFF’s 
flexibility to adapt to changing project 
circumstances. Likewise, stakeholders in case 
countries commented that, as tranche projects 
were more or less decided at the time of the 
facility approval, there was little room for tranche 
designs to respond if the context changed. The 
intended flexibility of the modality was in practice 
limited to tranche timing and implementation 
arrangements. As a result, the intention that ADB 
and executing and implementing agencies would 
be able to learn and adapt the design of 

subsequent tranches for MFF operations to 
improve development results has been only 
partially utilized.  
 

4.  Project Performance and 
Development Results 

 
The performance ratings of completed MFFs and 
tranches to date have been similar to those of 
stand-alone projects. Success rates of completed 
MFFs and tranches were in the range of 70%–
80%, a level comparable with that of stand-alone 
projects. However, there are emerging 
indications that MFFs’ success rates may decline 
in future as more problematic active MFFs will be 
evaluated, especially those unable to complete 
the planned project scope within the MFF 
maximum availability period. The success rates of 
MFFs (2) evaluated by IED in 2018 dropped to 
50% and tranches (17) to 60%, due to low ratings 
for effectiveness and sustainability.  
 
MFFs are also comparable to stand-alone projects 
in delivering development results, indicating an 
overall achievement level below expectations. 
Country case studies suggest that, where MFFs 
are used for very specific purposes (e.g., in the 
PRC and occasionally Viet Nam), the clarity of 
purpose allowed the MFF size and duration to 
bring clear benefits. However, where MFFs are 
used as a substitute or together with stand-alone 
projects (e.g., in India), the performance of the 
two modalities in delivering results was 
comparable. In smaller countries, or those with 
weaker capacity (e.g., PNG) the scale of MFF 
programs focused ADB and government 
resources on priority areas and sectors, 
enhancing the potential for positive and 
transformational outcomes.  
 
MFFs were more successful in delivering results 
when they complemented other operations and 
took advantage of their features. MFFs 
encountered more difficulties when preparation 
of the initial tranches was inadequate, leading to 
considerable implementation delays that 
ultimately made completion of the planned 
investment and attainment of the envisaged 
development benefits difficult within the MFF 
time limit. MFFs also suffered when they dealt 
with a large number of uncoordinated 
implementation units, typically in the WUS 
sector.  
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MFF operations have focused almost exclusively 
on delivering physical investment outputs, with 
limited attention to addressing policy and 
institutional issues for systematic and lasting 
changes. Support for policy reforms and 
institutional capacity development was marginal 
in terms of budget allocations, and the funding 
was often reallocated to physical investments or 
not utilized. Policy dialogue largely took place in 
parallel in other operations (technical assistance, 
policy-based lending, sector development 
programs). Capacity development focused on the 
ability of executing and implementing agency 
staff to apply ADB and government procedures 
and requirements, implement project activities, 
and deliver project outputs. Limited efforts were 
made to develop institutions and capacity 
beyond the project management level to plan 
and manage sector investment requirements, 
perform strategic forward planning, and design 
and implement wider sector reforms.  
 
Key Issues 
 
The evaluation identified the following three key 
issues that prevented MFF operations from fully 
achieving expectations to date. If these are not 
addressed, they will limit the use and 
contribution of the modality to ADB operations in 
the future.    
 
The potential of MFF operations to promote 
transformational changes has largely been 
missed. There have been some examples where 
the impact of MFF operations has extended 
beyond the boundaries of the investment 
program, but in most cases the contribution has 
been incremental rather than transformational 
and largely limited to filling the infrastructure 
gap through the investment programs 
supported. The main reasons are: (i) limited 
attention for addressing policy constraints 
combined with crammed implementation 
schedules for the delivery of infrastructure works; 
(ii) narrow focus of capacity building 
components on project implementation without 
addressing broader institutional constraints in 
the sector; (iii) lack of attention for addressing 
cross-sectoral issues using a mix of available 
instruments in a comprehensive development 
approach; and (iv) incomplete achievement of the 
planned investment program, due to 

implementation delays and partial cancellations 
once the MFF reaches the maximum availability 
limit. In addition, learning from early tranche 
experience to improve design of subsequent 
tranches was also limited. All of these issues can 
be addressed in future design and 
implementation of MFF operations.  

 
The transaction costs of MFF operations have 
gradually increased, reducing the relative 
competitiveness of the modality when compared 
with other ADB financing choices. The regulatory 
framework for the MFF modality has been 
calibrated over time to fine-tune the balance 
between Board oversight and delegation to ADB 
Management. The Board’s concerns about the 
quality of preconditions, project design, 
insufficient reporting on MFF performance, 
application of the safeguard policy, and 
unutilized facility balances appear to have been 
addressed in general, while some concerns 
remain about the justification of the choice of 
modality, the quality of investment and financing 
plans, the frequency of scope changes, and 
prolonged extensions. At the same time, several 
additional requirements for MFF operations 
(processing, implementation progress, and 
completion reporting) have added to their 
transaction costs and taken away some of the 
initial comparative advantages of the modality. 
 
The current policy does not allow MFF operations 
to deliver integrated solutions using a mix of 
public and private sector financing promoted 
under Strategy 2030. A key guiding principle for 
ADB’s operations under Strategy 2030 is 
delivering integrated development solutions 
across sectors and themes through a mix of 
public and private sector operations. Cross-
sectoral sovereign MFFs are already possible, 
although they have seldom been used and the 
experience of dealing with multiple executing 
agencies and locations has not been 
encouraging. However, the current MFF modality 
policy does not contemplate a combination with 
nonsovereign operations. Yet there are cases 
where a solution combining sovereign and 
nonsovereign investments may be in the interest 
of clients. Public financing requirements would 
be reduced by utilizing nonsovereign funds for 
more heavily used traffic segments of highway 
projects, or for power generation to enhance 
electrification. Financing less heavily used traffic 
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segments and for transmission and distribution 
could be sourced from public funds. Combining 
MFFs with private sector operations could allow 
better planning of such integrated solutions.  
  
Recommendations 
 
Despite the limitations to date, the MFF modality 
is a viable ADB financing instrument. To improve 
the performance and delivery of development 
results of future MFF operations, the evaluation 
offers the following recommendations. ADB 
should:   
  
Recommendation 1: Review the use of the MFF 
modality and update the policy as necessary to 
ensure it is aligned with Strategy 2030 to deliver 
integrated solutions and realize its 
transformational development potential. The key 
areas for consideration include exploring the 
combination of the modality with nonsovereign 
financing options to deliver integrated solutions 
across sectors and across thematic areas. ADB 
needs to explore the incentives and business 
models for combining its sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations. Attention needs to be 
paid to the increasing complexity and risk of 
implementation delays resulting from the 
involvement of different executing agencies, 
internal coordination needs within ADB and at 
the country level, and the different timing, 
requirements and procedures for sovereign and 
nonsovereign processing. ADB may use a gradual 
approach to pilot this new way of financing.  
 
ADB also may explore the use of TA funding to 
finance activities beyond physical investment 
outputs where necessary, capitalizing on long-
term engagement for greater results. Given that 
some governments may not be willing to borrow 
for purposes other than providing physical 
infrastructure, ADB needs to consider using 
complementary knowledge and support 
technical assistance (KSTA) resources for policy 
and capacity development. ADB may also 
consider the use of the Project Readiness 
Financing, Small Expenditure Financing Facilities, 
and transaction technical assistance (TRTA) 
resources for the preparation of subsequent MFF 
tranches to allow more staff time for sector policy 
dialogue and capacity development. 
 

Recommendation 2: Introduce measures to 
ensure that the MFF implementation schedule is 
realistic and all operations intended to be 
financed under the MFF program are completed. 
With respect to the time limit of MFFs, ADB may 
consider either extending the maximum time 
limit for MFFs; or introducing more flexible 
procedures for extensions and promoting a 
corporate attitude that is more open to changes. 
Additionally, ADB may strengthen measures to 
speed up MFF progress by allowing early approval 
of subsequent tranches when substantial 
progress of an earlier tranche is not a 
precondition for their success; requiring that the 
periodic financing request (PFR) report for the last 
tranche is submitted for approval well before the 
end of the maximum availability period; and 
having a realistic number of tranches so that they 
are manageable and can be completed within the 
duration of the program. Lastly, ADB may also 
choose not to define a maximum availability 
period for the MFF in the policy like it has not 
done for any other modality. Setting an 
appropriate duration for each MFF individually 
would allow more flexible design and 
implementation depending on the issues to be 
addressed. 
 
Recommendation 3: Enhance the learning from 
prior tranches by ensuring it is captured, applied 
and documented explicitly when approval of 
subsequent tranches is requested. Changes based 
on substantiated learning in project design and 
implementation arrangements should be seen as 
a positive feature of the MFF approach. Lessons 
learned should be recorded in the periodic 
financial request (PFR) report and highlighted in 
the tranche at a glance document. Monitoring 
indicators and targets for learning could be 
included in the MFF design and monitoring 
framework for accountability, particularly for 
MFFs that adopt a pilot testing approach for 
some of the project components or ways of 
financing.  
 
Recommendation 4: Adjust the requirements for 
MFF operations to reduce their transaction costs 
and restore the operational attractiveness of the 
modality. Some of the MFF documentation could 
be streamlined. For example, preconditions that 
are present in CPSs and/or country sector 
strategies could be shortened and merged, the 
content of the Framework Financing Agreement 
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(FFA) simplified. The procedures of MFF progress 
reporting can be strengthened and the format of 
the MFF Annual Report can be further 
streamlined. ADB may revisit the requirement 
that tranche scope and timing be specified 
upfront to allow MFFs’ flexibility to adapt to 
changing project circumstances.  
 
ADB may also consider using more efficient 
models for tranche project completion reports 
(PCRs). For example, depending on the project 
features, a full or a simplified tranche completion 
report could be used. The decision over which 

report format should be used at what point in the 
implementation could be determined at the MFF 
design stage and clarified in the RRP. The final 
facility completion report would assess the 
facility using the full range of evaluation criteria. 
Lastly, as the progress of ongoing MFF operations 
is reported periodically, ADB may also consider an 
approach used by other multilateral development 
banks: requiring only a facility completion report 
at the 10-year mark following approval, and 
updated at the end of the MFF in case an MFF 
lasts longer than 10 years, to reassess the rating 
delivered at the 10-year mark. 
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Linkage Between Findings and Recommendations 
Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
 As the Asian Development Bank (ADB) moves to a more thematic financing 

approach under Strategy 2030, the operational relevance of multitranche 
financing facilities (MFFs) and their potential for transformational change are 
likely to further diminish if the MFF modality continues to operate as a single 
investment instrument in a single sector as currently (para. 157). 

 The current policy does not allow MFF operations to deliver development through 
a mix of public and private sector financing (para. 168). 

 MFFs must be used in combination and to create synergies with other ADB 
interventions. Technical assistance (TA) can provide the analytical background for 
both sector plans and policy agendas and support the development of capacity. 
Policy-based lending or sector development programs can lay the groundwork for 
long-term sector sustainability. Investment projects can anchor reforms and 
capacity on the concrete delivery of infrastructure services. None of ADB’s 
financing instruments can be evaluated in isolation, and none could successfully 
perform its functions and achieve its objectives if it were the only available 
instrument (para. 149). 

 The potential for MFF operations to promote transformational changes has largely 
been missed (paras. 162, 165). The MFF modality is well placed to deliver 
transformational changes, given the large size and the long-term engagement it 
promotes. In most cases the contribution to date has been incremental rather 
than transformational; MFFs have so far been largely limited to filling parts of the 
infrastructure gap (para. 165). In smaller countries or those with or weaker 
capacity (e.g., PNG) the scale of MFF programs focused ADB and government 
resources on priority areas and sectors, enhancing the potential of positive and 
transformational outcomes (para. 142).  

Recommendation 1: 
Review the use of the MFF 
modality and update the policy 
as necessary to ensure it is 
aligned with Strategy 2030 to 
deliver integrated solutions and 
realize its transformational 
development potential. 
 
 

 The strict application of the 10-year availability period of the MFF was found to 
be a major constraint on completing planned investments, reducing the 
attainment of envisaged development benefits (para. 154). 

 The current approach to MFFs discourages any extension beyond 10 years (para. 
74).  

 Incomplete achievement of the planned investment program resulting from a 
rigid application of the 10-year MFF availability period is becoming more frequent, 
as more MFFs reach the end of their planned duration (para. 87) Many MFF 
tranches could not be completed within the 10-year limit. Consequently, some 
MFFs had to either cut back on their intended programs (and reduce the scope 
and potential benefits) or be extended (paras. 73-75, Box 9). 

 MFFs encountered the most difficulties when preparation of the initial tranches 
was inadequate, leading to considerable implementation delays that ultimately 
made achievement of the planned objectives within the 10-year time limit difficult 
(para. 148). 

 The key contributor to the low relevance rating of the MFFs was the inadequate 
justification for the choice of the modality, resulting in a restricted completion 
timeframe insufficient to complete intended project outputs (para. 158). 

Recommendation 2: 
Introduce measures to ensure 
that the MFF implementation 
schedule is realistic and all 
operations intended to be 
financed under the MFF program 
are completed. 
 

 The opportunity to learn and apply greater design flexibility allowed by the 
gradual approval of funds to improve implementation performance was not fully 
utilized. The flexibility to adapt new tranche designs to lessons learned has not 
been fully exploited, since adjustments have focused more narrowly on the timing 
of some investment components and on implementation arrangements (paras. 
76, 85, 159). 

 Over time, more stringent requirements to specify tranche scope and timing 
upfront have eroded the MFF’s flexibility to adapt to changing project 
circumstances. As a result, the supposed advantages of the MFF in enabling 
learning resulting from the gradual approval of tranches could not be captured 
and translated into a more precise definition of the scope or more timely 
implementation (paras. 111, 159). 

Recommendation 3: 
Enhance the learning from prior 
tranches by ensuring it is 
captured, applied and 
documented explicitly when 
approval of subsequent tranches 
is requested. 
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Findings, Issues, and References Recommendations 
 Striking a balance between the need to provide feedback and identifying when 

reporting is meaningful may restore some equilibrium to the process (para. 116). 
 Over time, the balance between delegation and oversight has generally swung 

toward the latter, adding transaction costs and compounding external factors 
that have reduced the comparative advantages of MFFs. As a result, their use in 
ADB operations has declined. The limited requirements in earlier years have been 
replaced by tighter approval and reporting arrangements, as an attempt has been 
made to fine-tune the balance between Board oversight and delegation to 
Management. ADB has introduced several additional requirements for MFF 
operations that have successfully addressed issues and concerns raised by the 
Board in initial years, but increasingly tight regulatory oversight and control also 
took away some of the initial comparative advantages of the modality (paras. 35, 
57, 86, 157, 167). 

 MFF rules and procedures have evolved over time, requiring fuller definition 
upfront of project scope and safeguards, stronger review of proposed projects, 
Board no-objection to category A projects, and more detailed information and 
reporting (para. 80). 

 The relevance and appeal of the MFF modality to ADB operations and client 
countries have gradually decreased over time. The increasingly tight requirements 
have led to a partial stifling in the use of the modality. Some of the initially 
perceived flexibility advantages declined and more MFFs were classified as 
“complex” (para. 157). 

 Achieving the six preconditions entails a medium-sized, but necessary, burden for 
both ADB and government staff. Some documentation could be merged without 
loss of quality. The overall good quality of the documentation and the strong 
alignment of MFFs with country and ADB strategies suggest that this may be 
possible, which would enhance processing efficiency in a moderate way (paras. 
98, 118). 

 Preparation of tranche completion reports is a staff-intensive process, and the 
resource requirements increase proportionally with the number of tranches. Even 
in sector approaches, investment tends to be phased-in across tranches and may 
not be complete and producing benefits at every stage (paras. 115-116, Box 6, 
120). 

Recommendation 4: 
Adjust the requirements for MFF 
operations to reduce their 
transaction costs and restore the 
operational attractiveness of the 
modality. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 

 

Management Response 
 
 
On 14 November 2019, the Director General, Independent Evaluation Department (IED) received the 
following response from the Special Senior Advisor to the President, on behalf of Management: 
 
A. General Comments 
 
Management thanks the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) for this evaluation, “ADB’s 
Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered.” Management 
recognizes the IED team’s active approach to engaging with departments during the evaluation study 
and being responsive to our earlier comments.  
 
Management appreciates the report’s recognition that the Multitranche Financing Facility (MFF) modality 
has remained a viable financing instrument for ADB to serve client countries. The insights gathered from 
the evaluation are valuable. We also take note of the following results of the evaluation: 
 

a. Earlier concerns that the unutilized share of approved facilities would lock up future 
financing, crowd out other products, and diminish ADB’s ability to mount crisis-response 
operations have been dispelled by subsequent years of MFF experience.  
 

b. The delegation of authority to approve subsequent tranches to Management, combined 
with periodic monitoring and advance reporting, did not compromise the quality of MFF 
operations.  
 

c. Concerns about the quality of preconditions, project design, insufficient reporting on 
MFF performance, application of ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement, and unutilized 
facility balances appear to have been addressed, while some concerns remain about the 
justification of the choice of modality, quality of investment and financing plans, 
frequency of scope changes, and prolonged extensions.  
 

d. MFFs have been more successful in mobilizing cofinancing compared to stand-alone 
projects. 

 
Management notes the evaluation finding that MFF has partly delivered its objective. A key issue 
identified by the evaluation is that the potential for MFF operations to promote “transformational 
changes” has not been fully realized. Management finds there is limited justification for assessing the 
results of the MFF modality against this criterion because the MFF mainstreaming policy did not envisage 
this as the modality’s objective. The MFF is primarily a debt financing facility to target discrete 
components of large stand-alone projects, tranches of sector investment programs over a longer time 
frame, financial intermediary credit lines, and guarantees. While it may be a “logical expectation” that 
MFFs have the potential to contribute to “transformational development” given its design, such outputs 
cannot be expected from every approved MFF. As noted in the evaluation, there have been MFFs whose 
contributions extended beyond the boundaries of the investment program, though financing 
infrastructure gaps—doing so programmatically and sequentially—is the main objective of the MFF 
modality. Indeed, it is often through a sequence of investments that policy changes gain traction and 
capacity development bear fruit effectively in terms of learning by doing. In conclusion, the view of 
Management is that the MFF has delivered on its primary objective. 
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The evaluation points out areas for further improvement of MFF implementation practices, to enhance 
the performance and results of MFF operations. Example include the following: 
 

a. Past MFF operations focused more on delivering physical investment outputs. Going 
forward, MFF operations need to pay more attention to policy and capacity development.  
 

b. The 10-year maximum availability period has proven to be a major constraint to 
completing MFFs’ planned investments, reducing the attainment of envisaged 
development benefits in an integrated manner across sectors and thematic areas. 
 

c. Justifications for the choice of modality have been inadequate in some reports and 
recommendation of the President (RRPs). 
 

d. MFFs were more successful in delivering results when used to complement other sector 
operations to take advantage of their features. For example, in the road subsector, some 
MFFs have focused more on providing backbone infrastructure, while stand-alone 
projects have focused on provincial and local roads.  
 

e. It is critical to focus on the good preparation of initial tranches. Inadequate initial 
preparation led to implementation delays and inability to complete the planned 
investment within the 10-year time limit. 
 

f. It is also critical to work out effective coordination when MFF operations need to deal 
with a large number of implementation units, typically in the water supply and sanitation 
sectors. 
 

g. Cumbersome approval and reporting procedures have increased processing duration for 
MFFs by over 50% since 2012 and reduced some of the flexibility advantages of MFF, 
which have slowed down the utilization of the modality.   

 
In general, Management acknowledges and agrees with these observations. 
 

B. Management Response to the Recommendations 
 
Management reviewed the recommendations of the report. Responses to each recommendation are 
indicated blow.  
 
Recommendation 1: Review the use of the MFF modality and update the policy as necessary to ensure it 
is aligned with Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated solutions and realize its transformational development 
potential. 

 
Management agrees to the recommendation to align the MFF modality to ADB’s Strategy 2030. 
Management will consider appropriate actions to update the MFF policy as necessary to align it with 
Strategy 2030. Management will continue to enhance the focus of capacity development beyond project 
implementation and strengthen support for operation and maintenance. Management will also explore 
approaches to using MFF in delivering integrated solutions.  

 
The existing MFF policy already allows for financing multiple projects in more than one sector and 
thematic area covered by ADB in a client country. Efforts have been made in the past to integrate 
multisector solutions under MFFs, and seven multisector MFFs were processed since 2005. However, such 
examples are not widespread due to the inherent complexity of multiple-sector operations.  
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Recommendation 2: Introduce measures to ensure that the MFF implementation schedule is realistic and 
all operations intended to be financed under the MFF program are completed. 

 
Management agrees and will consider appropriate actions based on the suggestions made in this report, 
e.g., the extension of the maximum availability period of MFFs, more flexible procedures for requesting 
extension, and improving processes for early approval of subsequent tranches when they meet certain 
readiness criteria, among others.  

 
The MFF modality already allows flexibility in the number of tranches planned to achieve intended results. 
The readiness of a proposed MFF is reviewed as part of the quality assurance process. The timing of the 
approval of subsequent tranches has flexibility, particularly when it is not contingent on the completion 
of a prior tranche.  

 
Recommendation 3: Enhance the learning from prior tranches by ensuring it is captured, applied and 
documented explicitly when approval of subsequent tranches is requested.  
 
Management agrees. Management will explore options to further enhance the incorporation of lessons 
from prior tranches, including a review of current MFF-related templates and business process and 
updating the MFF Guidance Note.  
 
Lessons learned from the implementation of prior tranches are being captured and applied in subsequent 
projects. Various reporting mechanisms have been introduced in the past to document such lessons. To 
incorporate lateral learning at tranche-level, an assessment of the status of MFF implementation is 
included in the Periodic Financing Request Report, which is submitted when requesting approval for a 
subsequent tranche. Facility-level progress reports are updated annually for each active MFF to 
incorporate performance assessments against DMF indicators. The MFF annual report mentions any 
significant ongoing and potential MFF related issues.  

 
Recommendation 4: Adjust the requirements for MFF operations to reduce their transaction costs and 
restore the operational attractiveness of the modality. 

 
Management agrees. Management will consider streamlining and simplifying documentation 
requirements. Management will also review MFF progress reporting and consider more efficient models 
for tranche project completion reports. 

 
Management notes the evaluation’s findings that requirements introduced since the mainstreaming of 
the MFF have reduced the competitive advantages and attractiveness of the MFF. 
 
Management will develop an action plan to implement these recommendations to further strengthen 
the MFF as one of ADB’s key financing modalities.  
 
 





 

 

Chair’s Summary: Development 
Effectiveness Committee 
 
 
The evaluation report ADB’s Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005-2018: Performance and Results 
Delivered, produced by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) and the Management Response to 
this, were discussed during the Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) meeting on 21 November 
2019. The following is the Chair’s Summary of the Committee discussion: 
 
Management agreed with all recommendations put forth by IED. 
 
Members commended the evaluation as being very comprehensive and the recommendations well-
considered. They agreed that the evaluation is important, timely and warranted. Both evaluation and 
Management response were considered useful and constructive. 
 
Members agreed with and supported having a thorough review and update of the Multitranche 
Financing Facility (MFF) modality policy. Two members stressed that a review and necessary changes to 
the policy will require full Board engagement. Management was requested to provide more information 
on the plans and timetables for a review. Management informed that Management Action Record System 
(MARS) action plans in response to the recommendations, will be provided 60 days after the DEC 
meeting. Management also noted that it will be guided by IED’s findings when it carries out the IED’s 
recommendation to review the use of the MFF modality and update the policy as necessary through the 
development of the action plan as mentioned in the Management response. 
 
Part of the purpose of the review and policy update, as recommended in the report, is to ensure that the 
modality is aligned with Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated solutions and realize its transformational 
development potential. The discussion fell on the concept of transformational, which is not directly used 
in the current policy but IED explained that they believe that this modality has the ingredients and was 
ultimately intended for delivering transformational development results. Some DEC members showed 
their support to this, saying that the importance and size of the instrument and the amount of money 
going through make it a necessity to have transformational results. Management noted that through 
providing long term predictable financing of large infrastructure gap in DMCs, MFF delivered on the 
policy’s primary objective, and indicated that attention will be given systematically to support policy 
reforms and capacity development and institutional strengthening during MFF implementation, in order 
to achieve transformational change. 
 
Several of the DEC members expressed that they did not agree with the proposal to consider extending 
the MFF timeframe limit of 10 years. They leaned more towards making improvements up front in order 
to reduce implementation delays. The design of the MFF needs to be improved to ensure that timetables 
are realistic and can be completed within a reasonable timeframe thereby avoiding cancelations. There 
was agreement that flexibility may still be needed for exceptional cases, where Board could then be 
engaged. The DEC Chair pointed out that longer timeframes may result in issues or uncertainties that 
come from changes in administrations and governments. 
 
DEC members stressed the importance of the recommendation of learning from prior tranches and 
ensuring that the knowledge is captured, applied and documented explicitly when approval of 
subsequent tranches and new MFFs is requested. Adding to this knowledge capture, this evaluation 
report, with lessons of what has worked and what has not, was put forth as useful. Management stressed 
that they are taking on the lessons learned from this evaluation report in how to approach future MFF. 
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There was general agreement that the MFF is an important modality, which can have a very strong impact 
in developing member countries. Committee members noticed, however, the decline in interest in the 
modality and found the relatively low disbursement ratios and high number of cancellations disturbing. 
This raised the question on the quality of both design and implementation and also the increasing 
transaction costs in processing MFF tranches. These were suggested to be given attention in the review 
of the policy. A member noted that some of the issues pointed out in the evaluation, particularly in 
regard to design, preparedness and implementation are recurring in different evaluations on different 
lending modalities, whether MFF or standalone projects, and urged Management to focus on these issues 
across lending modalities. 
 
A Board member noted the significant delegation of authority to staff in MFF tranche approvals and that 
results achieved under MFFs and stand-alone projects are broadly comparable, supporting the case for 
further, careful delegation of responsibility to management. A Board member wondered how suitable 
MFFs is for the new multisectoral way of operating under Strategy 2030. The DEC Chair mentioned the 
possibility of looking at the complementarity of MFF to other modalities; thus, a more integrated 
approach in a country or sector context would involve utilizes different modalities that complement each 
other. A Board member noted the analysis of the results of MFF use in fragile and conflict-affected 
environments: this showed both benefits in terms of implementation efficiency, higher quality and lower 
cost by attracting international contractors as well as costs in terms of missed opportunities to develop 
local contracting industries. 
 
Several members pointed out that, considering the size of MFF there should be more and better Board 
oversight, including updates on the implementation after approval. Also, regarding the review and 
update, members thought it important to have Board oversight of the follow-up plan. Management 
assured that there will be close engagement with Board members throughout the process. 
Follow up 
 
A request was made for Management to present a proposal for the review of the use of the MFF modality 
and the updating of the policy as necessary. The request includes having an indicative timeline for both. 
 
Some of the DEC members and observing Board members requested better Board oversight of the 
modality on a regular basis. Staff mentioned the annual portfolio performance report as well as the MFF 
annual report, provided to the Board every year. 
 
There was a suggestion to include information, during the annual discussions on IED’s work program, 
on the scale of evaluation subjects, and the time periods since the last evaluation, in order to avoid 
evaluation gaps. This suggestion stems from comments by DEC members that a modality of this scale 
should have been looked at comprehensively earlier than 14 years after commencement. 
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A. Background and Context 
 
1. The Asian Development Bank (ADB) introduced the multitranche financing facility (MFF) as a 
sovereign financing modality under the Innovation and Efficiency Initiative (IEI) in August 2005.1 After a 
3-year pilot period, MFFs were mainstreamed in June 2008.2 The MFF was created to help ADB and client 
countries to: (i) address the significant development financing gap faced by ADB client countries, 
particularly for large-scale projects; (ii) improve the efficiency of ADB financing by reducing borrowing 
costs and providing financial and operational flexibility with streamlined business processes; and  
(iii) enhance the results of development interventions through long-term ADB engagement with 
predictable and continued programmatic financing in a sector or sectors. 
 
2. The MFF modality has the following major features:  

(i) It can only be used to finance sovereign operations. MFF proposals include six 
preconditions when they are submitted for ADB Board approval.3  

(ii) MFF financing is tranched. The ADB Board approves the overall facility framework and 
the financing envelope, and ADB Management approves the conversion into tranches. 

(iii) The MFF amount is a standby line of credit, not a binding commitment by ADB or the 
client. Only the approved tranche financing is subject to commitment fees.  

(iv) The MFF maximum availability period is 10 years from the MFF approval date. An MFF 
can be extended in exceptional cases, subject to ADB Board approval. 

 
3. MFFs can be used across all sectors in all ADB developing member countries. While it can be used 
for large, stand-alone projects with discrete, sequential components, the MFF policy states that it is 
especially suited to sector investment programs. Selected financial intermediary credit lines—those 
targeting small and medium-sized enterprises—and guarantees can also use MFFs. Nonphysical 
investments addressing thematic and institutional issues, such as capacity development, governance, 
gender, private sector development, safeguards, and regional cooperation are also considered relevant.4  
 
4. The MFF was introduced at a time when ADB lending, particularly to middle-income countries, 
was stagnating because of both supply constraints and weak demand.5 On the supply side, the high level 
of lending to respond to the 1997 Asian financial crisis and ADB’s low capital base and prudent lending 
policies meant lending headroom had become limited. The Asian Development Fund (ADF) annual 
allocations were constrained by the size of the periodic replenishments, limiting the possibility of funding 
large projects in lower-income countries.6 Borrowing demand by middle-income countries—particularly 
in Southeast Asia—was affected by weak external debt and fiscal positions following the 1997 crisis.  
 
5. At the same time, member countries were concerned about the high financial and transaction 
costs of ADB funding. Commitment charges were considered to be too high and complex to calculate,7 

 
1 ADB. 2005. Innovation and Efficiency Initiative: Pilot Financing Instruments and Modalities. Manila. 
2 ADB. 2008. Mainstreaming the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila. 
3 The six preconditions are: (i) sector road map defining the strategic directions for a sector and the impact of investments with 

milestones; (ii) policy framework presenting the challenges and operating conditions and reform actions to enable the 
implementation of the sector road map; (iii) strategic context explaining how the long-term partnership under the MFF fits into 
the country partnership strategy (CPS); (iv) investment program specifying the physical and non-physical investments needed 
and their sequencing and the required resources; (v) a financing plan specifying the amounts, timing, and sources of finance 
(separate financing plans are required for the MFF and its tranches); and (vi) undertakings of a broader and monitorable set of 
commitments and actions by clients over the term of the MFF. 

4 Footnote 1, Appendix 4, para. 9; and footnote 2, para. 67. 
5 ADB. 2017. ADB Through the Decades. The Fourth Decade (1997–2006). Manila. Following the exceptionally high lending levels 

tied to the 1997 Asian financial crisis ($9.5 billion in 1997, and an annual average of $7.8 billion in 1997–1998) ADB lending fell 
by 29% to a $5.5 billion annual average during 1999–2002, growing by 6% to $5.9 billion during 2003–2004. 

6 Following higher annual lending levels of about $1.6 billion in 1996–1997, ADF annual approvals averaged $1.3 billion in 1998–
2004, before increasing again to $1.6 billion in 2005–2006. 

7 A commitment fee of 0.75% was levied annually commencing 60 days after signing of the loan agreement on a progressive scale 
of set amounts agreed between ADB and the borrower at the time of loan negotiations during the first 3 years, and on the full 
undisbursed amount thereafter. 
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the choice of instruments was limited, and the quality of service associated with ADB financing was 
perceived as having deteriorated. ADB’s operational policies and strategies were perceived as causing 
overly rigid procedures and complex project goals and designs. Safeguard policies resulted in additional 
costs and delays when compared with commercial borrowing. The flexibility to adapt project designs to 
respond to problems encountered during implementation was limited. Processing times had expanded, 
while average annual disbursements had declined, and cancellations had increased.8 The 2005 IEI aimed 
to make ADB more responsive and efficient, and more able to deliver results on the ground. The MFF was 
one of the main outputs of this initiative and was designed to expand ADB’s range of financing 
instruments and modalities. 
 

B. Theory of Change of the Multitranche Financing Facility 
 
6. The MFF policy did not include an explicit theory of change to show the underlying causal links 
from inputs, to outputs, and then outcomes, and the MFF’s ultimate development objective. The 
information provided in IEI results framework was limited. During the preparation of the approach paper 
for this evaluation, the evaluation team formulated a theory of change (Figure 1) based on a careful 
reading of the MFF policy papers and on consultations with ADB departments and Board members.9 
 
7. This theory of change reflects the three key features of the MFF modality: (i) ADB resources are 
committed in large amounts for a long term (10 years), (ii) loans are approved gradually in tranches with 
commitment charges applied only to approved tranches, and (iii) MFF operations are processed following 
streamlined business procedures with Board approval of the overall facility framework and approval of 
tranches delegated to ADB’s management. The expected benefits resulting from these unique MFF 
features are discussed below.  
 
8. A key rationale of the long-term commitment of large financing was that ADB support for 
development would provide critical mass, predictability, and continuity through programmatic 
engagement with significant financing (footnote 2). As the facility could finance large projects through 
a programmatic approach, its critical mass would allow funding more large-scale investments than single 
stand-alone projects could do. The long-term engagement of ADB through an MFF would provide 
continued presence of ADB in priority sectors for ADB and clients to enter into a constructive dialogue 
over policies, capacity issues, and governance needed for sector policy reforms and institutional capacity 
development commensurate with the country’s ability to adapt and change (footnote 1). By improving 
physical conditions, policy and institutions, MFF operations would help client countries address 
fundamental development constraints and augment their development potential, leading to deep, 
systematic, and sustainable change, in other words, to transformational change.10 

 
8 ADB. 2006. Enhancing Asian Development Bank Support to Middle-Income Countries and Borrowers from Ordinary Capital 

Resources. Manila. In 2005, average time from project preparatory technical assistance (PPTA) approval to loan approval was 
24 months for investment projects, followed by 9.2 months to the declaration of effectiveness. 

9 IED. 2018. Evaluation Approach Paper. Corporate Evaluation: ADB’s Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018. Manila: ADB. 
10  Independent Evaluation Group. 2016. Supporting Transformational Change for Poverty Reduction and Shared Prosperity. 

Washington: World Bank. 
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Figure 1: Theory of Change of Multitranche Financing Facility Modality    

 
ADB = Asian Development Bank, GDP = gross domestic product, MDG = Millennium Development Goal, MFF = multitranche financing facility, SDG = Sustainable 
Development Goal.  
Source: IED evaluation team based on reviews of MFF policy papers and consultations with ADB departments and Board members. 
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9. The progressive approval and release of funds through tranches would help client countries in 
two ways. First, it would reduce borrowing costs (and correspondingly ADB’s earned income), since 
commitment fees were to be levied only on approved and undisbursed amounts. It would also help 
clients improve their balance sheets, since the debt incurred was registered gradually as tranches were 
approved. The improved financial standing of the client would make it more credit-worthy, facilitating 
access to cofinancing for the project and to external financing in general. Second, the gradual release of 
funds would also allow more flexible timing of subsequent investment under the facility based on the 
progress of ongoing tranches. Their design could be modified to incorporate lessons learned during the 
implementation of earlier tranches, making projects more responsive to conditions on the ground.   
 
10. Streamlined procedures would reduce the cost of doing business with ADB and improve 
operational efficiency. Compared with the processing of a series of linked stand-alone projects for an 
equivalent amount, MFF operations would generate staff time savings for both ADB and the client, as 
the more thorough upfront preparation of the facility and first tranche would be compensated for by 
the ease of processing and the delegated approval for subsequent tranches. In addition, subsequent 
tranches could be prepared during implementation of the previous ones, taking advantage of the 
resources allocated to the project and greatly compressing the preparation schedule. The staff time saved 
in processing could be partially reallocated to implementation, improving operational performance, and 
project success through closer supervision and more rapid response time. 
 
11. The use of the MFF modality would therefore lead to large, potentially transformational 
engagements, accompanied by better policies and institutional capacity delivered through ADB-
supported projects. As fundamental conditions improved in areas of major development challenges 
(physical, policy, institutions) and development potential realized, the result would be deep, systematic 
and sustainable change, i.e., transformational change. Beneficiaries would be better served, with 
investments contributing to economic growth, poverty reduction and the achievement of the Millennium 
and Sustainable Development Goals.  
 

C. Findings from Existing MFF Evaluations and Reports 

12. Real time evaluation (RTE) undertaken by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED) in 2012. 
The evaluation supported the continued use of the MFF but underlined the need for better upfront 
screening and project selection, rigorous checks and balance during implementation, and tougher 
decision making in terminating or cancelling ongoing MFF programs that were not performing well.11 
The evaluation found that: (i) with regard to expected efficiency gains on staff processing time, the 
evidence was unclear; (ii) achieving the MFF preconditions and technical and economic due diligence 
were less than rigorous; (iii) subsequent tranches did not necessarily benefit from lessons of earlier ones 
because the modality allowed the approval of subsequent tranches before completion of the previous 
tranche; and (iv) an MFF carried the risk of reducing flexibility in programming resource allocations at the 
country and ADB-wide level, possibly crowding out other lending and constraining crisis-response 
operations, because of the long-term precommitment of resources through approved MFFs. The 
evaluation provided four recommendations to strengthen the approval and implementation process for 
MFFs, and a fifth recommendation on issues related to access to data and documentation.12 Management 

 
11 IED. 2012. Real-Time Evaluation of the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila: ADB. 
12 The five recommendations were (i) apply the standards for the needed quality of MFF requisites for MFF investment programs 

in countries and sectors as designed at the time of mainstreaming; (ii) manage the use of flexibility during the MFF 
implementation period without compromising, or with the strengthening of the benefits of the MFF modality; (iii) conduct 
facility-wide mid-term reviews of ongoing MFF programs and formal reviews at any time deemed appropriate; (iv) regularly 
monitor MFF portions not converted to tranches, and take necessary steps that will help ensure prudential lending, planning 
and financial projections; and (v) ask for regular submission of necessary documentation from clients and make all relevant 
documentation and data on implementation of an MFF immediately accessible within ADB. 
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accepted all these, except for the recommendation to conduct a facility-wide mid-term review of ongoing 
MFFs. It had completed all actions on the recommendations by the end of 2013.13  
 
13. Other evaluations. IED has completed several evaluations that cover MFF operations, including 
the Annual Evaluation Review (2019),14 Sector Assessment Program Evaluation of ADB’s Support to 
Pakistan Energy Sector 2005–2017 (2019),15 India Country Assistance Program Evaluation (CAPE) 2016,16 
and Papua New Guinea CAPE 2015.17 In addition, by the end of 2018, IED had validated four MFF facility 
completion reports (FCRs) and 38 tranche project completion reports (PCRs). It had prepared a project 
performance evaluation report (PPER) for the Uzbekistan Housing for Integrated Rural Development 
Investment Program.18  

 
14. Experience with completed MFF programs highlighted the advantages of the MFF modality in 
terms of: (i) efficiency in preparing a second tranche during the first tranche, avoiding the time and costs 
associated with technical assistance (TA) preparation; (ii) ability to use loan proceeds for follow-up and 
replication across tranches,19 (iii) possibility of sequential construction and financing of project 
requirements by separate tranches,20 and (iv) mobilization of private sector investment and improved 
project financing.21 
 
15. Validations of completed MFF tranche PCRs underlined the importance of: (i) ensuring that 
adequate institutional capacity was in place before choosing an MFF over other modalities;22 (ii) carrying 
out thorough due diligence and scrutiny, not just at the MFF approval stage, but also before approving 
tranches; (iii) ensuring that all covenants were met before approving subsequent tranches; and  
(iv) preparing a high-quality design and monitoring framework (DMF) that covered the life of the MFF 
program, with accurate baseline data and realistic targets. More detailed findings of these evaluations 
are presented in Appendix 1. 

 
16. MFF Annual Reports. The reports found that MFF operations faced the same implementation 
challenges in procurement and contract awards as stand-alone investment projects.23 They recorded a 
steady increase in the share of MFFs rated on track, from 74% in 2011—when the ratings were 

 
13 Management actions included an extension of the term of the panel of experts (initially set to end in 2012), and revision of the 

Operations Manual (OM) and staff instructions to (i) explicitly require inclusion of a comparative matrix to justify the choice of 
the MFF modality (in the concept paper and in a linked document attached to the report and recommendation of the President), 
and to reiterate the need for all MFF due diligence prerequisites to be met; (ii) as part of the approval process, the conduct of 
management review meetings for complex MFFs and tranches, and staff review meetings for low-risk MFFs; and (iii) clarify 
conditions for cancelling an MFF and rejecting a periodic financing request. 

14 IED. 2019. 2019 Annual Evaluation Review. Performance and Scorecards. Manila: ADB. 
15 IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation. ADB’s Support to Pakistan Energy Sector, 2005–2017. Manila: ADB. 
16 IED. 2016. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: India, 2007–2015. Manila: ADB.  
17 IED. 2015. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: Papua New Guinea. Manila: ADB. 
18 IED. 2018. Project Performance Evaluation Report: Uzbekistan Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment Program, 

Tranches 1, 2, and 3. Manila: ADB. 
19 IED. 2016 Validation Report: Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Investment Program Tranche 3 and 

the Multitranche Financing Facility. Manila  
20 IED. 2015. Performance Evaluation Report: Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development Investment Program–Erlongshan 

Hydropower Project. Manila. 
21 CAPE India (footnote 16) Finance Sector Assessment citing India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility I and II. 
22 IED. 2018. Validation Report. Uttarakhand Power Sector Investment Program, Tranche 3 and the Multitranche Financing Facility. 

Manila: ADB. 
23 ADB. 2011–2019. Multitranche Financing Facility Annual Report, 2010–2018. Manila. The Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships 

Department (SPD) started preparing MFF Annual Reports in 2011 based on MFF progress data provided by regional departments. 
In these annual reports, MFFs and tranches are rated on progress performance. Each MFF is rated according to three criteria: 
(i) timeliness in processing subsequent tranches, (ii) compliance with facility financing agreement undertakings, and (iii) number 
of tranches at risk. Tranche performance is rated according to five criteria: (i) cumulative contract awards, (ii) cumulative 
disbursement, (iii) financial reporting and compliance with audit covenants, (iv) compliance with safeguard covenants, and 
(v) management of technical problems identified by review missions. 
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introduced—to 95% in 2017 and 88% in 2018.24 Compliance with undertakings has typically been high 
(between 80% and 99% during this period), while the timeliness of new tranche processing and tranche 
performance fluctuated widely from 73% to 90% for timeliness; and from 59% to 95% for tranche 
performance. The primary cause of delays in subsequent tranche approvals was found to be the slow 
progress of preceding tranches due to implementation problems similar to those experienced by stand-
alone investment projects, such as: (i) contract award and disbursement delays caused by capacity 
constraints, design reviews and changes, (ii) slow consultant selection and mobilization, and (iii) delays 
in the implementation of safeguard measures. 
 
17. Of the five criteria for tranche performance, financial management, compliance with safeguard 
covenants, and management of technical problems have consistently received high ratings from 
operations departments, with 88% to 100% of tranches being rated on track since the system was 
introduced. The lower ratings for contract awards and disbursements (68%–89% on track) is a 
consequence of project implementation issues mentioned in the previous paragraph. Tranches that did 
not perform well were affected by counterpart capacity constraints, changes in government priorities, 
optimistic and ambitious project designs, or significant changes in detailed engineering design, which 
delayed the procurement process.  
   
D. Evaluation Objective and Questions  
 
18. Evaluation objective. The objectives of this evaluation are to: assess the performance and results 
of the MFF modality; identify issues and lessons; and provide recommendations for ADB Board discussion 
to further improve its design, operation, and development results. 
 
19.  The evaluation focuses on assessing whether the MFF, as designed and implemented to date 
and guided by its current governing rules, is a useful additional financing tool. It examines its relevance 
and suitability under different sector and country contexts and considers how it can be improved upon 
in future. The evaluation provides insights into the potential of the MFF modality to support 
transformational development; the MFF’s governing regulatory framework; and its future role and 
contribution to ADB operations under Strategy 2030.25 The assessment is based on the portfolio of MFF 
operations approved during 2005–2018, using the theory of change framework presented in Figure 1. 
The MFF operations portfolio is provided in Supplementary Appendix 1.  
 
20. Overarching evaluation question. The evaluation’s overarching question is: to what extent has 
the MFF modality achieved its intended development objectives in terms of addressing the development 
financing gap, improving efficiency, and enhancing project development results? 
 
21. Specific evaluation questions. More specifically, the evaluation assesses the MFF in terms of its:  
(i) responsiveness and relevance to development needs, (ii) contribution to efficiency improvement in 
ADB operations, and (iii) the operational performance and development results of ADB-financed MFF 
projects. The evaluation addresses the following three specific questions: 

 
(i) Responsiveness and relevance of MFF. To what extent do MFFs help ADB and client 

countries respond to the need to finance national development priorities?  
 

(ii) Efficiency improvement. What financial and operational efficiency gains are facilitated by 
the use of MFFs in financing investment projects? 

 
24 In 2017, of the 81 MFFs rated, 77 were rated on track and four as having potential problems. None was rated as at risk. In 2018, 

of the 76 MFFs rated, 67 were rated on track and nine as having potential problems. None was rated at risk. The nine MFFs rated 
as having potential problems were: Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Line 2 Investment Program (Viet Nam); Greater 
Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project (Viet Nam); Water Sector Investment Program (Viet Nam); Western 
Regional Road Corridor Investment Program (Mongolia); Higher Education in the Pacific Investment Program (Pacific Islands; 
Urban Transport Development Investment Program (Mongolia); Second Power Distribution Enhancement Investment Program 
(Pakistan); Solar Rooftop Investment Program (India); and Urban Water Supply and Wastewater Management Investment (Fiji). 

25 ADB. 2018 Strategy 2030: Achieving a Prosperous, Inclusive, Resilient and Sustainable Asia and the Pacific. Manila. 
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(iii) Operational performance and development results. Does the use of MFFs improve project 

performance and the delivery of development results?  
 

E. Evaluation Methods 
 
22. The evaluation used a combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses to triangulate 
information from different sources. The key analyses were as follows. 
 
23. Comparative portfolio analysis. Using data compatible for t-testing, the evaluation performed 19 
groups of hypothesis tests to determine the difference in average values of indicators of interest in MFFs 
and stand-alone investment projects, MFF tranches and stand-alone projects (as applicable), and, when 
possible, first and subsequent tranches of an MFF. The MFFs and stand-alone projects were all approved 
during the evaluation period 2005–2018. The hypotheses were structured following the theory of change 
along the three specific evaluation questions. A list of the t-tests that were undertaken and results used 
is provided in Linked Document A, t-test Results. 

  
24. Numerical simulations. The evaluation performed two simulations, one to estimate the 
commitment fee savings and the other to estimate the time savings resulting from the use of MFFs 
instead of a series of stand-alone investment projects. The simulations were based on MFF counterfactual 
values for commitment fees and processing time.26 The first simulation was based on the counterfactual 
MFF commitment fee estimated using the comparator stand-alone project disbursement profile in three 
scenarios: (i) average implementation duration of the overall ADB-wide sovereign investment portfolio, 
(ii) average implementation duration of the shortest implementation comparator projects in the lowest 
one-third quantile of the comparator implementation time distribution; and (iii) average implementation 
duration of the longest implementation comparator projects in the top one-third quantile of the 
comparator implementation time distribution. The estimates were based on the 28 closed MFFs with 
commitment fees fully paid. In addition, this simulation was also performed using the actual 
disbursement profiles of the closed MFFs.  

 

25. The second simulation of the time savings used as a base case a typical MFF with four tranches 
to be replaced by four stand-alone projects (based on average sizes emerging from the portfolio analysis) 
of an equivalent total amount. Processing duration, processing staff time, and implementation staff time 
were computed separately. Sensitivity analysis was undertaken with three scenarios for two, three, and 
five stand-alone projects replacing an MFF. A detailed description of the simulation methods is provided 
in Linked Document A, Simulation Methods. 
 

26. Stakeholder interviews. Interviews were conducted to obtain feedback and insights from 
stakeholders involved in MFF operations based on their own experience processing and/or implementing 
MFFs. The evaluation team interviewed 135 people at different levels of responsibility in ADB, central 
government agencies, line ministries, executing and implementing agencies (including project directors, 
chief engineers, and accountants), cofinanciers, and World Bank country offices in the case countries 
(Table 1).27 The interviews were conducted using structured questionnaires (Supplementary Appendix 2) 
designed for each key informant group along the three specific evaluation questions in para 21.  
 
  

 
26 An MFF counterfactual commitment fee is the amount of fee the borrowing country would have paid for the same loan amount 

if it had used a stand-alone investment project instead of an MFF. An MFF counterfactual processing time is the amount of time 
needed if the project had been processed (and implemented, in the staff time simulation) as a series of stand-alone investment 
projects instead of as a single MFF. 

27 During the preparation for the approach paper, the evaluation team also met with 10 ADB MFF operations staff, 6 sector directors 
and chiefs of thematic group, and 23 Board members. Their views were reflected in the approach paper. 
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Table 1: Key Informants Interviewed 
No. Informant Category CWRD EARD PARD SARD SERD Total 
1 ADB Managerial Staffa 3 7 1 3 3 17 
2 ADB Project Officer 17 8 8 9 6 48 
3 Central Government  2 2 2 1 3 10 
4 Line Ministry, EA, or IA 7 9 7 10 10 43 
5 Cofinanciers 3 0 3 3 5 14 
6 World Bank 0 1 1 1 0 3 

  Total  32 27 22 27 27 135 
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EA = executing agency, EARD = East Asia Department, IA = implementing agency, 
PARD = Pacific Department, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department. 

a ADB directors general, deputy directors general, sector and country directors, or their designated representatives. 
Source: IED evaluation team interviews. 
 
27. Case country assessment. Five countries, one for each regional department, were selected for  
in-depth country assessments: People’s Republic of China (East Asia Department), Georgia (Central and 
West Asia Department), India (South Asia Department), Papua New Guinea (Pacific Department), and 
Viet Nam (Southeast Asia Department). These five countries received 57 MFFs for $24.6 billion, or 54.3% 
of the total MFF number (105) and 47.0% of the total amount ($52.3 billion)—Table 2. To ensure the 
assessments provided objective and consistent inputs and detailed analysis across the five countries, they 
followed a methodology and report template prepared by the evaluation team (Supplementary Appendix 
3). Summary findings of the five case country assessments are in Linked Document B and individual case 
country reports for the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Georgia, India, Papua New Guinea (PNG), and 
Viet Nam are in Supplementary Appendixes 4–8.28 
 

 
28. A brief mission was also fielded to Pakistan in July 2019 to meet with ADB project officers and 
staff from the Economic Affairs Department and from executing and implementing agencies of MFFs in 

 
28 The country missions were conducted during 28 November–5 December 2018 for PNG, 20–28 January 2019 for Viet Nam, 

25 February–4 March 2019 for the PRC, 11–22 March 2019 for India, and 5–11 June 2019 for Georgia. In each country, the 
mission conducted interviews with all ADB MFF project officers, representatives of the central government, concerned line 
ministries, executing and implementing agencies and relevant donor agencies. It also conducted field visits to selected MFF 
project sites.  

Table 2: Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolios in the Case Countries 

Country Region 

MFF Operations MFF Amount 
MFF Sectors 

(Number of MFFs in brackets) Number 
Total 
(%) $ million 

Total 
(%) 

Georgiaa CWRD 3 2.9 1,300 2.5 Transport (2), WUS (1) 
PRC EARD 4  3.8 1,600  3.1 Energy (2), Transport (1), Industry and 

trade (1) 
PNG PARD 4  3.8  1,680  3.2 Energy (1), Transport (3) 
India SARD 40 38.1  15,521  29.7 Agriculture (4), Energy (9), Transport (9), 

WUS (12), Finance and Industry (4), 
Multisector (2) 

Viet Nam SERD 6  5.7  4,467  8.5 Energy (2), Transport (2), WUS (1), PSM (1)  
Total 57 54.3 24,568 47.0 Agriculture (4), Energy (14), Transport (17), 

WUS (14), Industry and trade (1), Finance 
and industry (4), PSM (1), Multisector (2) 

Pakistan/b CWRD 11 10.5 8,370 16.0 Agriculture (1), Energy (6), Transport (3), 
WUS (1) 

CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PARD = Pacific 
Department, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, SARD = South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast 
Asia Department, PSM = public sector management, WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
a Georgia was selected as a replacement for Pakistan to ensure CWRD representation.   
b A mission was fielded to Pakistan in mid-July 2019. The mission as postponed from mid-April 2019 at the request of the 
government.  
Source: IED evaluation team compilation from ADB Loan Grant Financial Information Services. 
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the agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (ANR), transport, and water and other urban 
infrastructure and services (WUS) sectors. The mission also met with development partners, and visited 
project sites.29 The mission did not cover MFFs in the energy sector as these had already been covered in 
IED’s energy sector assessment for Pakistan earlier in the year.30  
 
29. Case project assessment. The evaluation compared the performance of MFF operations with that 
of stand-alone investment projects to determine whether problem areas were common to all ADB 
investment operations or specific to MFFs. Of the 57 MFFs in the five case countries, 18 (32%) were 
selected for detailed project-level assessments. These MFFs were selected to represent sectors financed, 
MFF financing approaches (sector, time-slice, or financial intermediation),31 and project maturity,32 with 
priority given to those MFFs with PCR validation reports (PVRs), and PCRs. For each selected MFF, the 
evaluation team matched a stand-alone investment project in the same country and sector, based on 
similarity of project scope, year of approval (as close as possible to the MFF), and safeguard category. 
Sixteen matching comparators were identified (no suitable match was found for two MFFs).33 Table 3 
shows the sample MFFs by case country and by sector. 
 

 

30. The sample MFFs were assessed for the quality of the achievement of the six MFF preconditions 
and were compared with their matching stand-alone projects in terms of (i) quality of project design;  
(ii) project readiness; (iii) processing and implementation efficiency; (iv) project performance (relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and overall assessment); and (v) development results (sector policy 
reforms, capacity development, institutional development, and use of lessons from one tranche in future 
ones for MFF cases). The selection of the MFFs and the matching stand-alone projects and the 
comparative assessment followed the guide for case project assessment prepared by the evaluation team 
(Supplementary Appendix 9). A consolidated case project report is in Linked Document C and the 
individual case project assessments are in Supplementary Appendix 10. 

 
29 Pakistan is the second largest MFF user among ADB member countries and has a portfolio of 11 MFFs amounting to $8.4 billion. 

10.5% of ADB’s total MFF portfolio by number and 16.0% by volume. 
30 IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation. Pakistan: ADB’s Support to Pakistan Energy Sector (2005–2017). Manila: ADB. 
31 The classification of MFF cases were guided by the pertinent section of the DMF guidelines (ADB. 2019. Guidelines for Preparing 

a Design and Monitoring Framework. Manila.) 
32 In this evaluation, a project is defined as mature if more than 75% of the planned duration from the Board approval date has 

elapsed. 
33 No suitable comparator was identified for two MFFs (Road Corridors Investment Program in Georgia and the State-owned 

Enterprises Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program in Viet Nam). 

Table 3: Sample Multitranche Financing Facilities by Sector and Case Country  
Sector Georgia PRC PNG India Viet Nam TOTAL 
Transport 1|1b 1|0 3|1 9|3 2|2 16|7 
Energy  2|2 1|1 9|0  2|1 14|4 
WUS 1|1   12|2 1|1 14|4 
ANR 1|0   4|1  5|1 
Finance    3|1  3|1 
Multisector    2|0  2|0 
Industry and Tradea   1|0  1|0  2|0 
Education      0|0 
PSM     1|1b 1|1 

Total 3|2 4|2 4|2 40|7 6|5 57|18 
.|. = the left side is the total number of MFF in each sector in each case country, the right side is the number included in the 
sample. 
ANR = agriculture, natural resources, and rural development; MFF = multitranche financing facility; PNG = Papua New Guinea; 
PRC = People’s Republic of China; PSM = public sector management; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
a Both MFFs in the industry and trade sector were approved in 2016. They were too recent to be considered as case study MFFs.  
b No suitable comparator stand-alone project was identified. 
Source: Evaluation team. 
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F. Limitations of the Evaluation 
 
31. Limited outcome data were available to enable an assessment of the overall development results 
of MFFs in terms of changes in development conditions, number of beneficiaries, and improvements in 
the quality of services supported (last column in the theory of change). The assessment of results was 
therefore limited to results of specific projects, when these had been completed and were part of the 
five case countries and those assessed in IED’s other evaluations mentioned earlier (paras. 13–15). 
 
G. Structure of the Report 
 
32. The report has six chapters. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents the MFF business 
environment and operations portfolio, highlighting the salient features of the MFF operations under 
evaluation. Chapters 3–5 present an assessment of the responsiveness and relevance, efficiency 
improvement, and performance and development results of MFFs. Chapter 6 concludes with a summary 
of key evaluation findings with regard to the overarching and specific evaluation questions and presents 
issues and recommendations.  
 
33. The report has nine appendixes, three linked documents, and 10 supplementary appendixes. 
The appendixes follow the main text, while linked documents are accessible through the hyperlinks 
provided in Appendix 9. Supplementary appendixes are available upon request.   
 



 



 

 

Chapter 2: Multitranche Financing 
Facility Business Environment and 
Operations Portfolio  

A. M FF Business Environm ent 
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C. Sim ilar Lending Products O ffered by O ther M ultilateral Developm ent Banks 

D. Chapter Sum m ary 

 

 
 



14 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

 
A. MFF Business Environment 
 
34. MFF operations are regulated by the ADB Operations Manual (OM) and Staff Instructions. They 
also follow other bank policies, operational procedures, and staff guidance that apply to all ADB 
operations, as well as other initiatives that seek to respond to the evolving developmental context and 
operational conditions in which ADB operates. Overall, the business environment for MFFs can be 
characterized by: (i) a tightening of the procedures and requirements required specifically for processing 
and implementing MFF operations; and (ii) radical changes in ADB-wide operational conditions and 
initiatives, leading to general improvements in ADB operations that have reduced the competitive 
advantages of MFFs’ streamlined business processes. 
 
35. Procedures governing MFFs have evolved over time from limited regulation in earlier years to 
increasingly tight oversight and control. Several changes were made during 2005–2018 to fine-tune the 
balance between Board oversight and delegation to ADB Management, responding to concerns 
periodically expressed by the Board on three issues: (i) safeguard policy application (particularly in 
subsequent tranches approved by Management); (ii) consistency with the scope originally approved; and 
(iii) oversight through periodic reporting, given the longer implementation period of MFFs compared 
with that of stand-alone projects. The changes introduced after 2012 aimed to address the concerns 
raised by the 2012 real time evaluation about (i) the justification for using an MFF instead of a stand-
alone investment, (ii) the quality of MFF preparation and of due diligence during processing, (iii) excessive 
flexibility in changing project design during implementation, (iv) limited feedback on MFF progress during 
implementation, and (v) growing unutilized MFF balances resulting from low conversion rates. Figure 2 
maps the key milestones and rules and requirements to date, and more detail is in Appendix 2. 

Highlights 
 
 During 2005–2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs for a total resource envelope of $52.3 billion to be financed 

through 354 tranches for 16 countries. This amount was equivalent to about 31% of ADB total sovereign 
operations. 

 MFF approvals grew rapidly during 2005–2011, averaging 9.4 new facilities ($4.6 billion) per year, and 
declined after 2012 to 5.6 facilities ($2.9 billion) per year. The 2019–2022 pipeline envisages a continuation 
of the lower level of approvals seen since 2012. 

 The average MFF was about $500 million and had three or four tranches, of about $140 million each. 
 Four countries accounted for two-thirds of the approved MFF financing envelope: India (30%), Pakistan 

(16%), Bangladesh (10%), and Viet Nam (9%). 
 Three infrastructure sectors accounted for 85% of MFF approvals: transport (43%), energy (29%) and water 

and other urban infrastructure and services (13%). 
 Over 80% of MFF operations financed sector investment programs. About 8% provided financial 

intermediation loans, and the balance funded large-scale projects using a time-slice approach. 
 MFF rules and requirements have evolved over time: a fuller definition upfront of project scope and 

safeguards is now required, a more detailed description of proposed projects must be provided, Board 
approval for category A projects is now on a no-objection basis, and more detailed information and 
reporting is needed. 

 Changes in the overall ADB operating environment—including a reduction in commitment fee rate to 0.15%  
in 2007, higher lending levels following the Fifth General Capital Increase (GCI-V) and the merger of the 
Asian Development Fund (ADF) and ADB ordinary capital resources (OCR), and the introduction of new 
instruments—have reduced the competitiveness of MFFs.  
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Figure 2: Key Multitranche Financing Facility Governing Rules and Requirements  

    
Legend:         = MFF-specific regulations (e.g., MFF policy, mainstreaming paper, MFF OM and SI)  = ADB-wide regulations with effects on MFF 

 
 
 

ADF = Asian Development Fund, GCI-V = Fifth General Capital Increase, MFF = multitranche financing facility, OCR = ordinary capital resources, OM = Operations Manual, PAI = Project 
Administration Instruction, RTE = real time evaluation, SI = Staff Instructions, SPD = Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement, TAG = tranche at a glance. 
Source: IED evaluation team compilation from ADB documents. 
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36. The major regulatory and procedural changes were: 
 
(i) additional approval processes for tranche projects with significant environment impacts, 

requiring circulation on a no-objection basis 21 days before Board consideration of a 
tranche report for a subsequent tranche with environmental impact category A (February 
2015);34 
 

(ii) participation by the Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department (SPD) in the 
interdepartmental review process of MFF proposals, focusing on the justification for the 
choice of MFF modality and compliance with MFF preconditions (January 2017); 

 
(iii) circulation of a “tranche at a glance” document to the Board 10 days prior to tranche 

approval which includes a web link to the draft periodic financing request (PFR) report 
on the proposed tranche (August 2017)—previously, this information had been 
consolidated in a single monthly report circulated to the Board by SPD;  
 

(iv) the introduction in the Staff Instructions for MFFs of a requirement that a PCR be 
prepared for each tranche except for: (a) the last tranche (which becomes part of the 
MFF facility completion report [FCR]), (b) a tranche for additional financing (which is 
covered by the PCR for the original tranche), and (c) a tranche providing additional 
financing to an ongoing ADB financed project in the same sector (January 2018);35 and 

 
(v) a requirement in the revised Project Administration Instruction (PAI) that: (a) tranche 

PCRs must be prepared within 12 months of financial closing; (b) FCRs must be prepared 
within 12 months of the financial closing date of the last tranche; and (c) the PCR for the 
final tranche should be part of the FCR (July 2019).36 

 
37. Changes in the operational conditions on which the MFF was premised have taken place within 
ADB and in the region, reducing the modality’s relative attractiveness and therefore the demand for MFFs 
from countries. The major changes were:   
 

(i) worldwide interest rates fell to all-time lows as a result of the 2008–2010 financial crisis 
and this was accompanied by ADB’s decision to cut commitment fees from 0.75% to 
0.25% in January 2007 and further to 0.15% effective 1 October 2007, reducing the 
benefits of MFF operations in terms of commitment charges savings; 
 

(ii) the Fifth General Capital Increase (GCI-V) in 2011 and the merger of the ADF and OCR 
(approved in 2015 and effective in 2017) resulted in a significant growth in the ADB 
lending commitments to $22 billion in 2018 ($36 billion including cofinancing) from 
$7 billion in 2006 ($8.5 billion including cofinancing). ADB’s increased lending headroom 
allowed it to fund larger stand-alone projects, reducing the need to stretch funding over 
a longer period through an MFF;37 
 

(iii) ADB-wide initiatives in 2009, 2013, and 2016 to streamline and accelerate processing 
and improve project readiness for implementation helped projects to start more quickly 
and reduced implementation delays, especially for infrastructure projects, where the MFF 

 
34 For subsequent tranches that are not environmental category A, Management will continue to share key information on the 

proposed tranche through monthly reports. 
35 ADB. 2018. Multitranche Financing Facility Operations Manual Policies and Procedures OM D14/BP; and ADB. 2018. Staff 

Instructions on Business Processes for Multitranche Financing Facility OM D14/OP. Manila. 
36 ADB. 2019. Project Administration Instruction 6.07: A Project Completion Report for Sovereign Operations. Manila. 
37 GCI-V increased ADB’s capital by 200% and was the first since a 100% increase in 1994. The ADF–OCR merger increased ADB’s 

financing capacity by up to 50% effective 1 January 2017. 
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is most heavily used. These changes reduced the efficiency features of MFFs relative to 
other investment modalities; and  

 
(iv) the introduction of other financing instruments, notably results-based lending in 2013 

and other new financing modalities in 2018 provided more diverse financing choices 
with different advantages for developing member countries, competing with the MFF 
modality.38 In addition, the shift in ADB operations away from traditional infrastructure 
sectors that started under Strategy 2020 and will continue under Strategy 2030 may also 
have contributed to the reduction in the utilization of the MFF modality after 2011. 

 
B. MFF Operations, 2005–2018 
 
38. While 16 countries have utilized the modality, most MFF operations have been concentrated in 
a small number of countries. During 2005–2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs for a total resource envelope 
of $52.3 billion for 16 countries, equivalent to about 31% of ADB total sovereign operations and 36% of 
ADB’s sovereign financing in countries that have used MFFs.39 On average, each MFF was about $500 
million and typically had three or four tranches with an average size of about $140 million. India was the 
largest user of MFFs, with 40 approved MFFs totaling about $15.5 billion (30% of the total MFF envelope). 
It was followed by Pakistan (11 MFFs, $8.4 billion, 16%), Bangladesh (8 MFFs, $5.5 billion, 10%), and 
Viet Nam (6 MFFs, $4.5 billion, 9%). These four countries combined accounted for about two-thirds of 
the total approved amount. By the end of 2018, out of 354 intended tranches, 271 had been approved, 
totaling $37.8 billion, for a conversion rate of about 72% of the total approved resource envelope. The 
evaluation was not able to detect any obvious explanation for this skewed distribution of MFF approvals 
by country and region but that it could be a consequence of proactive promotion of the MFF modality 
by particular regional departments.40 Out of the approved MFFs and tranches, 28 facilities and 138 
tranches have been completed. Figure 3 shows the distribution of MFF approvals by year and by country, 
with more detail provided in Appendix 3, Table A3.1.41 

 
39. Annual MFF approvals increased steadily until 2011 and thereafter gradually declined. As shown 
in Figure 3, MFF uptake was brisk during the pilot phase and accelerated further following mainstreaming 
in 2008.42 Until 2011, ADB approved 66 MFFs for $31.9 billion (63% of the overall number and 61% of 
the overall approved amount during the evaluation period), with an average of 9.4 MFFs and $4.6 billion 
annually. Fourteen countries used MFFs during 2005–2011 (Table 4). Since 2012, MFF approvals have 
declined, as a consequence of a number of changes in both internal and external operational conditions 
that reduced some of the initial advantages of the modality (see paras 35-37). The period 2012–2018 
saw 39 MFFs for $20.4 billion approved (37% of the overall number and 39% of the amount), with an 
average of 5.6 MFFs averaging $2.9 billion a year. During this period 10 countries used the MFF. MFFs 
had an average size of $483 million during 2005–2011 and $523 million during 2012–2018, an increase 
of 8% in the average size of approved MFFs. Only one MFF ($500 million) was approved in 2018 for 

 
38 ADB. 2013. Piloting Results-Based Lending for Programs. Manila. Results-based lending reduces the emphasis on ADB procedures 

and standards in procurement and safeguard application in favor of a focus on the achievement of results measured through 
disbursement linked indicators; ADB. 2005. Review of the Policy on Supplementary Financing: Addressing Challenges and Broader 
Needs. Manila; and ADB. 2010. Additional Financing: Enhancing Development Effectiveness. Manila. Additional financing can 
be provided to scale up and/or restructure an ongoing project, address cost overruns, or fill financing gaps: ADB. 2018. Proposal 
for ADB’s New Products and Modalities. Manila. Small-scale project readiness financing proposals not exceeding $15 million can 
be approved by vice-presidents under authority delegated by the Board and President. 

39 Only part of the approved MFFs was transformed in commitments (through tranches) during the period. The ratio to sovereign 
lending overestimates the size of actual MFF commitments, but is meant to provide a reference value on the size of MFF 
operations relative to total ADB operations.  

40 Stakeholder surveys conducted for this evaluation show that, in most cases, the choice of MFF modality was initiated by ADB 
staff.  

41 The regional MFF Higher Education in the Pacific Investment Program) covers three island countries Fiji, Kiribati, and Solomon 
Islands. The 16 countries mentioned in this paragraph include Fiji (because this country has its own MFF), but not Kiribati or 
Solomon Islands.  

42 ADB approved 29 and 37 MFFs respectively for about $15 billion and $17 billion during 2005–2007 and 2008–2011. 



18 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

India.43 One MFF (for $2.75 billion, with a $1.3 billion first tranche) was approved for the Philippines in 
2019 and this is likely to be the only one to be approved this year.44 Of the 16 MFF users, six have not 
processed a new MFF since 2012.45 
 

Figure 3: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals by Year and by Country, 2005–2018  

 
 

43 Tamil Nadu Urban Flagship Investment Program, approved on 25 September 2018.  
44 The Malolos-Clark Railway Project, approved on 23 May 2019. 
45 The six countries with no new MFFs since 2012 are: Armenia, Georgia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. 

The 10 countries with MFF approvals since 2012 are: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Fiji, India, Mongolia, Pakistan, PNG, 
PRC, and Sri Lanka.  
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Table 4: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals by Period 
Period 2005–2011 2012–2018 Overall 
MFF approvals 66  39 105 

Share of Total (%) 62.9  37.1  100.0  
Amount Approved ($ million) 31,902.0 20,392.0  52,294.0  

Share of Total (%) 61.0  39.0  100.0  
Number of Countries 14  10 16 
Average Approvals per Year   9.4  5.6  7.5  
Average Amount Approved per Year ($ million) 4,557.4  2,913.1  3,735.0  
Average MFF Size ($ million) 483.0  523.0  498.0  

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Sources: ADB portfolio database from eOps; Loan Financial Information System; Controller’s Department; and 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department. 

 

40. The approved MFF financing envelope has generally been converted to tranches. However, fund 
utilization has not kept up with MFF approved amounts because of the low disbursement ratios and high 
cancellations in completed tranches. Of the 105 MFFs approved during 2005–2018, 71 totaling about 
$33.4 billion (64%) can be considered mature, having passed more than 75% of their expected 
implementation duration. As shown in Figure 4, the majority (85%) of the approved funds in the mature 
MFFs have been converted to tranches. However, only 71% of the funds in mature tranches have been 
disbursed, compared with 79% in mature stand-alone projects approved during the same period. By the 
end of 2018, out of 28 completed MFFs 23 had fund cancellations totaling $1.9 billion (13.7%, compared 
to 10.8% for completed stand-alone projects), and the 17 with the highest cancellations averaged 23% 
cancellation rate.46 Out of $16.0 billion committed through the 138 completed tranches, about $3.0 
billion (18.8%) was cancelled. 
 

 

 
 

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Sources: Data from eOps; Loan Financial Information System; and Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 
Department. 

 
41. Pakistan, Afghanistan, Viet Nam, and India had the highest cancellation rates for completed 
facilities. Cancellation rates for completed tranches were 35.5% for Pakistan, 31.6% for Afghanistan, 
19.3% for Viet Nam, and 15.4% for India. Tranche cancellations were higher in the agriculture (30.9%), 
energy (24.3%), and transport (20.8%) sectors.47 The details can be found in Appendix 3, Tables A3.2–
A3.3. Tranche cancellations were often the result of a shift of components to later tranches, sometimes 

 
46 Examples of closed MFFs with large cancellations include Uttaranchal Power Sector Investment Program in India (cancelled 73% 

of approved funding); Agribusiness Infrastructure Development Investment Program in India (cancelled 54%); State-Owned 
Enterprises Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program in Viet Nam (cancelled 32%); and National Trade Corridor 
Highway Investment Program in Pakistan (cancelled 27%). 

47 Cancellation rates were higher for tranches than for stand-alone projects: 25.6% in Pakistan, 11.1% in Afghanistan, and 15.0% 
in Viet Nam. By sector, they were 13.6% in agriculture, 13.4% in energy, and 9.0% in transport. 
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to allow the resolution of issues that could delay implementation. Since cancelled tranche funds flow 
back to the facility of origin, cancellation rates for completed facilities provide a more meaningful 
measure of achievement of project scope. Nevertheless, tranche cancellations are an early warning 
indicator that planned objectives are not being achieved within the expected timeline, and that 
complacency induced by the long duration of MFF may mean slippages lead to implementation exceeding 
the 10-year maximum availability period. If this happens, the project scope would not be completed in 
time and would be cancelled and either financed separately by the government, refinanced under a 
different ADB loan, or left incomplete. 
 

42. MFF operations were concentrated in three major infrastructure sectors (transport, energy, and 
WUS), which comprised over 80% of the approved financing envelope. By sector, most MFF approvals 
were in the transport (43% of total approved MFF financing), energy (26%), and WUS (13%) sectors. 
These were equivalent to almost half of ADB sovereign operation approvals in the same sectors in MFF 
countries (Table 5). The number of MFF approvals was much lower in other sectors, with the share 
dropping to 6% in the ANR sector (nine MFF operations) and finance sector (six MFF operations) and to 
1%–2% with just a sprinkling of MFFs in the multisector, industry and trade, education, and PSM sectors. 
Given ADB’s small support in these latter sectors, MFFs represented a large share of sovereign financing 
in the ANR and finance sectors (almost 30%), and half in industry and trade.  

Table 5: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals by Sector, 2005–2018 

 

43. The MFF modality was used in nine subsectors during the pilot period, expanded to 19 following 
mainstreaming, and then contracted again. Over time, highways and electricity transmission and 
distribution have consistently been the two most significant users of MFF. The third place has rotated 
among the conventional energy, railway, and road transport improvement subsectors, reconfirming the 
overall dominance of the transport and energy sectors (Table 6 and Appendix 3, Table A3.4).  
 

Table 6: Use of Multitranche Financing Facilities Over Time by Subsector 
Item 2005–2007 2008–2011 2012–2018 
Number of MFFs 17 49 39 

Number of Subsectors 9 19 15 

Number of Subsectors Comprising 80% of Approved Amount 5a  9b 7c 

Share of Three Largest Subsectors (% of amount)       
Road Highway 37.10 21.76 24.42 

Electricity Transmission and Distribution 15.18 16.23 19.13 

Third Largest Subsector   9.95d 12.39e 10.79f 

Total of Three Largest Subsectors 62.23 50.38 54.33 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
a 80.9%, b 82.2%, c 82.4%, d Conventional energy, e Rail transport, f Road transport improvement. 
Sources: IED evaluation team calculations from ADB's databases (eOps, Loan Financial Information System, and 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department). Data as of end 2018. 

 

Sector 
Approved 

MFFs 

 
Approved Amount 

Sovereign Approvals 
in MFF Countries 

(%) $ million % 
Transport 37 22,325.9  42.7 48.8 
Energy 25 13,570.7  26.0 44.4 
Water and Other Urban Infrastructure and Services 20 6,526.2  12.5 45.2 
Agriculture, Natural Resources and Rural Development 9 3,166.2  6.1 27.6 
Finance 6 3,056.0  5.8 28.3 
Multisector 2 1,200.0  2.3 17.2 
Industry and Trade 2 950.0  1.8 49.4 
Education 3 869.0  1.7 17.0 
Public Sector Management 1 630.0  1.2 3.7 

Total 105 52,294.0  100.0 36.3 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Source: IED evaluation team calculations based on ADB databases (eOps; Loan Financial Information System; Controller Department; 
and Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department). Data as of end 2018. 
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44. MFFs have mostly been used in the South Asia and Central and West Asia regions, which 
accounted for 81% by number and 83% by amount of MFFs. All five regional departments have used 
MFFs (Table 7). South Asia had the largest number and amount of MFFs accounting for 50% of MFF 
approvals and 45% of the overall amount. Central and West Asia followed, with 30% by number and 
37% by amount. Southeast and East Asia had the same number of MFFs (seven each), but Southeast Asia 
accounted for 10% of the approved funding and East Asia for 4%. The Pacific had six MFFs (four for PNG, 
one for Fiji, and one regional), accounting for the remaining 3.5% of the total MFF financing envelope. 
MFF operations are equivalent to almost half of the sovereign operations amounts in MFF countries in 
South Asia and Central and West Asia, about 16% in Southeast Asia and 9% in East Asia. Interestingly, 
while the total amount of MFFs in the Pacific island countries is small, approved MFF amounts are 
equivalent to about 76% of the countries’ sovereign operations. 
 

Table 7: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals by Region, 2005–2018 

Regional Department 
Approved MFFs Approved Amount Percentage of Regional 

Sovereign Portfolioa Number (%) $ million (%) 
South Asia 53 50.48 23,735.2 45.39 49.44 
Central and West Asia 32 30.48 19,594.0 37.47 49.15 
Southeast Asia 7 6.67 4,966.7 9.50 16.30 
East Asia 7 6.67 2,145.9 4.10 9.24 
Pacific 6 5.71 1,852.2 3.54 75.48 

Total 105 100.0 52,294.0 100.0 36.3 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
a Regional sovereign portfolio includes only countries with MFFs in the region.  
Sources: ADB portfolio database from eOps; Loan Financial Information System; Controller Department; and 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department.  

 
45. By both amount and number of tranche approvals, MFF operations were utilized primarily by 
OCR Blend countries.48 During 2005–2018, OCR Blend countries accounted for about 80% of the amount 
and number of MFF operations approved. This dominance was consistent both during 2005–2011 (when 
the number of approvals was expanding) and 2012–2018 (when it was contracting). OCR-only countries 
comprised about 12% by both number and amount of MFF tranche approvals, but declined from about 
15% (both number and amount) in the earlier period to 9% (by amount) and 8% (by number) in 2012–
2018.49 One concessional assistance-only country (Afghanistan) received the balance 5% by amount and 
8% by number in the form of grants, with a slight decline from 6% by amount and 9% by number in 
2005–2011, to about 4% by amount and 7% by number in 2012–2018. By size, the average MFF tranche 
approved for concessional assistance-only countries was much smaller (about $99 million) than for both 
OCR Blend and OCR-only countries (about $157 million). Over the entire 2005–2018 period, only one 
regional MFF for $19 million was processed and that was for Pacific countries. Among concessional-
assistance-only countries, those with high country performance assessment (CPA) scores had more MFF 
approvals (in both amount and number) than countries with medium or low CPA scores. However, in 
2005–2011, the countries with medium CPA scores had more approvals. For more detailed data, see 
Appendix 3, Table A3.5.  

 
46. MFFs have predominantly been used to finance projects under an investment program in a sector 
or sectors, using the geographic financing model. MFFs have been used to finance the physical and non-
physical investment costs of: (i) multiple projects under an investment program in a sector or sectors 
(geographic or sector model), and (ii) large investment programs with related individual components or 
slices of long-term contract packages in large investment programs or single projects (time-slice  

 
48 By ADB country classification, OCR blend countries have access to OCR concessional and nonconcessional resources, OCR blend 

countries have access to OCR concessional and nonconcessional resources but are not eligible for ADF grants. These are 
Bangladesh, India, Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Si Lanka, Uzbekistan and Viet Nam. Si Lanka and Viet Nam have been 
reclassified as OCR only country as of January 2019 (ADB. 2018. Operations Manual Policies and Procedures: Classification and 
Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Manila.)  

49 OCR only countries have access to nonconcessional loans only. Among MFF users, these are Armenia, Azerbaijan, PRC, Georgia, 
Indonesia, Kazakhstan 
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model).50 MFFs have also been used to provide financial intermediation loans (FIL), whereby ADB funds 
are channeled through financial intermediaries. As shown in Table 8, the geographic model (sector-type) 
dominates with 90 MFFs (85.7% by number and 83.1% by amount), while six MFFs used the time-slice 
model (5.7% by number and 9.2% by amount), and nine used the FIL model (8.6% by number and 7.7% 
by amount). 

 
Table 8: Multitranche Financing Facility Approvals by Financing Approach 

 
MFF Financing Approach 

By Number By Amount 
Number (%) $ million (%) 

Geographic or Sector-Type 90 85.7 42,801.3  83.1 
Time-Slicing  6 5.7 5,486.7  9.2 
Financial Intermediation Loan 9 8.6 4,006.0  7.7 

Total 105 100.0 52,294.0  100.0 
MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Note: The MFF financing approach classification was based on a review of MFF documents and guidance provided by Design and 
Monitoring Framework Guidelines (2019). 
Sources: ADB portfolio databases (eOps; Loan Financial Information System; Controller Department; and Procurement, Portfolio and 
Financial Management Department) and project report and recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors. 
 
47. The projected use of MFFs during 2019–2022 is comparable to the use since 2012. Approvals of 
new MFFs have slowed since 2012. Indicative pipelines for 2019–2022 show an annual average level of 
five to six new facilities for $3.6 billion, equivalent to almost 22% of ADB sovereign operations in MFF 
using countries, a level comparable with the post-2011 experience. The transport sector would 
substantially increase its share of new MFFs to nearly 70%, while ANR, with 12%, would overtake energy 
(7%) and WUS (4%), to become the second sector by amount. Excluding the exceptionally large 
Philippines railway MFF approved in 2019, the average facility size is expected to increase to about  
$550 million from $523 million in 2011–2018 (Appendix 3, Table A3.6 and Figure A3).51  
 
48. The number of user countries is expected to increase. Six of the seven new potential user 
countries are concessional-assistance-only countries, for whom MFFs allow projects to be considered that 
would otherwise exceed the ADB annual country fund allocations.52 Gradual approval through tranches 
also allows these countries to spread the repayment obligations over a longer period. The seventh new 
MFF country is the Philippines, which approved a $2.75 billion MFF in May 2019. Of the six MFF countries 
that have not had any new MFF approvals after 2011, Georgia and Indonesia are expected to restart their 
use of MFFs. Of the 10 MFF countries that continued using MFF after 2011, seven have new MFFs in the 
pipeline.53 Overall, 16 countries are expected to have new MFFs approved during 2019–2022, and, 
including the existing countries with no new MFFs, the total number of countries with MFF operations 
will increase to 23 during the period.   

 

 
50 ADB. 2019. Guidelines for Preparing a Design and Monitoring framework. Manila. In practice, there are three approaches to 

time-slice financing: (i) a time-slice phased approach, when the investment program has outputs that are independent of the 
status of the other outputs (e.g., the investment program covers a long highway—tranche 1 finances a segment from A to B, 
tranche 2 finances from B to C, and tranche 3 from C to D); (ii) a time-slice component approach, when the investment program 
is divided into related components and the outputs can only be used if all components are completed (e.g., a railway investment 
program can have tranche 1 financing sub-grade, tranche 2 financing sub-ballast, tranche 3 financing sleepers, ties and rail, and 
tranche 4 signals and switches); and (iii) a time-slice project approach, when the MFF tranches finance portions of contract 
packages of one or more projects in a sector or in various sectors. 

51 Regional department submissions as communicated by SPD show a potential firm pipeline of 23 new MFFs amounting to  
$14.8 billion in 2019–2022. In some countries (notably the Philippines, but also PNG) the potential is actually higher as new 
projects that would be strong candidates for MFFs are now undergoing thorough preparation and detailed design through the 
use of project readiness facilities. 

52 Bhutan, Cambodia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Nepal, Solomon Islands, and Timor-Leste 
53 Bangladesh, India, Mongolia, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, PRC, and Sri Lanka. 
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C. Similar Lending Products Offered by Other Multilateral Development Banks  
 
49. The World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) have lending products with 
similar features to those of the ADB MFF. The World Bank introduced its multiphase programmatic 
approach (MPA) in July 2017,54 while IDB introduced its multiphase loan (MPL) in 2000,55 and the 
conditional credit line for investment projects (CCLIP) in 2003.56 The key features of these products are 
summarized in Appendix 4. 
 
50. The World Bank’s MPA is similar to the MFF in many ways: (i) the Word Bank Board approves the 
overall MPA program’s development objective and overall financing envelope (it also approves the first 
phase of the MPA), while Management approves subsequent phases; (ii) Board approval is required if the 
MPA or any phase is restructured with substantial or significant changes in the program development 
objective, or if new performance indicators are introduced, or the overall MPA resource envelope is 
increased; and (iii) approval of the MPA is not a formal legal commitment from the World Bank to finance 
the program’s future phases. Financing for future phases is subject to country allocations, borrowing 
limits, and contingent on satisfactory progress of the active phases; (iv) the MPA allows the client to 
undertake preparatory work for subsequent phases as part of preceding phases; and (v) the MPA allows 
for the blending of investment project financing, program for results (equivalent to ADB’s results-based 
lending), and project-based guarantees within a single program, as is the case for MFF.  
 
51. The MPA differs from the MFF in five major ways: (i) it does not have a prescribed availability 
period for the financing envelope; (ii) it allows more than one country to be covered under a single MPA, 
with the Board approving the list of countries with ceilings on commitment amounts, and Management 
approving separate phases in the countries covered;57 (iii) it does not require six preconditions to be 
achieved; (iv) the MPA design includes a strong learning agenda, whereby the documentation for 
subsequent phases must explicitly outline lessons learned from preceding phases and implications for 
project design (one of the bases for Management approval of the next phase is the substance and quality 
of lessons reported from the preceding phases);58 and (v) an implementation completion report  
(equivalent to ADB’s PCR) is prepared at the end of the MPA program, or after 10 years, whichever comes 
first. If an MPA lasts longer than 10 years, another implementation completion report is required at the 
end of the MPA program to update the ratings in the first implementation completion report. 
 
52. Since the introduction of the MPA, the World Bank has approved five MPAs, with an average size 
of $150.4 million and a total investment of $752 million. The first MPA ($90 million) was approved in 
December 2017 for the Improving Nutrition Outcomes Project for Madagascar.59 Nine MPAs are in the 
pipeline for 2019–2020, with a somewhat increased average size. An early stage r review will be 
undertaken by the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group or by Operations Policy and Country 
Services at the end of the first 3 years of the modality’s roll-out. 

 
53. In the case of IDB, both the MPL and the CCLIP are intended to be programmatic instruments 
supporting long-term engagement with an explicit focus on results. They require earlier loans to establish 
that performance triggers have been met to move to the second phase (for the MPL) and successful 
project performance in terms of both execution and results (for the CCLIP). MPLs provide an overall goal 
and conceptual framework for phased and longer-term support of a program, encompassing more than 
one project cycle. They are suitable for large investment programs in all sectors and provide long-term 

 
54 World Bank. 2017. Multiphase Programmatic Approach. Washington, D.C.  
55 IADB. 2000. Flexible lending instruments. Washington, D.C.  
56 IADB. 2003. Conditional Credit Line for Investment Projects. Washington, D.C.  
57 MPA policy paper (footnote 54), para. 28. ADB is unable to do this because the framework financing agreement must be signed 

by the counterpart government, and joint signing or parallel signing by different countries would enormously complicate the 
process. The World Bank instrument is able to avoid this hurdle because legal agreements are signed for each phase (tranche), 
but not for the overall MPA (facility), which is approved only by the World Bank Board (para. 12).  

58 The MPA policy paper (footnote 54), para. 48 provides that “phase documents would provide evidence-based analysis of what 
worked, what did not, and how this learning shaped the proposed design of the next phase.” 

59 World Bank website at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/products-and-services 
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support for programs longer than 5 years, with independent loan contracts and financial commitments 
for each specific stage. IDB’s Board approves the overall concept of the program and the loan for the 
first phase. Subsequent phases are also approved by the Board using a simplified procedure, subject to 
compliance with agreed-upon parameters and review and reporting mechanisms. The phase-based 
adjustment mechanism is supposed to increase flexibility in project execution. CCLIP projects provide a 
long-term non-binding credit line with a ceiling amount that borrowers can draw on for projects 
involving one sector or multiple sectors, subject to agreement by IDB. One of the benefits to the borrower 
is that, in countries where parliamentary approval is required for borrowing, it may be possible to secure 
blanket approval for the CCLIP and not to have to return for approval for each individual operation. Once 
the CCLIP has been approved, subsequent operations are submitted to the Board on a no objection basis, 
thus reducing processing time. 
 
54. During 2000–2016, IDB approved 124 MPLs, with an average size of $98.7 million and a total of 
$12.2 billion, representing 13.5% of IDB’s sovereign lending. Most MPLs supported social development 
sectors. During the same period, IDB financed 136 projects under CCLIPs, totaling $22.7 billion. 

 
55. IDB’s Office of Evaluation and Oversight (OVE) has conducted three evaluations of the IDB’s 
lending instruments.60 The 2004 evaluation found that MPLs required about half as much time as 
standard investment loans from processing to approval but after approval MPLs disburse more slowly 
than standard investment loans. The 2009 evaluation found that all investment lending in IDB (not just 
MPLs and CCLIPs) is converging to the same elapsed time from pipeline to approval. While MPLs and 
CCLIPs do not, therefore, seem to provide an advantage in terms of processing time, MPLs generally 
achieve a more rapid pace of disbursement than investment loans. The 2013 evaluation found MPLs to 
be the most widely used of IDB’s programmatic lending instruments. The report also observed that, 
following 2011 reforms in IDB’s sovereign guaranteed instruments, MPLs and CCLIPs were made co-
terminus with IDB’s country strategies, and this appears to have reduced one of the attractive feature of 
these instruments—providing longer-term engagement with key national institutions. 
 

D. Chapter Summary 

56. From its introduction in 2005 until the end of 2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs to 16 countries for 
a total resource envelope of $52.3 billion, equivalent to about 36% of ADB’s total sovereign financing in 
the MFF countries (and about 31% of ADB’s total sovereign financing ADB-wide). The MFF operations 
portfolio to date has had four major features: (i) MFF operations were concentrated in a relatively small 
number of countries, with the four largest users accounting for almost two-thirds of the approved MFF 
financing. India was the largest user, with about one-third of the approved amount and number of MFF 
approvals; (ii) annual MFF approvals increased steadily in the initial years (2005–2011) and then 
significantly declined from 2012 (of the 16 MFF users, six have not processed a new MFF since 2011); 
(iii) the approved MFF financing envelope has generally been converted to tranches, while the actual fund 
utilization has not kept up with the MFF approved amount, with low disbursement ratios and high 
cancellations in completed tranches—by the end of 2018, the cancellation rate in completed MFFs was 
about 14% of approved financing and in completed tranches it was 19%, considerably higher than the 
11% cancellation rate in completed stand-alone investment projects approved during the same period; 
and (iv) MFF operations were concentrated in three major infrastructure sectors (transport, energy, and 
WUS), which accounted for over 80% of the approved MFF financing envelope. The highway and 
electricity transmission and distribution subsectors, along with the conventional energy, railway, and 
road transport improvement subsectors, have consistently been the major users of the MFF.  
 

 
60 OVE. 2004. Instruments and Development: An Evaluation of IDB Lending Modalities. Washington, DC: IDB; OVE. 2009. Evaluation 

of the New Lending Framework 2005–2008: Washington, DC: IDB; and OVE 2013. Mid-term Evaluation of IDB 9 Commitments: 
Lending Instruments: A Background Paper. Washington, DC: IDB. Fourteen IDB borrowing member countries were reported to 
have used MPLs during 2007–2011, while 12 countries used CCLIPs (OVE’s 2013 evaluation) (including sector-wide approaches, 
performance-driven loans, programmatic policy-based loans). 
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57. Over time, the business environment in which the MFF modality operates has seen a number of 
changes that can be characterized as (i) increasingly tight regulatory oversight of MFF operations, and 
(ii) radical changes in the development conditions in both ADB and client countries. The requirements for 
MFFs were increased in order to fine-tune the balance between Board oversight and delegation to ADB 
Management. These have generally addressed concerns raised by the Board in initial years and by the 
2012 RTE. Changes in the broader context, including the reduction in ADB’s commitment fees, ADB’s 
ability to finance bigger stand-alone investment projects with its increased resource base resulting from 
GCI-V and the ADF–OCR merger, and the introduction of new financing modalities in ADB operations 
have all reduced the MFF’s initial perceived advantages, making it a less attractive modality for operations 
departments.   
 
58. The portfolio data to date show that the MFF has been a viable ADB investment financing 
modality. While its share of ADB’s total sovereign portfolio has decreased in recent years and six MFF 
countries have not used the modality since 2012, there are indications in the pipelines for 2019–2022 
that there may be as many as seven new users. The large MFF for the Philippines railway development 
($2.75 billion) that was approved in May is likely to remain the only new MFF in 2019. 
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Highlights 
 

 The MFF modality is responsive and relevant. It was very relevant at the time of its introduction but its 
relevance has decreased over time due to a combination of changing external circumstances, the 
introduction of competing ADB instruments, and a tightening of requirements that has slowed its utilization. 

 Users are very satisfied with MFF operations. Engagement with ADB to ensure long-term programmatic 
financing for priority sectors is the main reason for preferring MFFs over stand-alone projects. 

 MFFs have been well aligned with countries’ own development strategies, ADB country strategies, and the 
objective in the ADB Strategy 2020 to achieve poverty reduction through growth that emphasizes 
infrastructure. 

 MFFs provided larger amounts of financing over longer periods than stand-alone projects without causing 
macroeconomic imbalances. They have not reduced flexibility in country programming. 

 MFFs are similar to stand-alone projects in terms of their constraints and opportunities. Smaller and more 
fragile countries have seen a dramatic increase in project size when using MFFs. 

 Incomplete achievement of the investment program due to rigid application of the 10-year MFF availability 
period has emerged as a significant issue, threatening the relevance of the modality, particularly for time-
slice investment. 

 Procedures governing MFF operations have evolved over time from the limited requirements in earlier years 
to increasingly tight oversight and control, particularly after IED’s real time evaluation in 2012. 

 Earlier concerns on the MFF have been largely addressed. The quality of preconditions, project design, 
reporting on progress, safeguard policy application, and utilization of facility balances have improved. 

 Some concerns remain about the justification for the choice of modality, the quality of investment and 
financing plans, and the frequency of scope changes. Most problem areas are common to all ADB investment 
operations. 

 The increasingly tight requirements have led to a partial stifling in the use of the modality. Some of the 
initially perceived flexibility advantages have declined and more MFFs have been classified as “complex.” 

 
A. Dimensions of MFF Responsiveness and Relevance 
 
59. The MFF was introduced when ADB faced modest and stagnating levels of lending, inadequate 
financial resources to respond to the development financing needs of ADB member countries, and clients’ 
concerns about the high cost of ADB funding and the slow and cumbersome procedures of ADB 
operations. The MFF was meant to allow ADB to respond to these challenges with a new product that 
would (i) provide long-term programmatic financing in large amounts, while maintaining annual 
commitments within the limits of ADB’s lending capacity at the time; (ii) charge commitment fees only 
on loan tranches that were released gradually, based on investment readiness; and (iii) follow streamlined 
procedures with tranche conversion delegated to ADB Management after Board approval of the overall 
facility, thus reducing the cost of doing business with ADB (see “Inputs” in the theory of change in 
Chapter 1).  
 
60. This chapter assesses the responsiveness and relevance of the MFF features. It responds to the 
overarching evaluation question: to what extent has the MFF modality achieved its intended development 
objectives in terms of addressing the development financing gap, improving efficiency, and enhancing 
project development results? The assessment was based on hypothesis testing of portfolio data when 
possible and stakeholder feedback and perceptions collected during evaluation missions. The specific 
evaluation dimensions and findings are summarized in Table 9.  
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Table 9: Responsiveness and Relevance of Multitranche Financing Facilities  
Criteria Summary Assessment 
I. Satisfaction with MFF and likelihood of future use 
Overall satisfaction with 

MFF 
High. Average rating 2.3 on a scale of 0 to 3. Heavier users (India, PNG) gave higher 
ratings. 

Likelihood of future use Expected use during 2019–2022 is about 22% of ADB sovereign operations in user 
countries. At this stage, 22 firm MFFs for $14.3 billion are in the pipeline, including 
one for $2.75 billion for Philippines approved in 2019. Seven countries (including 
Philippines) are expected to use MFFs for the first time. 

II. Long-term financing (10 years) available in large amounts 
Deliver larger amounts of 
funding for longer 
periods than stand-alone 
projects 

The MFF average size of $498 million was nearly five times the size of average stand-
alone projects. Average MFF implementation was 8–10 years, compared with 6.7 
years for a stand-alone project. Heavier MFF users also increased their ADB funding.  

RISK: Macroeconomic 
impact 

Negligible due to the relatively small size of ADB operations (and MFFs in particular) 
compared with the external debt and capital budget of user countries. 

Alignment with country 
strategies 

Strongly aligned with country and ADB strategic priorities and with the Strategy 
2020 emphasis on infrastructure as a means to reduce poverty through inclusive 
and sustainable growth.  

Support for a 
programmatic approach 
at sector level 

Largely based on pre-existing sector plans and investment programs. Based on high 
quality analysis of the strategic context and sector road maps 

Size and nature of MFF 
operations 

No significant difference for larger countries. Larger, more transformational 
investment and a shift to larger procurement packages and from national to 
international contractors and supervising engineers in fragile countries, reducing 
opportunities for domestic contractors. 

Appropriateness of the 
10-year limit 

Stakeholders consider 10–12 years for MFF duration to be optimal. High 
cancellation rates (14% in completed facilities and 19% in completed tranches) 
leave projects unfinished and mean the MFFs do not fully generate expected 
benefits. 

III. Loans released in tranches with commitment fees applied to approved tranches 
Learning and adaptation 
in design and 
implementation of 
subsequent tranches 

Lessons learned were at times incorporated into later MFF tranches. Flexibility 
focused more on the timing of subsequent tranches and implementation 
arrangements than on project content, as predetermination of tranche scope 
increased compared to earlier days. 

RISK: Reduced 
programming flexibility  

There was sufficient opportunity for non-MFF financing if and when needed. 

IV. ADB’s streamlined procedures with approval of tranches delegated to management 
Impact of changes in 
ADB MFF procedures and 
requirements 

Procedures evolved towards: (i) increasingly tight oversight and control, 
(ii) addressing some of the earlier concerns about design quality, (iii) consistency of 
later tranches with the original scope, (iv) safeguard application, (v) monitoring and 
reporting, and (vi) lending headroom impact. New concerns have emerged about 
the workload generated by PCR requirements and the 10-year maximum availability 
period. As the requirements have increased, utilization of the MFF has slowed. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PCR = project completion report, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea. 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment based on MFF portfolio analysis and stakeholder interviews. 
 
B. Satisfaction with MFFs and Likelihood of Future Use 
 
61. Stakeholders expressed high levels of satisfaction with the MFF. As Table 10 shows, 81 out of the 
110 respondents who replied to the questions, including 40 out of 53 executing and implementing 
agency and government representatives in the six countries visited were either very satisfied (41%) or 
satisfied (33%) with the modality. Similarly, 78 out of 110, again including 40 out of 53 executing and 
implementing agency and government representatives, indicated they expected to use MFFs again. The 
2019–2022 operations pipeline includes 23 new MFFs for $14.8 billion in 16 countries, including seven 
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newcomers to the modality (Bhutan, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Nepal, Philippines, Solomon, and Timor-Leste) 
and two (Georgia and Indonesia) that have not used MFFs since 2011.61  

 
Table 10: Overall Satisfaction with Multitranche Financing Facilities to Date and Future Plans 

Item  ADB Staff 
ADB 

Management  EA/IA 
Central 

Government  Overall 

Number of Respondents  48  9  43  10  110 

Overall experience with MFF           

No Reply  0  NA  0  0  0 

Unsatisfied (score = 0)  6  NA  5  3  14 

Partly Satisfied (score = 1)  18  NA  13  5  36 

Satisfied (score = 2)  23  NA  20  2  45 

Very Satisfied (score = 3)  1  NA  5  0  6 

Average Score  2.4  NA  2.4  1.9  2.3 

Do you expect to use MFFs again in the future? 

Yes  32  6  34  6  78 

No  9  3  6  2  20 

No Reply  7  0  3  2  12 
Notes: ADB = Asian Development Bank; EA/IA = executing or implementing agency personnel; NA = not applicable. 
Source: IED Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 

 
62. When choosing between MFFs and stand-alone projects, strategic reasons linked to long-term 
ADB engagement in the sector and financing for priority projects prevailed over considerations of 
efficiency, according to stakeholders in the case countries. As Table 11 shows, on a scale from 0 to 3, 
ensuring long-term financing for priority projects (2.5) and long-term ADB engagement in the sector 
(2.3) scored highest in stakeholders’ perceptions. The rankings were fairly consistent across stakeholder 
types (ADB staff, staff from executing or implementing agencies, and central government 
representatives) and countries. While all stakeholders acknowledged that ADB tends to engage for the 
medium to long-term at the sector level even through sequences of stand-alone projects, MFFs offered 
certainty of large-scale financing in a single envelope, facilitating medium-term planning for sector 
investment. MFFs were seen as offering additional advantages: (i) a more formal commitment through 
the framework financing agreement (FFA); (ii) protection from political interference in the selection of 
subprojects, especially in the case of government changes, due to the pre-definition of investment 
components for a 10-year time span; and (iii) security of long-term financing in cases where 
implementation takes place at the local level (states in the case of India, municipalities or provinces in 
WUS sector projects), without the continual need to negotiate fund allocations with the central 
government.62 Gradual approval through tranches also allowed countries with small annual fund 
allocations by ADB to consider and finance investment that exceeded their annual or biennial limitations, 
and to spread the repayment burden over a longer period, since the loans became effective and their 
grace periods started over a 10-year interval. 
 
63. Among the efficiency reasons, ADB staff (2.2) and representatives of executing agencies (2.1) 
appreciated the faster preparation of subsequent tranches and, to a lesser extent, the smoother 
implementation. This advantage was not relevant for central government stakeholders, or in countries 
such as PNG and Viet Nam where government approval procedures are the same for stand-alone projects 
as for subsequent tranches of an approved MFF. The reduction in commitment charges paid—one of the 
initial selling points used by ADB when introducing the new MFF modality to governments—ranked 
slightly lower at 1.8 because the reduction in commitment fee rates (to 0.15% from October 2007) and 
slow implementation experience (particularly for WUS MFFs) reduced this potential advantage as 

 
61 Source: data collected by SDP from regional departments for the Work Program and Budget Framework, 2020–2022 exercise. 

The data have been adjusted to exclude the MFF for the Tamil Nadu Urban Flagship Investment Program for $500 million 
approved in 2018. 

62 In some cases, if the local and central government are or become controlled by two different parties, it may become difficult for 
the local government to obtain or renew funding from the central government. 
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commitment fees for MFFs apply only to the undisbursed amount of approved tranches. Flexibility in 
adjusting the design and timing of subsequent tranches while retaining the assurance of a large financing 
envelope was mentioned as a factor in the choice of the modality. In most countries, the procurement 
package size and approval processes were similar, but for some smaller countries (e.g., Afghanistan and 
PNG) the much larger size of the MFF and tranches allowed a significant increase in procurement package 
value, attracting the interest of more capable international contractors. 
  

Table 11: Main Reasons for Using Multitranche Financing Facilities Instead of Stand-Alone Projects 
(weighted average score of level of importance)/a 

Item ADB Staff 
ADB 

Management EA/IA 
Central 

Government Overall 
Number of Respondents 48 17 43 10 118 
Strategic reasons      
1. Ensure Long-Term Financing for a 

Priority Project 
2.5 NA 2.5 2.5 2.5 

2. Finance a Bigger Project 2.0 1.7 2.2 1.8 2.0 
3. Promote Long-Term ADB 

Engagement in the Sector 
2.5 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.3 

Efficiency reasons      
4. Reduce the Commitment Fees Paid 2.0 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.8 
5. It is Faster to Prepare Tranches 

than Full Follow-Up Projects 
2.2 1.7 2.1 1.3 2.0 

6. Implementation is Smoother 1.0 0.7 1.8 1.1 1.2 
7. Larger Procurement is Possible, 

Attracting More International 
Contractors 

0.9 1.2 1.3 0.6 1.1 

8. Other—Flexibility in Planning and 
Implementing Tranches 

2.2 1.5 1.6 NA 1.7 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; EA/IA = executing or implementing agency personnel; NA = not applicable.   
a Level of importance: 0 = not important; 1 = somewhat important; 2 = quite important; 3 = highly important.  
Source: Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 

 
64. The reasons for using MFFs varied somewhat among the case countries. In the case of India, 
where the Ministry of Finance described to the IED evaluation mission the use of the MFF as the “default 
mode” for ADB assistance , efficiency considerations (reduction in commitment fees and faster 
preparation of subsequent tranches) received high ratings, but the selection of the modality was made 
on a case-by-case basis, depending on project characteristics. The PRC used MFFs selectively to improve 
knowledge, technology and management practices. Funding of larger projects through a multi-year 
indication of commitment was an important consideration in Viet Nam, where MFFs were three times 
larger than stand-alone comparators and tranche sizes were one third larger. In PNG, the certainty of 
large-scale ADB engagement over the long term allowed the government to plan comprehensive sector 
interventions in the road and civil aviation sectors, instead of taking the piecemeal approach typical of 
earlier small investment projects. In the words of a senior official from the PNG government: “MFFs make 
the country grow by addressing critical economic enablers.” For more detail, see Linked Document B, 
Table A1.  
 
65. Despite high stakeholder satisfaction, the MFF has over time lost some of its relevance and 
responsiveness advantage compared with other investment operations. This has been due to significant 
changes in both ADB and external contexts, loss of interest by some countries and erosion of the 
modality’s initially expected advantages, characterized by (i) increasingly tight regulatory oversight and 
control for MFF operations, and (ii) other ADB-wide initiatives leading to general improvements in ADB 
operations and a tendency to increase non-infrastructure financing, reducing the relative advantages of 
the modality (see Chapter 2, Section A). As a result, MFFs now feature less prominently in ADB operations 
than a decade ago. Countries are increasingly using stand-alone projects alongside MFFs in the same 
sector, selecting the MFF or stand-alone p based on the features of the project to be financed. Six of the 
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16 MFF users have not processed a new MFF since 2011, and the country case studies show that some 
countries did not find major benefits in the modality after experimenting with it. 
 
C. Availability of Large Amounts of 10-Year Financing 
 
66. Compared with stand-alone investment projects, MFFs delivered larger amounts of funding over 
a longer period. As shown in Table 12, the average MFF envelope at $498 million was about six times the 
size of stand-alone projects ($79 million) provided during 2005–2018, and the average individual tranche 
($139 million) was nearly twice the size of stand-alone projects. Compared with the first period (2005–
2011), during the second period (2012–2018) the average size of MFFs increased by 8.3% to $523 million, 
tranches increased by 7.5% to $144 million, and stand-alone projects had grown the most, by 38.8% to 
$93 million. These ratios vary by country, with India and PRC having larger stand-alone projects and 
hence a smaller gap between the size of MFFs and stand-alone projects. For the three main infrastructure 
sectors (transport, energy, and WUS), an MFF was about five times the size of an average stand-alone 
project. There is some evidence that countries that used MFFs were able to increase their overall ADB 
borrowing and/or grant level, as there was a positive correlation (correlation coefficient of 0.50) between 
the ratio of MFFs to the 2005–2018 country program (MFF/sovereign operations) and the growth of ADB 
lending and/or grants between the 2005–2007 period (when the MFF was introduced) and 2016–2018 
(the most recent triennium). For more details, see Appendix 5, Table A5.1 and Figure A5.63  
 

Table 12: Average Size of Multitranche Financing Facilities, Tranches, and Stand-Alone Projects, 2005–2018  
(approved amount in $ million) 

Country 
MFF  
(a) 

Tranche  
(b) 

Stand-Alone 
(c) 

Ratio  
a/c 

Ratio  
b/c 

Afghanistan 555 133  40  13.7 3.3 
Georgia 433 83  101  4.3 0.8 
India 388 121  181  2.1 0.7 
Pakistan 761 189  91  8.4 2.1 
Papua New Guinea 420 133  21  19.9 6.3 
People’s Republic of China  400 122  130  3.1 0.9 
Viet Nam 744 234  62  12.0 3.8 
All countries, 2005–2018 498 139 79 6.3 1.8 
All countries, 2005–2011 483 134 67 7.2 2.0 
All countries, 2012–2018 523 144 93 5.6 1.5 
Energy, Transport, and WUS, 2005–2018 517 133 104 5.0 1.3 
Energy, Transport, and WUS, 2005–2011 487 131 99 4.9 1.3 
Energy, Transport, and WUS, 2012–2018 580 145 109 5.3 1.3 
WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
Source: IED evaluation team calculation using data from the Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department. 
Data for individual countries are as of 2005–2018.     
  

67. The risk that MFFs might usher in larger levels of external borrowing or public spending did not 
materialize. MFF programs—although larger than stand-alone projects—delivered comparable amounts 
of ADB lending and simply used a different modality. Even when MFFs resulted in additional funding, 
they did so in amounts that were very modest relative to countries’ external debt and capital budgets. In 
larger economies (Bangladesh, PRC, India, Pakistan, and Viet Nam) the contribution of MFFs (and of total 
ADB funding) relative to the size of external debt, gross capital formation and public sector capital 
expenditure was obviously very small. In 2015, Viet Nam imposed a ceiling on disbursement from the 
official development assistance funds because the country was approaching its external debt ceiling. 
However, legislative changes, fiscal tightening and closer scrutiny of the management of official 
development assistance funding equally affected all ADB operations, not just the MFFs. For smaller 

 
63 Not counting Mongolia and Uzbekistan, whose borrowing in 2016–2018 was 10 times higher than in 2005–2007. This was 

because of crisis-related policy-based lending in Mongolia and a very aggressive expansion in borrowing in Uzbekistan. To 
smooth out some of the annual fluctuations in operations, 3-year averages were used.  
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country programs (Azerbaijan, Fiji, Georgia, PNG, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan) the relative weight of MFFs was 
potentially larger, but in reality it remained modest (Appendix 5, Table A5.2).64   
 
68. MFFs have been well aligned with country and ADB strategic and sector priorities where large 
funding is required. They have been based on national strategies and medium-term plans, where present, 
and sector programs. In the project case assessments conducted under this evaluation, the strategic 
context (2.93) and sector road map preconditions (2.97) for the 18 MFFs reviewed received very high 
ratings because they were assessed as generally sound and based on formally adopted government plans 
to guide investment in the relevant sector (Linked Document C). On the ADB side, MFFs (like stand-alone 
operations) were aligned with country partnership strategy (CPS) priorities for the respective countries. 
Given their concentration on the transport, energy, and WUS sectors, MFFs also supported Strategy 
2020’s emphasis on promoting inclusive and sustainable growth to achieve poverty reduction through 
an emphasis on infrastructure. Eleven MFFs for $7 billion (15% of the approved total), supported 
investment for regional cooperation and integration, especially in Central and West and South Asia. 

 
69. MFFs favored a programmatic approach aligned with sector plans and investment programs. In 
the project case assessments carried out for this evaluation, all 18 MFFs were considered to be highly 
aligned with country development priorities, as were all 16 comparator projects. Sector investment plans 
provided the framework for MFFs to fund selected components (Box 1). Where MFFs were large relative 
to sector requirements (e.g., civil aviation in PNG, WUS in Georgia) they covered a significant share of 
investment financing for that sector.65 In larger countries such as India their contribution to the 
achievement of sector objectives was more limited, but could be significant at the local level: two 
executing agencies for the Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program in India, DISCOM 
(Distribution Company) Central, and TRANSCO (Transmission Company) Madhya Pradesh, reported that 
the MFF had provided 24% and 28% of their capital expenditures respectively, financing energy efficiency 
with reduced system losses through the installation of a high-voltage distribution system and remote 
metering.66  
 

Box 1: Multitranche Financing Facility Alignment with Sector Plans and Priorities in India 
 
ADB provided three MFFs to the India Infrastructure Finance Company Limited (IIFCL) totaling $1.9 billion, 
approved in 2007, 2009, and 2013. India’s 12th Five-Year Plan estimated total infrastructure investment 
requirements at $1 trillion if India was to attain a gross domestic product growth of 9% per annum. Infrastructure 
investment in India was financed almost entirely by the public sector from the government budgetary allocations 
and internal resources of public sector infrastructure companies. Private investment constituted around 38% in 
the 11th plan and was projected to increase to 50% in the 12th plan. The private–public partnership (PPP) model 

 
64 For example, PNG’s balance of payments and fiscal revenues are heavily dependent on natural resource exports and prone to the 

“boom and bust” cycles caused by the opening up new mines, wells, or pipelines, and fluctuations in international commodity 
prices. Large disbursements linked to MFF implementation progress, which grew steadily, reaching $91 million (78% of all ADB 
disbursements for PNG) on average during 2015–2017 could in theory compound this instability by creating untimely large 
capital inflows or demands on the budget for counterpart funds. However, the macroeconomic impact has been negligible. MFF 
disbursements only represented about 2% of the capital budget during 2015–2017, and actually provided precious external 
financing and foreign exchange at a time of fiscal consolidation. To reduce pressures on the budget, ADB agreed to increase its 
share of financing, ensuring payments to contractors when counterpart funds were scarce. MFFs (and ADB disbursements in 
general) accounted for about a third of the increase in PNG external long-term public debt in 2014–2016. While this is substantial, 
90% of PNG’s external debt is private and related to the development of resource extraction projects, and only about 27% of 
PNG’s public debt is externally financed. In addition, the relatively concessional nature of ADB financing actually helped lower 
the cost of debt service: the PNG government’s $500 million sovereign bond issue in 2018 had a 10-year maturity and a yield of 
8.375%, compared with the 2.7% cost of new borrowing from ADB (Supplementary Appendix 6: Papua New Guinea Case Country 
Report). 

65 When it is completed, the Civil Aviation Development Investment Program in PNG has the potential to achieve within 9 years a 
program of upgrading to International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) standards. This will include rehabilitation and expansion 
of facilities and equipment that had been originally scheduled over a 20-year period because of financing and capacity constraints 
(Supplementary Appendix 6: Papua New Guinea Case Country Report). The Urban Services Improvement Investment Program in 
Georgia covers the urban centers of six cities Anaklia, Marneuli, Mestia, Kutaisi, Poti, and Zugdidi (Supplementary Appendix 4: 
Georgia Case Country Report). 

66 Information provided by the MFF project officer to the IED evaluation team. 



34 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

was seen as a means of harnessing private sector investment and seeking operational efficiencies in the provision 
of public assets and services in India. Government initiatives to enable PPPs included (i) setting up a PPP appraisal 
committee to streamline appraisal and approval of projects; (ii) establishing transparent and competitive bidding 
processes through model bidding documents; and (iii) extending financing support through development funds, 
viability gap funding, and user charge reforms. IIFCL was set up to prioritize PPP projects to be implemented by 
private sector companies selected through a competitive bidding process and to bring them to financial closure. 
ADB’s three financial intermediation MFFs to IIFCL mobilized financing for infrastructure projects developed 
through PPPs, complementing technical assistance projects that supported the mainstreaming of PPPs through 
the establishment of PPP cells in selected states and central line ministries and capacity development support for 
PPP project preparation, appraisal and evaluation skills, building a PPP database, and refining the PPP policy and 
regulatory framework. 
 
Sources: ADB. 2014. India: Second India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility. Manila. 

 
70. MFFs met a small but not insignificant share of sector investment requirements in MFF countries. 
By amount, MFF programs dominated in ADB’s current lending in two out of the five case countries for 
this evaluation. For the period 2005–2018, MFF programs were equivalent to about 78% of total 
sovereign operations in PNG and about 65% in India. In the other three countries the MFF shares were: 
Georgia (39%), Viet Nam (25%), and the PRC (7%).67 For the period 2007–2016, for Georgia, India, and 
Viet Nam, ADB sovereign lending in the transport and WUS sectors comprised an estimated $13.56 billion 
and MFF financing comprised $8.45 billion, respectively representing 7.3% and 4.6% of total estimated 
financing demand (Table 13). In certain sectors and sub-sectors, MFFs made a greater contribution: (i) 
17% of the financing demand for roads and 30% of the financing demand for new WUS projects in 
Georgia; (ii) 7% of the urban rail sub-sector needs, 5% of the roads sub-sector and WUS sector needs, 
and 25% of the financing demand for the PSM sector in Viet Nam; and (iii) 3%–4% of the financing 
demand in the WUS sector and roads sub-sector in India (Linked Document C). 
  

Table 13: Financing Needs and Role of Multitranche Financing Facilities in Case Study Countries 

Country 

MFF Share in ADB Sovereign Lending  
by Sector, 2007–2016 (%) 

MFF Lending Relative to  
Estimated Financing Need, 2007–2016 (%) 

Roads 
Urban 

Rail  Water  PSM  Roads 
Urban 

Rail  Water  PSM 
Georgia  100  n.a.  88  n.a.  17  n.a.   30  n.a. 
India  60  n.a.  75  n.a.  4  n.a.  3  n.a. 
Viet Nam  36  14  72  83  5  7  5  25 

   Total ADB sovereign lending: $13.56 billion 
(7.3% of financing need) 

Total MFF lending: $8.45 billion  
(4.6% of financing need) 

n.a. = not applicable since no relevant MFF cases were selected for these sectors and countries. 
Source: Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report. 
 
71. The larger average size of MFFs compared with stand-alone projects mattered most in small or 
fragile countries but had a limited impact on most MFF users. As shown in Table 12, MFFs were on 
average 4.8 times larger than stand-alone projects, and tranches a third larger.68 Government 
representatives in India and the PRC indicated that size alone was not a significant factor in preferring 
MFFs over stand-alone projects. In India, the selection of the modality was largely undertaken by the 
Ministry of Finance based on the type of project to be financed. The MFF value addition comes from 
providing a source of predictable long-term finance in priority sectors, especially in lagging states with 
inadequate revenue sources. The PRC used MFFs to finance projects in new areas to pilot technologies, 
best practices, or new management approaches. The Government of Viet Nam prioritized the use of MFFs 
for large-scale investment projects (Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Plant, Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass 
Rapid Transit Investment Program, Greater Mekong Sub-region Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project. 

 
67 Case country reports in Supplementary Appendixes 4-8.  
68 The multiple of MFFs to stand-alone projects is quite variable, ranging from 19.9 in PNG and 13.7 in Afghanistan to 2.1 in India 

and 3.1 in PRC. Stand-alone projects are on average 10% larger than single MFF tranches in the PRC, 20% larger in Georgia, and 
30% larger in India. By contrast, in the other MFF user countries MFF tranches are larger than stand-alone projects. 
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In all three countries, the larger size of MFFs did not present any advantages in attracting more or more 
qualified contractors. For Georgia, which joined ADB in 2007, the processing in rapid sequence in 2009, 
2010, and 2011 of three MFFs totaling $1.3 billion (and of tranches totaling $601 million) contributed 
strongly to establishing ADB’s credibility as a significant development financier and to building a sizeable 
portfolio in the transport and the urban sectors. 
 
72. For more fragile economies like Afghanistan and PNG, the size of MFFs was an important factor. 
MFFs were ten times larger than the average stand-alone project. In more fragile situations, the 
combination of larger projects and a longer time frame to implement them allowed governments to 
pursue investment on a scale not previously attempted. This resulted in more ambitious and 
comprehensive investment programs: expansion of the road and rail network in the north of 
Afghanistan69 and extension of the electrical grid network in eastern Afghanistan, including connecting 
indigenous renewable energy sources and enacting reforms including tariffs that reflected costs, an 
interim business plan, an operation and maintenance (O&M) strategy, and an Electricity Services Act in 
the power sector. In PNG, rehabilitation of the Highlands highway network and connection to Lae Port 
is expected to unlock the remote region’s potential (Box 2). 
 

Box 2: The Importance of Large Procurement in Fragile Situations 
 
In Afghanistan and Papua New Guinea, larger projects attracted more bidders, including international contractors. 
In a fragile situation, bidding for a contract worth a few million dollars in civil works and equipment is not an 
attractive proposition, but the possibility of contracts worth tens or hundreds of millions of dollars over a 10-year 
period is a powerful incentive to adapt and participate. In PNG, for example, the size of contract packages for civil 
works under an MFF averaged $37.9 million, more than two and a half times the size of contracts under stand-
alone projects ($14.2 million). These larger contract packages attracted more international competition, and the 
increased amount and complexity of civil works shifted the implementation model from many domestic 
contractors supervised by executing agency staff and individual consultants to a few international contractors 
overseen by international supervising engineering consulting firms. The upside was greater quality of outputs and 
administrative simplification for both the government and ADB because they had fewer contracts to administer 
and supervise. The downside was the adverse effect that use of international firms had on the capacity of the 
employer’s engineers and the domestic contracting industry. Domestic contractors did not have experience with 
large contracts or the financial capacity needed to qualify and compete for these larger contract packages and 
they were displaced by foreign firms. Some subcontracting and considerable use of local workforces took place 
during implementation, but the emphasis was on less specialized ground clearing and earth-moving activities. 
 
Source: Independent Evaluation Department Compilation from interviews with executing and implementing agencies. 

 
73. As MFFs mature, more are running against the 10-year availability limit, potentially affecting 
project integrity and development impact. When asked whether the availability period for MFF funds 
should remain at 10 years or be adjusted, 55 out of the 110 respondents (50%) indicated it should remain 
the same, and 35 (32%) suggested that it should be longer, but in general not exceeding 12 years (Table 
14). Stakeholders in all countries—and especially India and PRC—expressed a preference for maintaining 
the current 10 years availability period with the exception of Viet Nam where, based on the experience 
with time-slice MFFs, only 9 out of 22 (41%) favored the same duration, and 10 (45%) preferred a longer 
period. Stakeholders mentioned the following advantages of the MFF’s long duration: (i) the typical 5-
year duration of a stand-alone project is too short to ensure full implementation, once start-up delays 
are factored in; (ii) at 10 years, an MFF embraces two 5-year government cycles, ensuring a measure of 
stability in the priorities for infrastructure development, while changes in priorities can be addressed 
through later tranches; and (iii) the longer duration compared to a project leads to improved 
implementing agency capacity. Reasons cited for keeping the MFF duration to 10–12 years were:  
(i) extensions and excessive duration weaken discipline and reduce the incentive to implement 
proactively; (ii) cost estimates can become inaccurate due to inflation and other factors, requiring 

 
69 Previously, only 100 kilometers (km) of track had been built, including the 75 km railway line completed in 2011 between 

Hairatan and Mazar-e-Sharif with ADB funding. The new 225 km of railway and stations between Mazar-e-Sharif and Andkhoy 
will lay the groundwork for the creation of a network, with a westward projection towards Turkmenistan and Iran. 
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significant scope adjustments; and (iii) 10 years is a long enough planning horizon for infrastructure 
development, considering also that technologies can change fairly rapidly.  

 
Table 14: Views on Multitranche Financing Facility Duration (number of respondents) 

Item ADB Staff 
ADB 

Management EA/IA 
Central 

Government Overall 
Number of Respondents 48 9 43 10 110 
MFF Duration Should Be      
Same 23 8 17 7 55 
More 15 1 16 3 35 
Less 3 0 4 0 7 
No reply 7 0 6 0 13 

ADB = Asian Development Bank; EA/IA = executing or implementing agency personnel.  
Source: Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 

 
74. ADB’s current approach to MFFs discourages any extensions beyond 10 years.70 The expectation 
is that 10 years should be enough to complete even a large project, since very thorough preparation is 
mandated prior to MFF approval. Later tranches should be processed and implemented quickly based on 
lessons learned from tranche 1 onwards. A longer commitment period could create processing and 
implementation complacency in ADB as well as in government and project agencies. The 10-year limit 
act as a disciplinary check on such tendencies. 
 
75. The reality is different. According to the 2018 MFF Annual Report, four MFFs in 2017 and nine in 
2018 were rated as potentially having difficulty completing the scope of their programs within 10 years. 
By the end of 2018, four MFFs had been extended beyond the 10-year time limit. 71 More requests for 
extensions can be anticipated as the MFFs that were approved after mainstreaming reach the 10-year 
mark. There is growing evidence that, particularly in the WUS sector, a fixed 10-year limit is inadequate 
to implement the complex, sequenced, and inter-linked individual projects that comprise sector-type 
MFFs in multiple locations with many executing and implementing agencies. While extensions are 
possible (subject to ADB Board approval) country authorities (e.g., the Ministry of Finance in India) and 
ADB management and staff are reluctant to pursue them, citing the need for implementation discipline 
and the possibility of completing the projects using national funds.72 As a result, many MFFs have 
completely or partially cancelled tranches and are unable to complete investments or to use funds still 
available (Box 3). Only part of the funds cancelled in earlier tranches (18.8% for completed tranches) are 
later used by the facilities of origin, whose cancellation rates (13.7%) are still higher than for stand-alone 
projects (10.8%). This is causing a certain degree of disappointment with MFF operations among 
developing member countries when they reach the 10-year limit unfinished and unused funds cannot be 
utilized. More importantly, it diminishes the envisaged development results and impact of MFF 
operations. 
  

 
70 Staff Instructions 1 January 2018, (Table 6): "Extension of MFF Availability Period. The MFF availability period may be extended 

up to 10 years from the MFF approval date. The business process is the same as a minor change in an MFF (Table 4). Extensions 
of the MFF availability period beyond 10 years are generally not considered (para. 8 [vii])). However, if it is determined that an 
extension is warranted because of exceptional circumstances, the proposal will be submitted to the Board for approval through 
the same business process as a major change in an MFF (Table 4). The extended period will be used exclusively to complete 
ongoing tranches, and new periodic financing requests will not be accepted. Upon approval, the regional department records 
such change and updates the DMF in eOperations. There is also a reference to a limit in the Innovation and Efficiency Initiative 
policy paper, 2005. Appendix 4, para. 19: ”Each MFF will have a sunset clause on maximum utilization period.” 

71 These four MFFs were: (i) Water Resources Development Investment Program (Afghanistan), (ii) Energy Sector Development 
Investment Program (Afghanistan), (iii) Highlands Region Road Improvement Program (PNG), and (iv) Power Transmission 
Enhancement (Pakistan). (i)–(iii) were extended in 2018 and (iv) in 2016.  

72  In reality, in some cases, projects were not completed, resulting in loss of benefits, and in others follow-up stand-alone ADB 
projects were processed to complete the task, causing significant processing efforts for a new operation that could have been 
completed under the extension of an ongoing MFF. 
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Box 3: Unfinished MFFs Reduce Development Benefits 
 

In Viet Nam, of the $2.6 billion approved for tranche projects, $385 million (15%) has been cancelled and  
$633 million (25%) is about to be cancelled, making a total of about $1 billion or almost 40% of the total approved 
amount. Big cancellations include SOE Reform, $195 million (31%) cancelled out of $630 million approved; HCMC 
Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program, $370 million (68%) cancelled out of $540 million approved; and 
the Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project, $180 million (28%) cancelled out of  
$636 million approved.  
 
In Georgia, under the Road Corridors MFF the cancellation of road works under tranche 2 represented a reduction 
in overall planned program outcomes. Underestimated environmental issues along the chosen alignment led to a 
doubling of the estimated project cost (which was based on a concept design prepared before approval) and 
cancellation of 90% of the relevant loan. 
 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report. 

 
D. Gradual Release of Funds Through Tranches 
 
76. The evaluation’s review of projects and country case studies showed that where flexibility had 
been shown in subsequent tranche design, this had focused more on the timing of investment 
components and implementation arrangements than on adjusting project content to leverage 
development results. Lessons from earlier tranches that were incorporated into subsequent tranches 
included adjustments in the share of government financing to address shortages of counterpart funds, 
revision of cost estimates based on implementation experience, shifting of subprojects to later tranches 
to minimize delays linked to safeguard application, changes in procurement approaches to encourage 
efficiency and increase competition, and consolidation of project implementation offices (Appendix 5, 
Box A5.1). Flexibility was mainly restricted to changes in implementation arrangements because over 
time the scope and timing of subsequent tranches has become more rigidly predetermined at the time 
of facility approval, responding to Board concerns about scope drift. 
 
77. Stakeholders in the case countries and at ADB headquarters indicated that some of the earlier 
MFFs had been more open-ended with implementation details to be worked out as work progressed.  In 
particular, earlier MFFs were more flexible in the identification of subprojects to be included in 
subsequent tranches, definition of cost estimates, detailed design, and timing of the future tranches, 
approaching the MFF more as a line of credit to finance the scope of activities defined in the facility 
documentation. This approach ran into two problems: (i) definition of important details (such as list of 
subprojects, detailed design and bidding documents) started after approval, causing considerable initial 
delays in implementation,73 and (ii) concerns were raised during Board discussions about the possible 
drift from the Board-approved scope in subsequent tranches that would be approved by the President. 
This led over time to a more precise definition of the scope and timing of subsequent tranches, limiting 
the flexibility to make adjustments during implementation. This evolution was accompanied by an 
increase in information and circulation requirements that also affected processing efficiency, as discussed 
below. 
 
78. No negative effect on country financing headroom was evident and flexibility of country 
programs was preserved. The large amount of financing that was pre-committed (although not legally 
binding) through the approval of facilities could in theory preempt the flexibility of country programs to 
respond to evolving sectoral needs or to economic or disaster-related emergencies. However, since the 

 
73 For example, the first MFF to PNG, Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program was approved on 16 December 

2008, became effective on 18 May 2009 (5 months later), and the first contract was awarded on 27 April 2010 (11 months after 
effectiveness). By comparison, the follow-up Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program was approved on 22 June 
2017, became effective on 8 September 2017, and the first contract (equivalent to 0.07% of the first tranche) was awarded on 
6 December 2017, totaling 5 months from approval to first contract award. In Georgia, implementation of MFFs approved in 
2009–2011 encountered significant delays due to inadequate preparation or for reasons unforeseen at appraisal (e.g., geography 
or soil conditions or land acquisition and resettlement issues).  
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indicative size of the MFF did not formally commit ADB or the recipient country to approve any 
subsequent tranches, MFFs could have created uncertainty about the future availability of such funds. 
Neither of these two risks materialized during the period of MFF utilization. In fact, the gradual approval 
through tranches allowed countries to spread the burden of debt repayment over a longer period. 
 
79. Central government agencies, such as ministries of finance, in the case countries indicated that 
they had not encountered a situation where planned MFF tranches had come in the way of needed ADB 
support for either investment or policy-based lending. ADB staff and department heads interviewed 
expressed the same opinion. They also all agreed that the eventuality that ADB would not approve 
subsequent tranches of an MFF had never materialized, and often actually never occurred to them as a 
possibility. Available data in Appendix 5, Table A5.3 support these views. During the 2006–2018 period, 
MFF tranche approvals accounted for about 27% of total annual ADB operations in all 16 MFF user 
countries. Out of 208 possible country and year combinations (16 countries x 13 years), in 164 cases 
(79% of the total) tranche approvals represented less than 60% of annual ADB operations, leaving 
sufficient margin to respond to other assistance requirements. There were 21 cases (10%) when the ratio 
of ADB tranches to total operations was between 60% and 80%, and 23 cases (11%) when the ratio was 
between 80% and 100%. PNG (59%), Azerbaijan (57%) and Afghanistan were the countries where on 
average MFF tranches represented the highest share of ADB operations during the period, and where the 
share exceeded 60% in nearly half of the years. Government representatives pointed out the other side 
of the coin: funding concentration in sectors of MFF involvement resulted in a more focused country 
program. 
 
E. Streamlined ADB Procedures with Delegation of Tranche Approval  
 
80. The regulatory changes introduced over time have successfully addressed some of the issues and 
concerns raised by the Board and the 2012 RTE. The project level assessment performed by this evaluation 
indicated that earlier concerns about the quality of the achievement of strategic preconditions and 
project design, insufficient reporting on MFF progress and performance to allow adequate Board 
oversight, application of the safeguard policy, and unutilized facility balances appear to have been 
addressed through a combination of (i) an increase in requirements, (ii) more selective utilization of MFFs, 
(iii) a decrease in the number of new facilities combined with a higher conversion rate of previous ones, 
and (iv) relaxation of ADB capital constraints. Detailed findings are provided in Linked Document C. 
Summary ratings are in Appendix 5, Tables A5.4–A5.5, and Box A5.2 provides some project-specific 
examples. Key findings are: 
 

(i) The quality of MFF preconditions was high for the quality of the sector road map, the 
policy framework, the strategic context and undertakings, but medium for the quality of 
investment and financing plans.74 
 

(ii) The project designs of the MFFs reviewed was of medium quality (high end) with a score 
of 2.45 out of 3, practically the same as their comparator cases (2.44).75 All MFFs and 
comparators had provided the required safeguard documents at approval.76 

 

 
74 The quality of achievement of the six preconditions of all 18 MFF cases was assessed as high (score 2.6). Of the six preconditions, 

the quality of the sector road map, policy framework, strategic context and undertakings were each assessed as being of high 
quality with scores ranging from 2.7 to 2.9. The quality of investment and financing plans were found to be of medium quality 
with scores of 2.3 and 2.0 respectively. 

75 The MFFs performed at a high level, almost the same as their comparators, on alignment with country's development priorities 
and ADB country and sector strategies. The MFFs performed significantly better than their comparators on the appropriateness 
of project design (1.94 compared with 1.69) and almost the same (1.94 compared with 1.93) on the choice of financing modality 

76 However, among the projects assessed by the evaluation, the environmental impact assessment for tranche 2 of the Georgia 
Road Corridors MFF underestimated environmental issues along the chosen alignment and this led to a doubling in the estimated 
project cost at approval, resulting in the cancellation of 90% of the relevant loan. 
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(iii) The choice of financing modality was of medium quality (1.94), as for stand-alone 
projects (1.93). Justification for the choice of MFF as the financing modality was provided 
in eight concept papers, not provided in four, while in four cases concept papers were 
not available for review.77 In the transport and WUS sector MFFs, insufficient attention 
was paid to whether the facility could complete the planned investment in the 10-year 
time frame and to the selection of project entities (water utilities and enterprises), many 
of which dropped out and had to be replaced during implementation. 

 
(iv) With regard to implementation, the MFFs were assessed as having a medium level of 

project readiness overall (2.22) higher than their comparators (2.00). MFFs had (i) a high 
share of tranches with established project implementation units by the time of 
effectiveness (83%) compared with their comparators (71%) and used advanced 
contracting for consulting services to prepare projects and implementation programs, 
and (ii) detailed engineering designs and procurement documents and first year work 
programs were almost always prepared before or shortly after loan effectiveness.  
 

(v) The MFFs assessed in this comparative analysis experienced a higher number of scope 
changes (4.5 on average) than comparator projects (2.7). The frequency of scope changes 
was especially high in the WUS sector (8.7) compared with comparators (2.0).78 The more 
recent 2012–2018 period, following the clearer definition of scope changes introduced 
in 2011, shows a decline for both MFFs (1.4 scope changes per closed MFF tranche) and 
for closed stand-alone projects (1.2), and no major scope change in either category. 

 
81. The concern raised in the 2012 RTE that the unconverted share of approved facilities would lock 
up future financing, crowding out other products from OCR lending and diminishing ADB’s ability to 
mount crisis-response operations has been dispelled by the subsequent years of MFF experience, due to 
a combination of (i) the slowdown in MFF approvals after 2011, (ii) the increased tranche conversion 
rate, and (iii) the higher ADB lending headroom resulting from the GCI-V and the ADF–OCR merger. At 
the time of the RTE, the MFF portion not converted to tranches totaled $15 billion, and represented 47% 
of approved facilities and 1.4 times the 2011 lending.79 By 2018, through the combined effects of higher 
conversion rates and increased ADB lending,  the amount had grown only modestly to $17.5 billion and 
fallen to 34% of approved facilities and 0.9 times the annual lending level.80 
 
82. While tighter regulation has successfully addressed earlier concerns, it has also increasingly 
dampened the use of the modality. New rules and instructions have reduced some of the initially 
perceived flexibility advantages, and more MFFs received a “complex” risk classification (or pursued more 
complex objectives), becoming subject to stronger scrutiny. Approval of new facilities declined from an 
annual average following mainstreaming of 12 approvals and $5.6 billion during 2009–2011 to six 
approvals and $2.6 billion during 2012–2015 (Table 15). The share of MFF first tranches classified as 

 
77 The four MFFs without concept papers available for review were Rural Roads Sector II Investment Program (India), Gansu Heihe 

Rural Hydropower Development (PRC), Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Project (Viet Nam), and Highlands Region Road 
Improvement Investment Program (PNG). Concept papers for the first three MFFs are no longer available in the archives of the 
concerned department, while no response was received to the request on the last one.   

78 Data for the whole portfolio of 2005–2018 investment operations confirm these trends: total scope changes were higher per 
closed MFF tranche (2.3) than for stand-alone projects (2.0), due to a combination of more minor scope changes (2.3 compared 
with 1.8) and fewer major scope changes (0.07 compared with 0.16). 

79 ADB. 2012. RTE Study of the MFF, cited. Para. 159 
80 During the same 2011–2018 period, the OCR lending headroom declined from $123 billion to $84 billion, but this was largely 

the result of the overall increase in lending, of which MFF tranches represented only about 20% in 2016–2018. Furthermore, 
stand-alone loans, once approved, have a direct impact on the lending headroom, whereas unconverted MFF amounts are not 
a formal ADB obligation to eventually approve and disburse, and do not count against headroom before conversion. Lending 
headroom is defined as the maximum lending ceiling (equal to the total amount of ADB’s unimpaired subscribed capital, reserves, 
and surplus, exclusive of the special reserve) minus the total amount of disbursed loans, disbursed equity investments and related 
prudential buffer, and the maximum amount that could be demanded from ADB under its guarantee portfolio. Sources: ADB. 
2019. Annual Report 2018. Financial Report. Manila. Page 7, and ADB. 2013. Annual Report 2012. Financial Report. Manila. 
Page 10. 
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category A for involuntary resettlement declined from nearly half during the 2005–2008 pilot period to 
around 20% in 2009–2015. The share of MFF first tranches classified as category A for environmental 
impact fell from 28% during the pilot period to 11% in 2009–2011, 20% in 2012–2015, and 7% in 2016–
2018. In some cases, the direction of change has followed similar trends for stand-alone investment 
projects. However, the reduced appetite for MFF utilization was confirmed in interviews with ADB staff 
and heads of the regional departments, who indicated that the efficiency advantages and incentives to 
use MFF had been eroded over time. 
 

Table 15: Evolution of the Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018 

Item 
Pilot Phase 
2005–2008 

2009–
2011 

2012–
2015 

2016–
2018 Total 

MFF T1 Classified as Complex (%) 59 49 60 87 59 
Stand-Alone Classified as Complex (%) 49 47 56 48 50 
MFF T1 Classified Category A Environment (%) 28 11 20 7 17 
Stand-Alone Classified Category A Environment (%) 30 21 22 18 23 
MFF T1 Classified Category A Resettlement (%) 48 22 20 33 30 
Stand-Alone Classified Category A Resettlement (%) 37 34 35 24 33 
New MFF Annual Average (Number) 7.3 12.3 6.0 5.0 7.5 
New MFF Annual Average Amount ($ million) 3,768 5,610 2,573 3,366 3,735 
Number of Countries 10 12 8 8 16 

MFF = multitranche financing facility, T1 = tranche 1. 
Source: IED evaluation team computation using data from e-Operations and Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management 
Department. 
 
F. Chapter Summary 
 
83. The MFF modality is evaluated as responsive and relevant, and highly so at the time of its 
introduction. Users have expressed a high level of satisfaction with the MFF. The main reason for 
preferring MFFs over stand-alone projects has been engagement with ADB to ensure large-scale and long-
term programmatic financing for priority sectors. The second most important reason has been the ease 
of preparation of subsequent tranches. Evidence shows that MFFs have delivered larger amounts of 
funding over longer periods, covering a small, but significant share of sector financing requirements, 
particularly in smaller countries. MFF users have been able to secure growing levels of ADB financing. 
They have done so without causing macroeconomic imbalances or reducing flexibility to support other 
sectors or to respond to economic crises or natural calamities. MFFs have been well aligned with country 
development strategies, ADB country strategies, and ADB’s Strategy 2020 objective to achieve poverty 
reduction through inclusive growth emphasizing infrastructure.  
 
84. Contrary to the common belief that MFFs are more appropriate for countries and sectors with a 
high level of institutional capacity, the evaluation found that the MFF financing approach can also be 
highly relevant for smaller and more fragile economies. Larger countries, used to large projects, saw the 
choice between MFF and stand-alone investment as largely dictated by project-specific circumstances, 
efficiency considerations, and savings in commitment fees. For smaller countries and more fragile 
situations, the combination of larger projects under the MFF and a longer period to implement them 
allowed governments to pursue investment on a scale not previously attempted.  
 
85. The flexibility to adapt new tranche design to lessons learned has not been fully exploited, since 
any adjustments have focused more narrowly on the timing of some investment components and on 
implementation arrangements (share of government financing, changes in procurement approach, 
revision of cost estimates).  
 
86. Procedures governing the MFF have evolved over time from limited requirements in earlier years 
to tighter approval and reporting arrangements, particularly after the 2012 RTE, to fine-tune the balance 
between Board oversight and delegation to ADB Management. Regulatory adjustments successfully 
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addressed earlier concerns about the quality of strategic preconditions, project design, insufficient 
reporting on MFF progress and performance, application of the ADB safeguard policy, and unutilized 
facility balances. Some concerns remain about the justification of the choice of modality (between MFF 
and stand-alone project), quality of investment and financing plans, and frequency of scope changes. 
Tightening requirements, combined with the significant reduction in commitment fees since 2007, ADB’s 
ability to finance larger stand-alone projects, and the introduction of competing ADB instruments also 
helped slow the pace of utilization since 2012 to levels that are expected to continue in the future. 

 
87. Incomplete achievement of the planned investment program resulting from the rigid application 
of the 10-year MFF availability period is becoming more frequent, as more MFFs reach the end of their 
planned duration. While most stakeholders support the current 10-year duration, four MFFs have already 
been extended and in 2018 nine were flagged as likely to find it difficult to complete their scope within 
10 years, potentially jeopardizing the full utilization of the committed funds and the delivery of expected 
development results.  
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Highlights 
 

 Commitment charge savings as a result of using MFFs instead of stand-alone projects have been modest 
relative to the loan amount at 0.02%–0.06% of the loan amount annually for closed MFFs (depending on 
the simulation approach). This was largely due to the significant decline in commitment fee rates. The impact 
on ADB income reduction was marginal, estimated at $56.6 million (0.24% of ADB total revenues and 0.36% 
of loan revenues) for the 2005–2018 period. 

 MFF operations raised twice as much cofinancing (28% of the ADB approved amount) as stand-alone projects 
(14%), mostly through loans directly managed by partners in fewer countries and for fewer projects. 

 Few countries (four out of 16 MFF users) have simplified their approval procedures for subsequent MFF 
tranches, but executing agencies report that they have become better at navigating them, enabling them to 
achieve loan effectiveness more quickly. 

 Achieving the six preconditions has entailed a medium level but necessary burden for both ADB and 
government staff. It would be possible for ADB to merge some documentation without loss of quality. 

 MFFs use one-fifth of the transaction technical assistance (TRTA) resources used by stand-alone projects per 
$1 million of investment financed, since TRTA cannot be used for subsequent tranches. Supplementary 
resources and staff time are normally necessary if ADB requirements are to be met, and the shift of 
preparation responsibilities to executing agencies raises some cost and quality concerns. 

 A typical four-tranche MFF is 30% more efficient in terms of ADB staff time and involves 62% less elapsed 
time than preparation of four stand-alone projects for the same amount. As tranche approvals tend to be 
concentrated in the last quarter of the year, delegation of approval reduces some of the “bunching” that 
would be required if they had to be considered by the Board. 

 However, implementation of an MFF tranche is 34% more ADB staff-intensive than a stand-alone project on 
an annual basis. Combining the processing and implementation effort, a four-tranche MFF is still 15% more 
efficient than four stand-alone projects overall. 

 MFFs reach first disbursement sooner than stand-alone projects and sustain this initial advantage over the 
first 5 years of implementation. 

 MFF implementation has not appeared to benefit from the flexibility that the modality should entail. 
 MFFs have had more scope changes than stand-alone projects, more frequent and longer extensions, and 

higher cancellation rates.  
 With respect to the application of ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement, procurement integrity, financial 

management, and technical aspects, MFFs performed comparably to stand-alone projects. 
 Preparation of tranche completion reports for each tranche in sector-type MFFs, the majority of MFFs 

approved thus far, can be resource-intensive and this requirement does not fully take into account the 
phased implementation of these investments.  

 
A. Dimensions of Efficiency  
 
88. Efficiency gains were the driving argument behind the introduction of the MFF as one of the new 
instruments that were introduced under the Innovation and Efficiency Initiative (IEI) in 2005. Gains were 
expected in three areas:  

(i) Financial. MFFs would reduce the amount of commitment fees paid by borrowers, so it 
was assumed that their use would free up government resources that could be 
reallocated to development expenditures. MFFs would also spread countries’ debt 
exposure over a longer time period through the gradual commitment and disbursement 
of tranches and were therefore expected to improve the borrowers’ balance sheets, 
facilitating cofinancing and resource mobilization from third parties. 

(ii) Processing. The streamlining of ADB approval procedures (and possibly of national 
approval procedures) was expected to result in faster processing of subsequent tranches 
with net overall staff time savings that could be reallocated to implementation 
supervision. 

(iii) Implementation. Increased staff attention and careful preparation of subsequent 
tranches by staff and consultants engaged under the previous ongoing tranches were 
expected to improve implementation performance. 
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89. This chapter assesses whether these expected efficiency gains have been achieved. It attempts to 
answer the second specific evaluation question (para. 21): what financial and operational efficiency gains 
are facilitated by the use of MFFs in financing investment projects? The assessment was based on 
hypothesis testing of selected portfolio indicators, and a comparative assessment of a sample of MFFs 
and stand-alone projects approved and implemented during 2005–2018, as discussed in Chapter 1, 
Section E. The evaluation criteria and related findings are summarized in Table 16 and presented in more 
detail in the rest of this chapter. 
 

Table 16: Efficiency of Multitranche Financing Facility Operations 
Criteria Summary Assessment 
I. Financial Efficiency  
1. Reduction in Commitment Fees Savings have been modest relative to loan amounts (0.02%–0.06% of the 

loan amount annually for closed MFFs), largely due to the significant decline 
in commitment fee rates. ADB income was reduced marginally by $56.6 
million in 2005–2018. 

2. Promotion of Cofinancing and 
Partnerships 

MFFs raised cofinancing equivalent to 28% of the ADB approved amount 
compared with 14% of the approved amount for stand-alone projects. MFF 
cofinancing is more focused on fewer countries and projects and consists 
mostly of loans under collaborative arrangements. 

II. Efficiency in Processing  
1. Simplification of National 

Procedures 
Four of the 16 MFF countries have slightly simplified their national 
procedures for MFFs, skipping one approval step. Executing agencies report 
improved ability to navigate these procedures, enabling them to achieve 
effectiveness sooner. 

2. Achievement of Six 
Preconditions 

Achieving MFF preconditions entailed a medium-level burden for ADB and 
government staff but the preconditions are considered necessary for quality 
project preparation. Merging of some documents could be considered. 

3. Utilization of PPTA Resources Due to ADB restrictions on PPTA use for the preparation of subsequent 
tranches, MFFs used one-fifth of the PPTA resources used by stand-alone 
projects per $1 million of investment financed, shifting preparation 
responsibility to borrowers using loan funds. Additional non-TA support 
was often provided to meet ADB safeguard and quality requirements. 

4. Acceleration of ADB Processing 
Schedules  

Individually, MFFs and their first tranches were 29% slower to process than 
stand-alone projects. Subsequent tranches were 43% faster. Simulations 
comparing a typical four-tranche MFF with four separate projects showed 
30% staff time gains and 62% elapsed time gains in processing. As 62% of 
tranche approvals were concentrated in the fourth quarter, delegation of 
approval reduced some of the “bunching” that would have been required if 
they had had to be considered by the Board. 

III. Implementation Efficiency  
1. ADB Resource Allocation to 

Implementation Supervision 
Implementation of an MFF tranche was 34% more staff-intensive than a 
stand-alone project on an annual basis. When processing and 
implementation are combined, a four-tranche MFF is 15% more efficient 
than four stand-alone projects. 

2. Start-up and Early 
Implementation 

MFFs reached first disbursement sooner and sustained this initial advantage 
over the first 5 years of implementation. 

3. Scope Changes and Extensions MFFs had 18% more scope changes than stand-alone projects, in spite of 
the flexibility built into the periodic approval of tranches. Extensions were 
more frequent (1.15 per tranche compared with 0.74 per project) and 
implementation more delayed (51% of planned time, compared with 37% 
for projects). 

4. Cancellations of Proceeds Cancellations represented 19% of the approved amount for completed 
tranches and 14% for completed MFFs (compared with 11% for stand-alone 
projects). This high level of cancellations is a symptom of design and/or 
implementation weaknesses and signals a potential loss of development 
impact. 

5. Project Ratings during 
Implementation 

On an annual average, a slightly higher percentage of MFFs were rated on 
track (80%) than stand-alone projects (75%). Overall, portfolio performance 
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Criteria Summary Assessment 
ratings of MFF were generally comparable with those of stand-alone 
projects. It appeared that issues were common across projects and were not 
specific to either MFFs or stand-alone projects.  

6. Safeguards No fundamental differences between MFFs and stand-alone projects were 
encountered. Most ADB staff interviewed (74%) reported no difference in 
implementing safeguard requirements in MFFs and stand-alone projects.   

7. Procurement Integrity Project procurement-related review reports available for five MFFs, 
identified several financial management and procurement irregularities. 
While these were not specific to the MFF modality, such irregularities have 
a potentially higher financial impact in an MFF, given the larger financing 
amounts involved. 

8. Preparation of Tranche and 
Facility PCRs 

The requirement for individual completion reports for sector-type MFFs has 
time and resource implications that have become more apparent as more 
MFFs mature.  

Source: IED evaluation team assessment. 
 
90. Among the perceived efficiency gains, stakeholders considered faster processing to be the most 
important reason for using MFFs instead of stand-alone projects (rating of 2.1 out of 3). This was 
followed by a reduction in commitment charges paid and flexibility in planning and implementing 
tranches (both with ratings of 1.8). As Table 17 shows, commitment fee savings were especially 
appreciated in India, faster processing was more important for the PRC and Georgia, and the increase in 
procurement package size was especially relevant for PNG. Interestingly, efficiency was not an important 
consideration for Viet Nam, with low ratings for all reasons.  
 

Table 17: Main Efficiency Reasons for Using Multitranche Financing Facilities  
(weighted average score of level of importance)a 

Reason GEO IND PAK PNG PRC VIE Overall 
Number of Respondents 16 23 13 17 19 22 110 
Reduce the Commitment Fees Paid 1.6 2.5 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.3 1.8 
It is Faster to Prepare Tranches 
that Full Follow-Up Projects 

2.3 2.1 2.1 1.3 2.5 1.6 2.1 

Implementation is Smoother 0.6 1.2 1.8 0.6 2.1 1.2 1.3 
Larger Procurement is Possible, 
Attracting more International 
Contractors 

0.4 0.7 1.6 2.3 1.4 0.8 1.1 

Other—Flexibility in Planning and 
Implementing Tranches 

1.5 1.5 2.0 3.0 NA 1.5 1.8 

a Level of importance: 0 = not important; 1 = somewhat important; 2 = quite important; 3 = highly important.  
GEO = Georgia, IND = India, MFF = multitranche financing facility, NA = not applicable, PAK = Pakistan, PNG = Papua New 
Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Sources: Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 
 

B. Financial Efficiency  
 
 1.  Savings in Commitment Charges 
 
91. The reduction in commitment fee rates cut commitment charge payments more significantly for 
MFFs than for stand-alone projects.81 As shown in Table 18, the incidence of commitment charges as a 

 
81 In this analysis we use the term “commitment fees” or “commitment fee rates” to indicate the incidence (for example 0.15% of 

undisbursed amount) and the term “commitment charges” to indicate the dollar amount paid by applying the commitment fee 
rate to a given amount. ADB radically reduced commitment fees on investment loans from 0.75% of undisbursed loan amount 
for loans negotiated before 1 January 2007 to 0.35% for loans negotiated between that date and 1 October 2007, and further 
to 0.15% for loans negotiated after 1 October 2007. Prior to this reduction, ADB commitment fees were the highest among 
multilateral development banks. Commitment fees net of waivers were at 0.25% at the IBRD, IADB and AfDB. Sources: ADB. 
2006. Enhancements for the Asian Development Bank's Loan and Debt Management Products. Manila, and ADB. 2007. Review 
of the Asian Development Bank's Loan Charges. Manila. 
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share of total approved loan amount fell from 1.56% for the MFF tranches negotiated before 1 October 
2007 to 0.32% for those negotiated after that date (from 0.27 to 0.06 on an annual basis). For stand-
alone projects, the incidence fell from 1.42% to 0.50% (from 0.21 to 0.07 on an annual basis). Tranches 
approved in the early years, when ADB and borrowers were familiarizing themselves with the new 
modality, took considerably longer to implement (7.1 years), compared with those negotiated after 
1 October 2007 (4.6 years), more than offsetting the advantage resulting from the gradual approval of 
smaller tranches. The incidence of commitment charges for standalone projects negotiated before 
1 October 2007 was lower, at 1.42% of loan amount vs. 1.56% for MFF tranches. The situation reversed 
itself after 2007: the incidence of commitment charges fell more sharply for MFFs, and for the remainder 
of the study period, it averaged 0.32% of loan amount, compared to 0.50% for stand-alone projects. The 
reduction in commitment fee rates and shorter implementation duration combined produced savings of 
0.21% of loan amount annually for MFF tranches. Due to exceptionally volatile and low global interest 
rates, commitment charges were equivalent to between 1.4% and 7.8% of the borrowing cost, 
depending on the year.82 
 
Table 18: Commitment Fees Paid on Multitranche Financing Facility Tranches and Stand-Alone Projects 

Categories 
Number 
of MFFsa  

Number 
of 

Tranches 
or 

Projects 

Commitment 
Charges 

Paid  
($ million)  

Principal 
Amount  

($ million) 

Charges 
as a % of 

Loan 
Amount 

(%) 

Annual 
Chargeb 

(%) 
For All Closed MFFs 
a. All MFFs, 2005-2018 28 80 59.60 11,116.34 0.54 0.09 
b. MFFs Negotiated Before CFRc 13 17 30.29 1,944.19 1.56 0.27 
c. MFFs Negotiated After CFR  27 63 29.31 9,172.15 0.32 0.06 
Reduction in Commitment Charges Resulting from CFR (row b - row c) 1.24  0.21 
For All Closed Stand-alone Projects 
d. All Closed Projects, 2005-2018 n.a. 105 133.27 15,309.93 0.87 0.13 
e. Projects Negotiated Before CFRc    n.a. 37 88.09 6,185.09 1.42 0.21 
f. Projects Negotiated After CFR  n.a. 68 45.18 9,124.85 0.50 0.07 
 Reduction in Commitment Charges Resulting from CFR (row e - row f) 0.92  0.14 

CFR = commitment fee reduction (1 October 2007). 
n.a. = not applicable. 
a  Numbers before and after 1 October 2007 reflect duplication because only 1 of the 13 MFFs was fully committed before 1 

October 2007. 
b  Annual commitment charge is obtained by dividing the total commitment charges expressed in % of the loan amount by the 

average duration of 5.7 years for an MFF tranche and 6.7 years for a stand-alone project. 
c Period before 1 October 2007 includes tranches and projects negotiated at either the 0.75% or the 0.35% commitment fee rate.  
Sources: IED evaluation team estimates using eOps; Controller Department; and Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 
Department. Data filtered to include only closed MFF tranches and projects approved from 2005 onward. 
 
92. Simulation results show that use of MFFs instead of stand-alone projects saves half of the 
commitment charges, a large relative difference, but a modest absolute advantage, and that the 
reduction in commitment fee rates and prompt implementation have the most impact on reducing 
commitment charges. Table 19 presents the results from two simulation approaches, comparing the 
commitment charges (as a percentage of total loan amount) paid by 28 closed MFFs (80 tranches) with: 
(A) stand-alone projects that would have committed the entire MFF amount up front, and followed the 
same disbursement profile of each MFF; and (B) stand-alone projects that would have committed the 
entire amount up front, but followed the duration and disbursement profile of a typical stand-alone 
project modeled after the sample of 105 closed stand-alone projects. The two approaches bracket 
possible outcomes, since it is unlikely that the scope of a tranche processed 6 or 7 years after the MFF 
approval would have been included in the original design of a stand-alone project, and it is also not 
completely realistic that an entire large MFF could have been approved and implemented at the faster 

 
82 Annual cost of borrowing from ADB ranged between 1.01% and 6.20% during 2006–2018. Given the large changes in interest 

rates caused by the central banks’ response to the 2008–2010 financial crisis, the commitment fee incidence in the total cost of 
borrowing from ADB ranged from 1.4% to 7.8%, depending on the year (Appendix 6, Table A6.1).  
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pace of a single project. The table also presents the results from a sensitivity analysis along four 
dimensions: (i) use of total approved amount or net loan amount to simulate undisbursed balances; 83 
(ii) changes in commitment fee rates; (iii) sector composition; and (iv) loan duration and implementation 
speed, as reflected by the disbursement profile of the typical stand-alone project (for more detail, see the 
simulation methodology in Linked Document A).84 The simulation results show:  
 

(i) Under approach A, use of MFF saved nearly half of the commitment fees compared to 
using a stand-alone project, reducing commitment charges by 0.50% of total loan 
amount, from 1.04% to 0.54%. While the difference is sizeable in relative terms, it is 
modest in absolute value: over the average 8.5 years of MFF implementation, annual 
savings are equivalent to 0.06% of total loan amount.85 Approach B produces less 
savings: 0.20% of net loan amount in total, or 0.02% per year.  
 

(ii) When the simulation uses net loan amount (simulations A2 and B), total savings become 
more modest, at around 0.20–0.21% of the loan amount. As discussed in footnote 83, 
cancellations in MFFs are likely to happen relatively early, when a subsequent tranche is 
processed. Scenario A3 (average of total loan amount and net loan amount), showing a 
0.35% savings, is probably the more realistic. The evidence from country field visits 
confirms this order of magnitude, with savings ranging from 0.03% to 0.38% of the MFF 
amount and from 0.04% to 0.55% of the converted amount (Appendix 6, Table A6.2). 

 
(iii) The reduction in commitment fee rates (an exogenous factor that is not a feature of the 

MFF modality) has a significant impact on commitment charges paid, as already shown 
in Table 18. It reduces them for both MFF and standalone projects, but under a 0.15% 
commitment fee rate scenario (i.e., after 1 October 2007) use of MFF instead of an 
equivalent standalone project produces a total saving of 0.27% under approach A and 
0.14% under approach B. 

 
(iv) Sector composition (scenario B3) had only a marginal effect. When all MFFs are used in 

the three major sectors (transport, energy, and WUS), the savings change only marginally 
from 0.20% in the base case (scenario B) to 0.19% of net loan amount.  

 
(v) Commitment fees savings increase significantly with faster implementation. Replacing an 

MFF with a stand-alone project whose disbursement patterns and duration fall in the one 
third fastest implementation percentile eliminates (-0.01%) all the MFF savings in 
commitment charges. Replacing them with projects in the one third slowest 
implemented percentile doubles it to 0.41%. 

 
  

 
83 Since cancelled funds from a tranche are reallocated to the MFF for use in subsequent tranches, cancellations can be expected 

to happen as soon as a subsequent tranche is being prepared. In the absence of data on the exact timing of cancellations, 
approach A is based on total approved amount but tests the sensitivity of using the net loan amount (total approved less 
cancellations) and of averaging the two, while approach B, where the stand-alone project disbursement profile is used, is based 
on net loan amount.  

84 The 2012 RTE simulated commitment fee savings by comparing the use of two-tranche and four-tranche MFFs with a single 
stand-alone loan of the same total amount and with the same theoretical disbursement profile. This produced commitment fee 
savings estimates ranging from 0.08% to 0.45% of the amount borrowed. The simulations performed under this evaluation 
adopted the calculation method introduced in 2007 (payment of the commitment fee on the full amount of undisbursed loan 
balances) instead of the previous method, which applied the fee to the undisbursed amount compared to a predetermined 
growing 15%-45%-85% share of the loan during the first 3 years, since 92% of MFF tranches were approved after 2007. 

85 For a loan of $1 billion, lending through an MFF vs. a stand-alone project would save $5 million of commitment charge. Given 
an average duration of MFF implementation is 8.5 years, the savings is about $0.6 million a year.  
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Table 19: Savings in Commitment Charges – Simulation Results and Sensitivity Analysis 
(percentages of loan amount) 

Scenario Actual Simulated Savings 
(a) (b) (c) (c) – (b) 

A. Sample of 28 closed MFFs, based on total approved loan amount and 
actual disbursement profile of each MFF 

0.54 1.04 0.50 

Se
ns

it
iv

it
y 

A
na

ly
si

s 

A1. Subsample of 15 MFFs fully negotiated after 1 October 2007 
(0.15% commitment fee rate) 

0.33 0.60 0.27 

A2. Computation based on net loan amount (excluding 
cancellations) 

0.65 0.86 0.21 

A3. Average of total and net loan amount 0.60 0.95 0.35 
B. Sample of 28 closed MFFs, based on net loan amount, and average 

duration and disbursement profile of 105 closed stand-alone projects 
0.45 0.65 0.20 

Se
ns

it
iv

it
y 

A
na

ly
si

s 

B1. Commitment Fee at 0.75%, For All 1.52 2.21 0.69 
B2. Commitment Fee at 0.15%, For All 0.30 0.44 0.14 
B3. Only Comparators in 3 Main Sectors (Transport, Energy, WUS) 0.45 0.64 0.19 
B4. One-Third of Comparators with Fastest Implementation 0.45 0.44 -0.01 
B5. One-Third of Comparators with Slowest Implementation 0.45 0.86 0.41 

Source: IED evaluation team estimates based on portfolio data collected from eOps; Controller Department; and Procurement, 
Portfolio and Financial Management Department. 
 
93. The loss of OCR income for ADB resulting from commitment fees savings was estimated at  
$56.6 million during 2005–2018, equivalent to 0.24% of ADB total revenues and 0.36% of loan revenues. 
During the evaluation period 2005–2018, ADB had total revenues of $23,473 million, of which $15,719 
million from loans and the remaining balance was mostly from investment income. During this period, 
ADB approved $32,145.88 million of OCR loans under MFF tranches. By applying the average annual 
commitment charges savings rate at 0.04% per year (average of approaches A and B in Table 19) to these 
amounts, it is estimated that total commitment charges savings (equivalent to the loss of OCR income) 
resulting from MFF utilization for the 2005–2018 period at $56.6 million (Appendix 6, Table A6.3).86 The 
total ADB income loss over 14 years comprised 0.24% of ADB’s total revenues and 0.36% of ADB’s loan 
revenues. Longer MFF implementation schedules and the drastic reduction in commitment fee rates since 
2007 have combined to cause only a modest reduction in ADB income.  
 
 2. Cofinancing 
 
94. Cofinancing raised by MFF operations was 27.5% of the ADB approved amount, almost twice 
the 14.4% average raised by stand-alone projects. Most of it was collaborative cofinancing in the form 
of loans, and it focused on fewer countries and fewer projects.87 During 2005–2018, ADB approved a 
total of $36.1 billion under MFF tranches and $59.7 billion for stand-alone projects, correspondingly 
generating $9.9 billion and $8.6 billion cofinancing, or 27.5% and 14.4% of the ADB approved amount, 
respectively. The top three countries (Bangladesh and Kazakhstan at 23.9% of the total each and India 
at 18.6%) accounted for two-thirds of all MFF cofinancing, and the top five countries (adding Viet Nam 
at 16.9% and Afghanistan at 5.9%) for almost 90%. By comparison, the top three countries for stand-
alone projects (Bangladesh, Viet Nam, and Georgia) accounted for about half of cofinancing, and the 
top five for two-thirds. Of the approved MFFs and tranches, 46 facilities (44%) and 104 tranches (31%) 

 
86 Average savings over the life of a 5-year tranche were 0.15% of the loan amount (0.03% annually x 5). The full amount was 

saved for loans approved up to 2013, which on average ended in 2018. Starting from 2014, the approved amounts subject to 
commitment fee were adjusted to reflect the fact that commitment charges on open tranches would be partly paid in subsequent 
years, beyond the 2005–2018 period. Approved OCR amounts were adjusted based on approval year, decreasing from 4/5 for 
tranches approved in 2014 to 1/5 for tranches approved in 2017 and to 0/5 for tranches approved in 2018 (which would begin 
paying commitment charges in 2019). Applying the 0.15% savings rate (Table 18) to the adjusted amounts yielded a total savings 
of $38.58 million for clients, and an equivalent income loss for ADB caused by the use of MFFs instead of stand-alone projects. 

87 Under collaborative cofinancing arrangement, ADB and the cofinancing partner coordinate their actions in relation to the project, 
but each follows its own financial and operational procedures. Collaborative cofinancing imposes no contractual obligations on 
either ADB or the financing partner, but requires close coordination during processing and implementation of the project, and 
is documented through project- or activity-specific MOUs and aide-memoires. (IED. 2016. Thematic Evaluation Study; 
Effectiveness of Asian Development Bank Partnerships. Manila) 
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received cofinancing, compared with 69% of stand-alone investment projects. The three major sectors 
combined accounted for 74.3% for MFFs (transport 47.4%, energy 24.6%, and WUS 2.4%), slightly less 
than the same three sectors for stand-alone projects (transport 43.6%, energy 33.3%, and WUS 9.5%). 
By type of cofinancing, collaborative cofinancing comprised 85.4% of the cofinancing mobilized for MFF 
and only slightly less for stand-alone projects—80.0% (Appendix 6, Table A6.4). 
 
95. The difference in cofinancing patterns is consistent with MFF investment in large national or local 
investment programs in the transport, energy and WUS sectors. Given the very large financing 
requirements of such programs, governments are keen to pool funding from various sources. Larger 
amounts are typically available only on a loan basis (multilateral or bilateral development banks and loan 
programs account for 86% of MFF cofinancing),88 and, given the size of the loans, the funding sources 
prefer to be directly involved in their administration. By contrast, stand-alone investment projects tend 
to mobilize relatively small amounts of grant cofinancing to address subcomponents with social or 
environmental implications, and cofinanciers find it expedient to have ADB take care wholly or partly in 
the administration. 
 
96. The most critical criterion for cofinancing by development partners appeared to be similar 
development objectives. The higher mobilization of cofinancing for MFFs was not linked to the improved 
balance sheet of borrowers resulting from lower contingent liabilities associated with the gradual 
commitment of funds through tranches.89 Among the six possible motivations for cofinancing explored 
by the IED team, the 14 development partners interviewed in the six countries visited rated sharing similar 
development objectives overwhelmingly as the most important (2.8 out of 3), followed by ADB’s 
reputation (1.9) and large-scale and long-term financing (both 1.8).90 Many development partners were 
not aware of the MFF or its features (Appendix 6, Table A6.5). The most important considerations behind 
development partners’ cofinancing decisions in India were: similar development objectives, financing 
large projects, long-term commitment, and faster loan delivery. In Viet Nam, development partners did 
not consider the financing modality to be a factor in their decisions to cofinance. Their decisions were 
based on the investment merit of the projects financed and on ADB's reputation as a trusted development 
partner (Linked Document B, Table A2). They considered processing, stakeholder involvement, safeguard 
compliance, and the organization's involvement to be similar for both MFFs and other projects. PNG 
received modest amounts ($24.8 million) of grant cofinancing to extend the benefits of the ADB MFF 
through household connections to the new power grid and rural feeder roads to the Highlands Highway 
(coordination between development partners in PNG is based on geographic area or sector, rather than 
on joint operations). The PRC used MFFs to pilot test new concepts, and this approach did not lend itself 
to cofinancing.91 

 

C. Processing Efficiency 
 

 1. Simplification of National Procedures 
 
97. The use of an MFF triggered slightly simplified national procedures for MFF preparation in four 
out of 16 countries, which had a modest impact on processing efficiency. In those four countries, typically 
the whole facility was approved by a higher level of authority, while subsequent tranches did not need 

 
88 The World Bank accounted for $3.7 billion, or 38% of MFF cofinancing; Islamic Development Bank and European Investment 

Bank (EIB) together for 16%; Agence Française de Développement (AFD), KFW, Export–Import Bank of Korea (KEXIM) and the 
OPEC Fund for International Development (OFID) for 18%, and Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) for 14%. In the 
case of Afghanistan, the Afghanistan Infrastructure Trust Fund, with $512 million, accounted for 88% of the cofinancing 
mobilized by MFFs (compared with 51% for stand-alone investment projects). See Appendix 6, Table A6.4. 

89 The argument was made in ADB. 2005. Innovation and Efficiency Initiative: Pilot Financing Instruments and Modalities. Manila, 
Para. 29 (iii), but did not feature in the subsequent mainstreaming paper in 2008. 

90 The six possible motivations were: (i) similar development objectives; (ii) large size of investment project; (iii) lower administration 
and transaction costs for your organization; (iv) longer term commitment; (v) faster delivery of loans; and (vi) reputation of ADB. 

91 The majority of cofinancing in PRC is in any event provided by national financing institutions (Bank of Beijing, China Construction 
Bank Corporation, EXIMBANK of China, Huaxia Bank). 
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to go through the entire process again and were approved by a lower level of authority.92 The other 12 
countries had the same approval procedures for subsequent MFF tranches as for stand-alone projects 
(Appendix 6, Table A6.6). In the seven countries the evaluation team visited, in India, the Department of 
Economic Affairs (DEA) of the Ministry of Finance approved the MFF as a whole and subsequent tranches 
did not need to go to DEA again. In the PRC, on the programming level, once the State Council approves 
the inclusion of an MFF in the program, it does not need to approve again the inclusion of subsequent 
tranches in later years’ programs and the National Development and Reform Commission has the 
prerogative to make minor adjustments for the approval of subsequent tranches. However, in both 
countries, time and effort savings did not appear to be substantial. Counterparts in executing agencies 
pointed out that because they have gained experience with earlier tranches, even if the procedures for 
approving subsequent tranches are the same, they are better able to navigate and to shorten the time 
required for approvals.93  
 
 2. Workload to Prepare the Six Preconditions for an MFF 
 
98. ADB staff and government counterparts rated the workload to prepare the six preconditions for 
an MFF as a medium-level burden, but they considered them to be a necessary step in project preparation. 
The average rating in terms of the burden was 2.3 for ADB staff and 2.4 for government counterparts. 
Preparation of the policy framework, strategic context, investment program, and undertakings were 
considered the most time-consuming by ADB staff, whereas government counterparts were more 
focused on the policy framework, and especially the financing plan (Appendix 6, Table A6.7). In most 
cases, existing government sector strategies, plans and investment programs provided a good 
foundation, but efforts were needed to update them and improve on the presentation. Stakeholders 
agreed that this type of analysis was necessary when preparing a sizeable investment program, regardless 
of the modality selected to finance it. As discussed in Chapter 3, MFF preconditions in the 18 case projects 
reviewed were rated highly for the quality of the sector road map, policy framework, strategic context 
and undertakings, but had a medium rating for the quality of investment and financing plans. Given the 
overall high quality of the preconditions, ADB could consider: (i) merging the strategic context 
precondition into the sector road map, since MFFs, like all ADB operations, follow from CPSs and were 
found to be well-aligned with them; and (ii) combining the policy framework and the undertakings that 
follow from it in a single document, which would have the advantage of establishing a stronger link 
between the needed sector policy reforms and the specific support they receive under the MFF and other 
ADB operations.  
 
 3. Utilization of PPTA Resources 
 
99. For each $1 amount approved, MFFs utilize less PPTA and transaction technical assistance (TRTA) 
resources than stand-alone projects.94 As shown in Appendix 6, Table A6.8, on average, $1 dollar of funds 
spent on PPTA prepared $1,021 worth of ensuing MFF investment, compared with $207 in the case of 
stand-alone projects. While PPTA size was very similar at $960,000 for the processing of a facility and the 
first tranche and $941,000 for stand-alone projects, only a handful of subsequent tranches (2%) utilized 
TRTA for preparation, compared with 53% of stand-alone projects. MFF rules allow use of TRTA for 
subsequent tranches only in exceptional cases, and it is expected loan funds and loan consultants will  be 
used for this purpose.95 ADB staff interviewed for the evaluation indicated that, in some countries (e.g., 

 
92 The four countries with simplified government procedures were: Bangladesh, the PRC, India, and Mongolia. In Bangladesh, an 

MFF is approved by a cabinet committee headed by the Prime Minister; in India, an MFF is approved by the Ministry of Finance; 
in Mongolia, an MFF is ratified by parliament; and in the PRC, the inclusion of an MFF is approved by the State Council and it 
does not need to approve again the inclusion of tranches.  

93 This feedback is corroborated by data, which show that, on average, second tranches reached effectiveness 28 days (13%) sooner 
than first MFF tranches. See later Table 26 on implementation efficiency.  

94 In 2016, ADB changed the TA classification types to transaction TA and knowledge and support TA. Transaction TA can be used 
to support project preparation and implementation. Knowledge and support TA can be used for capacity development 
(knowledge sharing), policy advice, and research and development. 

95 Staff Instructions issued on 30 June 2011. 
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Myanmar), there were legal restrictions on the use of funds for this purpose, which prevented utilization 
of MFFs. In most others, TA resource utilization by MFF was underestimated. Governments are often 
reluctant to use loan funds for purposes other than providing physical infrastructure, so activities that 
are needed to satisfy ADB requirements (e.g., on safeguards or quality standards for the economic and 
technical analysis) are funded by ADB, usually by hiring individual consultants and/or using savings from 
other TA projects. Other problems reported with this arrangement were (i) the higher cost of consultants, 
who factor into their overhead the cost of national taxation, which they are exempt from if recruited 
directly by ADB under a TA project; and (ii) transfer of control over the recruitment and oversight of the 
work performed by consultants from ADB to the executing agency, which may sometimes lead to 
insufficient quality control, or political pressures on project design or subproject selection that are 
difficult to resist. 
  
 4. Processing Duration 
 
100. Use of the MFF shortens the overall (facility and tranches) processing time compared with stand-
alone projects. At least two stand-alone projects would be needed to achieve the scope of an MFF. 
Processing time for the facility and first tranche, at 26 months, is identical to the time required for a 
stand-alone project. Subsequent tranches are 50% faster to process than stand-alone projects without a 
PPTA, and 80% faster than those with PPTA. Table 20 compares MFF and stand-alone investment projects 
on the basis of elapsed time between processing milestones.96 Data on 34 first and 136 subsequent MFF 
tranches and 328 stand-alone investment projects processed during 2005–2018 show that on average 
775 days (26 months) were required to process either a facility and related first tranche or a stand-alone 
project with PPTA. However, at 139 days (4.6 months), processing of a periodic financing request (PFR) 
is twice as fast as processing of a stand-alone project that does not require PPTA (289 days, or 9.6 
months), and five times faster than processing a project that requires PPTA (26 months). Differences 
between subsequent tranches and stand-alone projects’ processing time are statistically significant at the 
99% level, but may be overestimated, because due diligence for a subsequent tranche begins before 
receipt of a PFR (see para. 108 for further discussion of this issue). These data confirm the perceptions 
expressed by stakeholders, who gave the faster speed of preparing subsequent tranches a rating of 
2.1 out of 3, the highest among the efficiency reasons and the third highest overall. ADB staff gave an 
even higher rating of 2.2 (Appendix 6, Table A6.7). 
 

Table 20: Time Elapsed Between Major Processing Milestones (months) 

Milestones 

MFF and 
Tranche 1  

(a) 

Tranche 2+  
 

(b) 

Stand-Alone 
Project  

(c) 

Ratio  
(a/c) 

Ratio 
(b/c) 

From PPTA Approval to Project Approval 25.84 n.a. 25.82 
 

1.0 n.a. 

From MFF PFR or Stand-Alone Project FF 
to Project Approval 

n.a. 4.64a 9.65 a n.a. 0.48 

FF = fact finding mission, MFF = Multitranche Financing Facility, n.a. = not applicable, PFR = periodic financing request.  
Tranche 2+ = tranche 2 and subsequent tranches. 
a The difference between the two values is statistically significant at the 99% level.  
Sources: IED evaluation team hypothesis test using eOps data collected for this evaluation.  
 
101. Delegation of approval reduced some of the workload that would be required in the case of a 
tranche requiring Board consideration but there may be a risk of hasty preparation in order to meet 
annual lending targets. Almost 62% of MFF tranches during 2005–2018 were approved in the last quarter 
of the year (and 37% during the month of December), compared with 46% in the last quarter and 21% 

 
96 Relevant milestones for the comparison between the facility and first tranche and stand-alone projects are the time from PPTA 

approval to project approval, since most first tranches and stand-alone projects are prepared using PPTA. For subsequent 
tranches, the tranche processing starting point is the date at which ADB receives a PFR and for a stand-alone project the 
beginning of processing is the start of the project fact-finding mission. Under the assumption that the staff intensity devoted on 
average to processing an MFF or tranche is not different from that applied to a stand-alone project, the duration of the elapsed 
period between initial and final milestones can also be considered a proxy of the amount of staff effort. 
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in December for stand-alone projects (Table 21). Delegation of tranche approval to Management freed 
up Board and staff resources that would have been devoted to pre-Board meetings and Board 
consideration during the ADB “bunching” period.97 
 

Table 21: Project Approvals in the Last Quarter, 2005–2018 

Project Type 
Total Number of 

Approvals 
Approvals in the Last Quarter Approvals in December 

Number % Number % 
MFF Facility 105 41 39.1 22 21.0 
MFF Tranche 271 167 61.6 100 36.9 
Stand-Alone Project 830 381 45.9 171 20.6 
Source: IED team computation using portfolio data collected for this evaluation. 

 
 5. Staff Time Requirements 
 
102. Staff time data available for 2011–2016 confirm earlier assumptions about the relative staff 
intensity of MFFs compared with stand-alone projects. For a limited period of 2011–2016, data collected 
from ADB’s Time Management System were coded to specific operations. The data source presents 
several shortcomings and the conclusions cannot be considered definitive in absolute terms, but since 
the data are subject to similar biases across modalities, they shed credible light on the relative staff time 
requirements.98 Table 22 presents indicators of staff intensity estimated by the evaluation team. On an 
annual basis, implementation of tranche 1 was 58% more staff time intensive for MFFs (subsequent 
tranches were 12% more) than for stand-alone projects. Total implementation of tranche 1 was 60% 
more staff-intensive (while subsequent tranches were 18% more efficient to administer) than a stand-
alone project, partly because project activities were front-loaded, and partly because of the different 
durations.99 An MFF with four tranches would require 15% less staff time to process and implement than 
four stand-alone projects—the base case comparison used in both the 2008 mainstreaming paper and 
2012 RTE (Appendix 6, Table A6.9). These findings broadly confirm the estimates in the 2008 MFF 
mainstreaming paper and the 2012 RTE, although the magnitudes differ.100 The findings were aligned 
with ADB staff perceptions collected during interviews: 23 out of 33 respondents who expressed an 
opinion (70%) indicated that preparation of the facility and first tranche requires more time and effort 
than a stand-alone project, and 28 out of 38 (74%) answered that preparation of a subsequent tranche 
requires less (Linked Document B, Table A3). Most staff considered that the heavier investment in 
preparing the facility and its first tranche upfront paid off in terms of ease of preparation of subsequent 
tranches. 
 
 
 
 
  

 
97 While the Board has the opportunity to review tranches submitted for Management approval, if examination of the "tranche at 

a glance" document (and if needed of the full linked documentation) does not raise concerns, which is typically the case, Board 
time can be saved at a critical time of the year as MFF tranche approvals are more heavily concentrated in the last quarter and 
month. 

98 Matching of staff time data to specific operations is not always possible (for example, only one subsequent tranche PPTA 
observation is available). Internal consistency checks were limited. The Time Management System originally included only the 
regional departments, thus underestimating staff inputs, but the underestimation affected both MFF tranches and stand-alone 
projects equally, so the relative comparison should remain valid. 

99 Establishment of project implementation units, arrangements and systems, safeguard activities in case of resettlement, initial 
procurement, recruitment of consultants who may remain for the whole duration of the MFF, are all concentrated during the 
first tranche.  

100 The 2012 RTE and the Board paper seem to have overestimated processing requirements for tranche 1 and stand-alone projects, 
while the 2012 RTE did not offer a comparison with stand-alone projects. 
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Table 22: Average Staff Time Spent on Processing and Implementation 
(staff-months per operation during 2011–2016) 

Activity 

MFF and 
Tranche 1 

(a) 

Tranche 2+ 
 

(b) 

Stand-Alone 
Project 

(c) 

Ratio 
 

(a/c) 

Ratio 
 

(b/c) 
Total Processing 14.74 5.66 11.38 1.30 0.50 
Average Implementation (annual) 2.46 1.75 1.56 1.58 1.12 
Weighted Average Implementation (annual)a 2.09 1.56 1.34 
Total Implementationb 16.73 8.58 10.45 1.60 0.82 
Total Processing and Implementation  
Base Case: MFF with Four Tranches Compared 
with Four Stand-Alone Projects 

74.2 87.3 0.85 

a Weighted average for all tranches based on the relative number of first and subsequent tranches. 
b Total implementation is estimated by multiplying the annual implementation with the average implementation duration (6.8 years 

for MFF tranche 1; 4.9 years for tranche 2; and 6.7 years for stand-alone projects).  
Tranche 2+ = tranche 2 and subsequent tranches. 
MFF = Multitranche financing facility.  
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using Time Management System data. 
 
103. There are indications that the duration of the preparation and staff time requirements for the 
processing of MFF and first tranches have increased more quickly than for stand-alone projects over time. 
Data quality and the limited number of observations in each subperiod limit the statistical significance 
of these findings, but between 2005–2008 and 2012–2015, the time elapsed from PPTA approval to loan 
approval increased by 39% for MFFs and tranche 1, while it decreased by 4% for comparator projects. 
Similar trends can be observed for subsequent tranches: time elapsed from PFR receipt to approval 
increased by 14% between 2005–2008 and 2016–2018, while during the same period the duration 
between fact-finding and approval for comparator projects declined by 15%. Staff time requirements 
increased by 85% to process a facility with a first tranche between 2012 and 2016, while in the same 
period they grew by 19% for stand-alone projects, and declined by 21% for subsequent tranches (Linked 
Document A, t-test Results). These trends seem to support indications received from ADB operations staff 
and management that the tightening of requirements and procedures has to some extent reduced the 
efficiency of the modality. 
 
104. Simulations suggest that the MFF modality provides significant processing efficiency, unless an 
MFF required more tranches than the equivalent number of stand-alone projects. The premise of MFF 
efficiency is that one facility would replace multiple loans. Data presented in Table 12 show that on 
average 6.3 stand-alone projects would have been needed to deliver as much funding as a single MFF 
during 2005–2018. The number dropped to 5.6 in the more recent 2012–2018 period as a result of 
increased loan sizes, and was lower for larger countries (2.1 in India, 3.1 in PRC). The evaluation 
performed a simulation to compare the overall processing efficiency of MFFs with stand-alone projects. 
The base case compares a four-tranche MFF with four stand-alone projects. Both overall processing time 
and staff time inputs were simulated separately. Sensitivity analysis was performed on (i) the number of 
tranches in the MFF (three instead of four); (ii) the number of replacement loans (two, three, and five); 
and (iii) the processing time of subsequent tranches.101 Table 23 presents the simulation results. The cells 
showing the base case results are in bold and highlighted in dark blue. Negative numbers show how 
much less time an MFF with the features shown in the top row requires compared to processing the 
number of stand-alone projects indicated in the first column. Positive numbers indicate that processing 

 
101 The base case comparison uses the loan or grant processing time (without PPTA) for subsequent tranches but includes PPTA 

processing and implementation for stand-alone projects because 341 out of 496 (69%) of all stand-alone projects were prepared 
using PPTA, compared with 7 out of 161 second and subsequent tranches (4%). However, several ADB staff interviewed 
suggested that ADB’s efforts do not begin at the time of PFR reception because considerable work takes place leading up to that 
phase. To correct for this possible underestimation, the sensitivity scenario adds the time equivalent to processing and 
implementation of PPTA for a subsequent tranche, under the assumption that ADB staff would spend a comparable time 
interacting with executing agencies and their consultants during this preliminary phase as they would under a PPTA. 
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an MFF with the features shown in the top row is more time-intensive than processing the number of 
projects shown in the corresponding row. For more detail, see Linked Document A, Simulation Methods. 

 
Table 23: Simulation of the Relative Multitranche Financing Facility Processing Efficiency 

(MFF time required compared with stand-alone project time required, %) 

 
Scenarios 

Time Elapsed During Processing Staff Time Allocated to Processing 
MFF 

4 Tranches 
MFF  

3 Tranches 
MFF 4 Tranches 

+ Extended 
Preparation 

MFF  
4 Tranches 

MFF  
3 Tranches 

MFF 4 Tranches 
+ Extended 
Preparation 

MFF Compared 
with Two Loans -23 -32 +4 +39 +14 +55 

MFF Compared 
with Three Loans 

-49 -55 -31 -7 -24 +3 

MFF Compared 
with Four Loans 

-62 -66 -48 -30 -43 -23 

MFF Compared 
with Five Loans 

-69 -73 -59 -44 -54 -38 

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Note: The “extended preparation” scenario considers that preparation of the periodic financing request took the same amount of 
time as for a stand-alone project from fact-finding to approval. This adds 5.1 months to the tranche processing duration, to 
recognize the fact that staff time is spent on preparation before receipt of the PFR.  
Source: IED evaluation team simulation using project data from eOps; Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management 
Department; and Time Management System. See Linked Document A, Table LD-A5. 
 

105. Under the base case scenario, a four-tranche MFF has a 62% shorter combined processing 
schedule than four stand-alone projects, and requires 30% less staff inputs, reflecting slight savings 
during the PPTA phase but more intense requirements during loan or grant processing of the facility and 
first tranche. This is because of the upfront investment in designing the whole facility, including achieving 
the six preconditions. The faster and less staff-intensive preparation of the three subsequent tranches 
more than compensates for this initial disadvantage. Depending on the sensitivity scenario, efficiency 
savings range from 23% to 73% in terms of time elapsed during processing, and from almost nil (3% 
disadvantage) to 54% in terms of staff time. Stand-alone projects are more efficient only if two projects 
can replace an entire MFF investment program. This finding is consistent with the situation in India, 
where average loan size is half the size of a facility, and where authorities in fact indicated that the choice 
of modality is made case-by-case based on the specific project features. 
 

D. Implementation Efficiency  
 

 1. Allocation of Additional Staff Resources to Implementation 
 
106. As anticipated, implementation of an MFF is more staff time-intensive than implementation of a 
stand-alone project under most plausible scenarios. The evaluation confirms that the anticipated shift of 
staff resources from processing to implementation has taken place. Table 24 shows that any combination 
of stand-alone projects up to four requires less staff resources during implementation than an MFF. The 
base case scenario (four-tranche MFF or four stand-alone projects) is very close to break-even, with the 
MFF being about 2% more staff-intensive (a difference of 0.7 staff-months over the entire 
implementation period). 
 

Table 24: Comparison of Implementation Efficiency of Different Options 
(Staff-months required for the whole investment) 

MFF Stand-Alone Projects 
4 Tranches 3 Tranches 2 Projects 3 Projects 4 Projects 5 Projects 

42.5 33.9 20.9 31.4 41.8 52.3 
Source: IED evaluation team estimates based on Time Management System data for 2011–2016. 
 
107. The shift of staff resources from MFF processing to implementation supervision counteracts a 
large share of the processing efficiency gains. Combining staff time for processing and implementation, 
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the MFF overall is more efficient when the number of tranches is equal to or fewer than the number of 
projects that would replace them. In our base case, a four-tranche MFF is 15% more efficient than four 
stand-alone projects over the whole life of the investment. If the four-tranche MFF can be replaced by 
three projects, the stand-alone approach becomes 13% more efficient. If five projects are necessary, the 
MFF is 32% more efficient (Table 25).102 
 

Table 25: Simulation of Multitranche Financing Facility Processing and Implementation Efficiency 
(staff time required by MFFs compared with stand-alone projects, %) 

 
Scenarios 

Staff time  
MFF  

4 Tranches 
MFF  

3 Tranches 
MFF 4 Tranches + 

Extended Preparation 
MFF Compared With 2 loans +70 +37 +78 
MFF Compared With 3 loans +13 -8 +19 
MFF Compared With 4 loans -15 -31 -11 
MFF Compared With 5 loans -32 -45 -29 

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Source: IED evaluation team simulation using Time Management System data for 2011–2016.  

 
108. Increased staff involvement during implementation very likely reflects efforts devoted to the 
preparation of subsequent tranches. Interviews with ADB and executing agency staff revealed that even 
though preparation of subsequent tranches is in theory devolved to executing agencies with support 
from consultants hired under the project, significant ADB staff involvement is needed in project design 
and to ensure compliance with ADB requirements. Some staff mentioned that collaboration in the 
preparation of a PFR may start as early as 6 months before it is formally submitted to ADB. Under these 
circumstances, it is very likely that staff who were supervising project implementation would have coded 
their time under that category, even though they were actually working in part on the preparation of a 
subsequent tranche. The fact that the overall resources required to prepare and deliver a large investment 
are comparable regardless of modality makes sense: in the end, the specific modality is simply a tool, and 
the same preparation and implementation activities must be performed. 
 
 2. Operational Performance  
 
109. During implementation, MFFs had (i) faster disbursement, (ii) more scope changes, (iii) more 
extensions (implementation delays), and (iv) higher cancellation rates than stand-alone projects. Table 
26 shows selected implementation indicators for stand-alone projects and MFFs and tranches during 
2005–2018. Hypothesis t-tests were conducted for the difference in averages between MFF tranches and 
stand-alone projects and, when possible, between the first and subsequent tranches of an MFF (Linked 
Document A, t-test Results). Many of the differences were not large and most were not statistically 
significant. While on an annual average, a slightly higher percentage of MFF tranches were rated on track 
(80% compared with 75% for projects), overall, the operational performance ratings of MFF were 
generally comparable with stand-alone projects because implementation issues (capacity bottlenecks, 
availability of counterpart funds, response times, procurement delays) tend not to be specific to either 
the MFF or stand-alone modality. The following paragraphs highlight some interesting differences. 
 

  

 
102 This staff time analysis is more meaningful than elapsed time analysis because tranches or stand-alone projects would be 

implemented at least to some extent concurrently, invalidating the concept of “total time elapsed.” 
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Table 26: Implementation Performance Indicators 

Indicator 

MFF Tranches Compared With Stand-
Alone Projects 

MFF Tranche 1 Compared With MFF 
Tranches 2+ 

Stand-Alone 
Projects 

MFFs  
(all tranches) 

MFFs 
Tranche 1 

MFFs 
Tranches 2+ 

Mean 
Obs. 
No. Mean 

Obs. 
No. Mean 

Obs. 
No. Mean  

Obs. 
No. 

Time from Approval to 
Effectiveness (months) 

7.06 469 6.82 259 7.37 104 6.45 155 

Time from Effectiveness to First 
Contract (months) 

7.88 297 7.53 129 7.39 55 7.64 74 

Time from First Contract to First 
Disbursement (months) 

11.09 380 11.70 216 9.09 89 13.53* 127 

Total from Approval to First 
Disbursement (months) 

19.99 418 15.81*** 242 16.76 99 15.15 143 

Average Number of Minor Scope 
Changes a 

1.82 281 2.27 124 3.20 49 1.65** 75 

Average Number of Major Scope 
Changes 

0.16 281 0.07 124 0.16 49 0.01** 75 

Total Scope Changes Average 1.99 281 2.34 124 3.37 49 1.67** 75 
Number of Extensions a 0.74 281 1.15** 124 1.41 49 0.99 75 
Average Extension (% of original 
schedule) 

37 158 51** 103 ... ... ... ... 

Average % of Approved Amount 
Cancelled 

13.85 ... 19.52 ... ... ... ... ... 

Percentage rated “on track” b         
Overall 74.91 ... 79.58 ... ... ... ... ... 
  Technical 97.49 ... 98.24 ... ... ... ... ... 
  Contract awards 77.09 ... 83.21 ... ... ... ... ... 
  Disbursements 75.86 ... 76.55 ... ... ... ... ... 
  Safeguards 98.26 ... 98.95 ... ... ... ... ... 

Obs. No. = number of observations; MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
*, **, *** = difference is statistically significant at the 90%, 95%, or 99% level, respectively. 
a Data on scope changes and extensions refer to closed tranches or projects only. 
b Data refers to the annual average percentage of “on track” ratings covering years 2013–2018 taken from MFF Annual Reports. 
… = not available. 
Source: IED estimates using data from eOps and the Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department. 
 

110. MFFs reached their first disbursement more quickly and sustained this initial advantage over the 
first 5 years of implementation. Differences in time elapsed between approval and effectiveness and from 
effectiveness to first contract award were on average modest. First tranches, however, reached first 
disbursement (15.8 months) considerably ahead of stand-alone projects (20 months), possibly because 
the investment in preparing the whole facility leads to more detailed preparation of the first tranche as 
well. The better ADB-wide average performance of MFFs is due to advance contracting and other project 
readiness measures adopted in India (the largest user, accounting for 38% of the MFFs approved, see 
Box 4), the PRC and PNG. When these countries are combined, the gains more than offset the opposite 
situation for other MFF users. Subsequent tranches—which, theoretically, should be even better 
prepared—paradoxically reached first disbursement later, even though they quickly recovered with larger 
disbursements in later years (Appendix 6, Table A6.10). As Figure 5 shows, better disbursement 
performance was sustained over the first 5 years of the project, with MFFs showing higher cumulative 
disbursements than stand-alone projects, and subsequent tranches performing better than the initial 
tranche, as a result of “learning by doing” by implementing units that have more stable staffing and 
stronger institutional memory than a sequence of stand-alone projects. On average, the time gap 
between approval of the first tranche and approval of the second tranche was 29 months, between 
second tranche and third tranche 24 months, between third tranche and fourth tranche 21 months, and 
between fourth tranche and a subsequent tranche 15 months.  More learning by doing can be expected 
between earlier tranches. 
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Box 4: Example of Advance Contracting in an MFF Leading to Shorter Times to First Contracts in the Roads 
Subsector, India 

 
The two tranches of the North Eastern State Roads Investment Program, India are compared with the earlier Bihar 
State Highways Project, India. For both the MFF and its comparator, project implementation units were established 
prior to loan effectiveness and project management consultants were recruited to assist using advance 
contracting. The advantages of advance contracting in the MFF were more pronounced in tranche 2 with the first 
contracts being awarded 18.3 months before loan effectiveness compared with 7.8 months before loan 
effectiveness in tranche 1. This was the result of the increased efficiency and learning from the first to second 
tranche, including more efficient contract approval, avoiding incomplete procurement documents, and reducing 
delays in approval of consultant mobilization. Overall, the use of advance contracting in the MFF case led to first 
consultant contracts being awarded earlier than in the comparator by 11.5 months (table below).  
 

… = not available. 
Sources: IED evaluation team project case assessment based on project documents. (i) ADB. 2018. Operations Manual, Policies 
and Procedures: Section IV-MFF Facility. Manila; (ii) ADB. 2018. 2018 Annual MFF Progress Report. Manila; (iii) IED 2016. CAPE 
India, Supplementary Linked Document 10; (iv) ADB. 2011. Report and Recommendation to the President, North Eastern State 
Roads Investment Program, India. Manila. 

Item 

North Eastern State 
Roads Investment 

Program 
Bihar State Highways 

Project Difference 
Average Time to First 
Contract Award (months) 13.07 1.55 11.52 

  Tranche 1 7.79 1.55 6.24 
  Tranche 2 18.34 … … 

 

 
111. The design flexibility of MFF tranches did not translate into a more precise definition of the scope 
or more timely implementation. On the contrary, MFF tranches during their shorter implementation 
period experienced more scope changes than stand-alone projects (2.34 compared with 1.99).103 Staff 
interviewed commented that over time more stringent requirements to specify tranche scope and timing 
upfront have eroded the MFF’s supposed flexibility to adapt to changing project circumstances. Closed 
MFFs also showed a far higher (and statistically significant) number of extensions (1.15 compared with 
0.74 per project), that resulted in their closing almost 2 years (or 51%) beyond their intended 
implementation schedule, compared with 37% (22 months) for stand-alone projects. The data highlight 

 
103 On average, closed MFF tranches had a 5.7-year duration from approval to closing, compared with 6.7 years for stand-alone 

projects. The majority (97%) were minor changes of scope. 

Figure 5: Disbursement Patterns 

  
Source: IED estimates using data from eOps and CTL. See Appendix 6, Table A6.10 for underlying data. 
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that in both cases the implementation schedules of ADB operations at project design were unrealistic, 
but also suggest that some complacency may have set in for MFFs, given their longer (typically 10-year) 
implementation horizon. This issue and the potential impact of the higher share of cancellations observed 
in completed MFFs (13.7%) and completed tranches (18.8%) as compared with stand-alone projects 
(10.8%) has already been discussed in paras. 40–41 and 75. 
 

112. Figure 6 presents some basic portfolio performance indicators for MFFs approved before 2012 
and since 2012. Overall, there was no clear difference between the two groups, except for the processing 
duration and the percentage of projects with disbursement in the first 2 years. MFFs approved before 
2012 took 22.1 months from PPTA approval to loan approval, while MFFs approved since 2012 took 33.7 
months about 50% longer. Half of this significantly longer processing time of the latter MFFs were due 
to the due diligence processes from PPTA approval to concept clearance and from concept clearance to 
fact finding that involved discussions with governments on the choice of the modality, preparation of six 
preconditions, formulation of project management unit, and feasibility studies.104  In contrast, the later 
MFFs started disbursement earlier, with almost a quarter of them having begun disbursement in the first 
2 years, while only 15% of the earlier MFFs had begun disbursement in the first 2 years. 
 

   
n=.|. = the figure on the left side is the number of MFFs approved before 2012 that were reviewed, and the figure on the right 
side is the number of MFFs approved since 2012 that were reviewed.  
MFF = multitranche financing facility.  
Processing duration refers to the time from PPTA approval to loan approval. 
Quality of the six preconditions was assessed on a scale from 1 – 3, with 1 being low, 2 being medium, and 3 being high.  
Sources: IED evaluation team computation using portfolio data collected from PPFD, CTL, and eOps for this evaluation. 
 
 3. Application of Safeguard Policies 
 
113. Country and project case studies did not highlight any fundamental differences between MFFs 
and stand-alone projects in the application of ADB safeguards. Issues with safeguard application were 
more related to the similarities or differences in the formulation and application of national and ADB 
policies, and depend on project-specific features or situations.105 The sample project case studies 
undertaken for the evaluation show that all MFF projects and comparators reviewed provided the 

 
104 On average, MFFs approved since 2012 took 11.6 months and 11.9 months longer than MFFs approved before 2012 to complete 

tasks from PPTA approval to concept clearance and from concept clearance to fact finding, respectively.  
105 For example, the environmental impact assessment for tranche 2 of the Georgia Road Corridors MFF underestimated 

environmental issues along the chosen alignment. This led to a doubling of the estimated project cost (which was based on a 
concept design prepared prior to approval) and cancellation of 90% of the relevant loan. 

22.1

2.8

8.5

10.2

15.4

1.2

4.2

2.3

33.7

2.5

8.0

9.4

23.1

1.0

2.7

2.0

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Processing duration (months, average, n=30|4)

Quality of the six preconditions of 18 sample MFFs (average score,
n=17|1)

Time from loan approval to loan effectiveness (months, n=66|39)

Time from loan effectiveness to first disbursement (months,
n=65|35)

Projects with disbursement in the first 2 years (%, n=10|9)

Number of major scope change (average, n=10|1)

Number of minor scope change (average, n=56|17)

Number of extensions (average, n=56|12)

Figure 6: Performance of MFFs Approved Before and Since 2012

MFFs approved since 2012 MFFs approved before 2012



60 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

necessary safeguard documents, in accordance with their project classifications and the individual project 
features and environments. The majority (42 out of 57 respondents, or 74%) of ADB and implementing 
agency staff and central government representatives interviewed in the case countries agreed that MFF 
tranche projects and stand-alone projects required the same level of effort and time to address safeguard 
requirements. However, three respondents considered it was harder to address safeguard requirements 
under MFFs and 12 found it easier (Linked Document B, Table A7). Some respondents remarked that the 
initial preparation of resettlement frameworks for the facility helped in the preparation of specific 
resettlement plans prior to tranche approval. Sometimes, when complex social and environmental issues 
were encountered and could not be resolved in time, the MFF format allowed the flexibility to reschedule 
the concerned subprojects to a later tranche to allow time to address them. Overall, MFFs showed 
somewhat lower propensity to tackle projects with high safeguard requirements. Only 17% of MFF first 
tranches were category A for environment and 30% for involuntary resettlement, compared with 23% 
for environment and 33% for involuntary resettlement respectively for stand-alone projects.106 
 
 4. Procurement Integrity 
 
114. Project procurement-related reviews (PPRRs) conducted by ADB’s Office of Anticorruption and 
Integrity raised concerns similar to those encountered in similar reviews of stand-alone projects. PPRRs 
were prepared for five MFFs.107 In Papua New Guinea, weak financial management and record-keeping, 
evaluation errors, and conflicts of interest in filling consultant positions were noted (Box 5). In Georgia, 
while the PPRR noted that the executing agency demonstrated a culture of ethics and strong project 
management capacity, it pointed out that substandard materials had been accepted initially, the financial 
capacity of some bidders had been overstated, bid evaluation criteria were at times inaccurately applied, 
and delays in reviewing detailed designs had resulted in inaccurate bills of quantities, causing project 
delays. In Azerbaijan, the financial capacity of some bidders was not sufficiently verified and some weigh 
stations were placed at the wrong location resulting in unrecoverable investment. In Pakistan, project 
management and bid evaluation capacity were weak, bid evaluation processes excessively complex and 
prone to leakage of information, and payment delays excessive. Overall, the issues were not unique to 
MFFs, although they had potentially higher financial impact given the size of MFF operations. 
 

Box 5: Procurement Integrity in MFFs and Stand-Alone Projects in PNG  
 

In Papua New Guinea, project procurement-related reviews conducted by ADB’s Office of Anticorruption and 
Integrity (OAI) for the Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program MFF raised concerns very similar 
to those encountered in similar reviews of two comparator projects. They included (i) untimely provision of 
procurement and financial management documents, which limited the OAI’s mission’s ability to conduct a 
conclusive assessment of the integrity and competitiveness of the bidding process, and the validity and accuracy 
of disbursements; (ii) weak financial management and project procurement capacity, not supported through 
capacity development; (iii) unsupported claims for payment; (iv) evaluation errors; (v) conflicts of interest in filling 
consultant positions; (vi) awarding of all consulting and all civil work contracts to the same two firms; and  
(vii)  payment of excessive mark-ups and inappropriate use of contingencies. Previous reviews had also identified 
contradictions in bid evaluation documents, two cases of substantial disbursements against modest physical 
progress, and inaccurate representations of contractors’ capacity and experience. The IED mission to PNG 
conducted for this evaluation inquired about some of the issues raised and was informed that records were now 
catalogued and stored both electronically and physically in a room that the mission was able to visit. A follow-up 
review by OAI published in February 2019 found that of nine verifiable recommendations (from a total of 18), 
only three had been partially implemented, and urged the government and the ADB Pacific Department to address 
the remaining ones more vigorously. The IED mission was not in the position to assess whether adequate remedial 
action had been taken by the Department of Works (the executing agency for all three projects reviewed), but 
noted that the issues were systemic in nature, and not specific to the MFF’s features, although potentially they 
had larger financial implications given the size of the MFF. 

 
106 For subsequent tranches the ratio was 16% category A for environment (26 out of 165) and 22% category A for involuntary 

resettlement (37 out of 165). 
107 Road Network Development Program (Azerbaijan); Urban Services Improvement Investment Program (Georgia); CAREC Transport 

Corridor—Zhambyl Oblast Section (Kazakhstan); Power Transmission Enhancement (Pakistan); and Highlands Region Road 
Improvement Investment Program (Papua New Guinea). 
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Sources: ADB. 2017. Project Procurement-Related Review. Loans 2496-PNG(COL), 2497-PNG(COL), 3076-PNG(COL), and 3077-
PNG: Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program (HRRIIP), Projects 1 and 2. Manila; ADB. 2017. Project 
Procurement-Related Review. Loans 2783-PNG and 2784-PNG(SF): Bridge Replacement for Improved Rural Access Sector Project. 
Manila; ADB. 2005. Project Procurement- Related Audit Report. Loan No. 1709-PNG Road Maintenance and Upgrading Sector 
Project. Manila; ADB. 2019. Follow-up Review of PPRR Recommendations. Manila. 

  
5.  Preparation of Tranche Completion Reports 

 
115. As more MFFs mature, and when many tranches are involved, the burden of preparing tranche 
completion reports increases significantly. Sector-type MFFs accounted for 87% of the total number of 
MFFs.108 ADB requires a PCR for each tranche of a sector-type MFF within 12 months (reduced from 24 
months in July 2019) after the financial closure of each tranche, just like any stand-alone project. This 
requirement is waived for the last tranche, tranches used to secure additional financing, and for time-
slice MFFs, whose objectives can only be achieved upon completion of the entire facility.109 One fifth of 
all MFFs approved so far have four to six tranches.110 In countries that normally process large stand-alone 
projects (e.g., India, where two projects can provide the same amount of financing as an average MFF, 
Table 12), as many as four or five PCRs and one facility completion report (FCR) may need to be prepared 
for an average MFF, placing considerable demands on staff time (Box 6). Of the 21 persons who gave 
opinions on the tranche PCR requirement, 14 said that it created an extra burden for the project team, 
while 9 out of 11 ADB staff who gave opinions agreed (Linked Document B, Table A8). 

 
Box 6: MFF Tranche Completion Report Overload 

 
MFFs require a PCR within 12 months of financial closing (except where the outputs of each tranche are the same, 
as is typically the case for time-slice MFFs), and a facility completion report (FCR) for the full MFF within 12 months 
of financial closing of the last financially closed tranche. All ADB project officers at the India resident mission 
interviewed for this evaluation questioned the requirement for PCRs for each tranche as well as the facility. This 
created a very high workload without much value-addition to the evaluative process, since much of the work was 
repetitive. This task also diverted staff resources from the processing of the next tranche and project implementation. 
 

To demonstrate the onerous PCR requirements, the India resident mission has computed the PCR workload over the 
period 2020–2022: 54 PCRs will have to be prepared, of which 39 will be for MFF tranches, including nine FCRs. The 
time duration to prepare a PCR is 8-9 months, at a cost of $30,000-$40,000 each (the estimated level for Viet Nam 
is 80 staff days at the cost of about $70,000 per PCR).a The India resident mission considers that selected PCRs could 
be combined without a loss of relevance or analysis. It has calculated that, if PCRs can be combined, there could be 
a saving of $15,000 per PCR, as well as significant savings in staff time that could be reallocated to supervision. 
 
a Data for Viet Nam were provided by the Viet Nam resident mission to the IED evaluation mission. 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Supplementary Appendix 5: India Case Country Report.  
 
116. The assumption behind the request for a PCR after each tranche is that different tranches will be 
relatively self-contained and, when they are implemented at different locations, the planned investment 
in some locations will be complete when the tranche closes. In reality, many sector-type MFFs (for 
example in the WUS sector), are implemented simultaneously in various locations, and each tranche 
covers a time-slice of these parallel investment programs. For example, under tranche 1 water pipes will 
be laid in different locations, under tranche 2 water treatment plants may be built, and under tranche 3 
household connections will be completed. Staff have argued that under these mixed sector and time-
slice approaches, it does not make sense to report on the results of tranches 1 or 2, because the project 
benefits will become available in all the locations only once the whole facility is completed. More clarity 
in the Project Administration Instruction (PAI) on PCR is needed as at present staff are required to prepare 
PCRs for tranches in such mixed cases. ADB is much more lenient in the case of cluster policy-based loans: 
only one PCR is to be prepared, at the end of the last loan of the cluster. Some intermediate solution 
should be considered, to ensure that completion reports are prepared only when meaningful, while 

 
108  Out of 105 MFFs, 91 were sector-type, five were time-slice, and nine were financial intermediation projects. 
109  PAI 6.07 Revised July 2019 paras. 18 and 19. 
110  Twenty-two of all 105 MFFs (21%) and 14 of the 28 closed MFF (50%) had four or more tranches. 
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preserving the objective of providing sufficiently thorough and timely feedback on operations that—
when extensions are included—can last as long as 12 years.  
 
E. Chapter Summary 
 
117. The evaluation found mixed signs of efficiency gains when MFFs were compared with stand-
alone investment projects. MFF operations showed higher financial efficiency, comparable or slightly 
better processing efficiency, but lower implementation efficiency. Financially, the MFF has not 
significantly delivered on the promise to offer savings on the commitment charges—an objective that 
was expected when the modality was created and still resonates with some borrowing country 
authorities—largely because ADB lowered commitment fee rates in 2007. MFFs have, however, proven 
quite successful in mobilizing cofinancing, even though the main reason has not been the resulting 
enhanced creditworthiness of its users, but the fact that the cofinanciers share similar development 
objectives and they are attracted by the large-scale of the investment programs for other development 
and trade financing institutions. 
 

118. MFFs showed some processing efficiency in comparison with stand-alone projects, through a 
combination of faster overall processing schedules and lower resource requirements for both ADB staff 
time and PPTA funding. Part of the preparation burden has been shifted to users and is covered by loan 
funds and consultants. This has sometimes caused concerns about the cost and quality of preparation, 
including the potentially higher exposure to political pressures in the selection of subprojects. Part of the 
resources saved have actually been supplied by ADB through other means, such as assigning more 
implementation staff time to the design of future tranches, and the funding of individual consultants to 
complete the preparation of processing requirements to the ADB’s standards. No significant 
demonstration impact leading to simplification of borrowers’ procedures has been achieved. While 
recognizing that achievement of the six preconditions is necessary, the overall generally good quality of 
the documentation suggests that some merging of documentation may be possible. Among the sectors, 
energy sector MFFs show a medium level of processing and implementation efficiency, significantly 
higher than stand-alone projects in comparison. On the other hand, MFFs in the transport, agriculture, 
finance and public sector management sector were also assessed as having medium efficiency but this 
was no different from their comparator stand-alone projects. MFFs were assessed as having low 
processing and implementation efficiency (lower than comparative stand-alone projects) in the WUS 
sector (Linked Document C).    
 

119. The expected shift of the staff resources saved during preparation to implementation supervision 
has partly but not completely offset efficiency gains. This shift, combined with thorough preparation of 
the facility and first tranche and the use of advance contracting and other project readiness measures, 
has contributed to faster project start-up and disbursement during the first few years of implementation. 
In later stages, MFFs have experienced more scope changes than stand-alone projects, more frequent 
and longer extensions, and higher cancellation rates. Some staff interviewed suggested that increasingly 
stringent requirements to specify tranche scope and timing upfront have limited the MFF’s supposed 
flexibility to adapt to changing project circumstances. For both MFFs and stand-alone projects, 
implementation schedules are unrealistically planned, but some complacency may also have set in for 
MFFs, given their longer (typically 10-year) implementation horizon. 
 
120. Preparation of tranche completion reports for the vast majority of sector-type MFFs has emerged 
as a staff-intensive process and the resource requirements increase proportionally with the number of 
tranches. Even in sector approaches, investment tends to be phased-in across tranches and may not be 
complete at every single stage make a completion report meaningful. 
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Highlights 
 

 The limited data to date suggests the success rates of completed MFFs and tranches have been comparable 
with those of stand-alone projects—in the range of 70%–80%. However, there is emerging evidence that 
MFF success rates may decline as more MFF operations are closed, especially those unable to complete the 
investment within 10 years.  

 Facilities generally scored better than stand-alone projects for sustainability and efficiency, but were not 
rated as highly for relevance, mostly because of the inadequate justification for the choice of the modality.  

 MFFs performed better than stand-alone projects in the energy sector, followed by the transport and WUS 
sectors. MFFs that are unable to complete the investment program and that are due to close soon may alter 
these results. 

 MFFs were better suited to financing existing long-term plans by one executing agency, rather than a wide 
range of projects with multiple implementing agencies. Complexity has made implementation progress 
difficult. 

 MFF support for policy reforms has been somewhat higher than for stand-alone investment projects, but 
MFFs did not take full advantage of their long-term engagement to promote broader policy reforms. 

 Regarding financing for capacity development, budget allocations (0.15%) and actual disbursement (0.11%) 
have been very marginal and largely comparable with stand-alone projects. The capacity of implementing 
agencies increased, but the focus was on project management requirements. 

 Overall, there has been little difference in the development results performance of MFFs and stand-alone 
projects so far. MFFs were especially successful in delivering results when used to complement other sector 
operations to take advantage of their features.  

 In smaller countries and those with weaker capacity, MFFs provided a necessary focus for ADB operations 
and were able to meet a larger share of sector investment requirements programmatically.  

 Many MFF tranches could not be completed within the 10-year limit. Consequently, some MFFs have had to 
either cut back on their intended programs (and reduce the scope and potential benefits) or be extended. 

 

A. Dimensions of MFF Performance and Results 
 
121. As outlined in the theory of change in Chapter 1, the intermediate outcomes of learning from 
the experience of previous tranches and the increased staff resources devoted to implementation should 
result in improved MFF performance and project success when compared with stand-alone projects, as 
measured through the PCR validation reports (PVR) ratings of closed investments. Programmatic long-
term engagement at the sector level should help consolidate reforms and expand capacity, while the 
availability of a sizeable pool of financial resources should support larger transformational investment. 
Altogether, these outcomes should provide better services to larger numbers of beneficiaries, improving 
sector conditions and the development potential of recipient countries. This chapter assesses the extent 
to which MFF operations have contributed to better development results, to answer the third specific 
evaluation question: does the use of MFFs improve project performance and the delivery of development 
results? Specific criteria used and a summary assessment are presented in Table 27, while details are 
discussed in the rest of this chapter. 
 

Table 27: Multitranche Financing Facility Performance and Contribution to Development Results 
Criteria Summary Assessment 
I. Project Performance  
Success Ratings  Similar to stand-alone projects. The five evaluated MFFs had higher overall success rates, 

scored better than stand-alone projects for sustainability and efficiency, but were not 
rated as highly for relevance. The 38 tranches that have been evaluated had success rate 
that were lower than those of the full MFFs, mostly due to low effectiveness. They 
delivered outputs but did not generate outcomes across tranches. 

II. Development Results  
Promotion of Policy 
Reforms  

MFFs have a high “on track” record for compliance with undertakings, including agreed 
policy reforms. They allocated only 1.6% of the project budget and disbursed 1.3% for 
this purpose, more than for stand-alone projects. MFFs were rated higher than stand-
alone projects on the achievement of policy reforms. Often stand-alone projects and MFFs 
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Criteria Summary Assessment 
in the same sector were mutually reinforcing in promoting policy reforms, but both 
focused more on the completion of physical investment, while policy dialogue took place 
at other levels. 

Capacity Building 
and Institutional 
Development 

The MFFs allocated only 0.15% and disbursed 0.11% of the budget for capacity 
development, although this was higher than for stand-alone projects. Implementing 
agency staff capacity increased through “learning by doing”, but with a narrower focus 
on ADB and government procedures and requirements, and on project technical and 
financial management. Less effort was placed on broader institutional development at 
the sector level. Domestic consulting and contracting firms were sidelined when larger-
scale MFF contracts were won by international competitors, and their capacity stagnated. 

Results Achievement Country case studies suggest that MFFs and stand-alone projects had a similar ability to 
deliver results unless MFFs are used for specific purposes that exploit their features. In 
smaller countries and those with weaker capacity, MFFs have the potential to be more 
transformational, as they are designed to meet a larger share of sector investment 
requirements programmatically. The limited evidence of MFFs’ contribution to ADB core 
operational results suggests that they have delivered more than stand-alone projects in 
power distribution and agricultural land improvement, but less in power transmission, 
road transport, and WUS. In other areas, the performance of the two modalities was 
similar. 

Source: IED evaluation team assessment. 
 

B.  Project Performance 
 
122. Completion report success rates for MFFs to date are comparable to those of stand-alone 
projects. Only a limited number of MFFs and tranches have had validation reports so far. As of May 2019, 
28 MFFs and 138 tranches had been completed. The success rate of the five facilities evaluated by IED 
was 80%,111  dropping to 71% for the 38 validated tranche completion reports (Appendix 7, Tables A7.1). 
These rates were comparable with the success rate for the 153 validated stand-alone projects that were 
approved during the evaluation period 2005–2018 (77%) and generally comparable with the overall 
success rate of ADB sovereign operations.112 The comparable success rate of MFF tranches and stand-
alone projects is not surprising given that tranches are implemented under similar circumstances and 
face similar implementation challenges to those of stand-alone projects. The average overall rating score 
was not statistically different between the two groups: at 1.73 for MFF tranches and 1.79 for stand-alone 
projects.113 PCRs for MFF tranches and stand-alone projects that have not been validated show a similar 
trend.114  
 
123. IED ratings for the four core evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability were also very similar for MFFs and stand-alone projects. As Figure 7 shows, MFFs had a 
slightly higher overall success rate and scored better than stand-alone projects in terms of sustainability 
and efficiency, scored comparably for effectiveness, but were not rated as highly for relevance. Tranches 
tended to be rated lower than facilities and stand-alone projects for effectiveness and sustainability, 
possibly because the scope and benefits of the whole investment program had not been fully realized 
since the tranches that have been evaluated are likely to have been initial tranches. A sector breakdown 

 
111 The five facilities with IED evaluations were as follows. One was assessed highly successful by its validation report: Multiple 

Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Investment Program (PRC). Three were assessed successful by their validation 
report: (i) National Highway Development Sector Investment Program (Pakistan); (ii) India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility 
(India); and (iv) CAREC Transport Corridor 1 (Zhambyl Oblast Section) Investment Program (Kazakhstan). And one was assessed 
by a PPER as unsuccessful: Housing for Integrated Rural Development (Uzbekistan). 

112 IED. 2019. Annual Evaluation Report. Manila: ADB. The 3-year moving average of success rates for sovereign operations was 75% 
for 2014–2016, 74% for 2015–2017, and 77% for 2016–2018. 

113 The rating scores were: unsuccessful = 0, less than successful = 1, successful =2, and highly successful = 3. 
114 Regional departments’ self-evaluation reports (FCRs and PCRs) consistently provided higher ratings than PVRs prepared by IED: 

of the 11 completed MFFs with FCRs, nine were rated successful (82%) and of the 62 completed tranches with PCRs, 54 were 
rated successful (87%), again similar to stand-alone projects (85%). MFF tranches were rated 2.11 in PCRs compared with 1.86 
in PVRs, but once again the difference is not statistically significant.  
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showed comparable trends: for both MFFs and tranches and stand-alone projects, energy projects had 
the highest ratings, followed by the transport and WUS sectors (Appendix 7, A7.2). 

 

 
 Source: IED evaluation database. 

 
124. The similar performance of MFFs and stand-alone projects was confirmed by the project level 
comparative analysis undertaken for this evaluation team (Linked Document C). As shown in Appendix 
7, Table A7.3, the performance of a majority of MFFs (75%) was comparable with that of the 
comparators, with 19% performing better and 6% performing worse. It is interesting to note that of the 
eight MFF tranche PVRs for countries with a country performance assessment (CPA) score,115 three were 
in countries with a low CPA score, with a success rate of 33%.116 This was significantly lower than the 
overall average success rate (71%)—Appendix 7, Table A7.4. The sample is too small for conclusions to 
be drawn, but points to a possible link between country performance and project success. On the first 
three criteria of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency, about 25% of all 16 MFFs that were paired with 
projects for purposes of comparison were found to perform better than their comparators, and almost 
two-thirds were at the same level.117 On sustainability, 13% of MFFs performed better than their 
comparators, while 80% performed similarly (Linked Document C).   
 

125. The success rate of MFFs and tranches may decline when more of both are completed. This is 
especially true when active MFFs that are unable to complete the planned investment within the 10-year 
availability limitation are evaluated. The success rate of MFFs until 2017 was 100% (measured by both 
FCRs and Facility PVRs). However, in 2018 this dropped by nearly half: of the six MFFs with an FCR, four 
were assessed successful (66.7%) and two less than successful.118 One MFF with a PPER was assessed 
unsuccessful (footnote 18). Likewise, the success rate of tranches was consistently high at about 80% 
until 2017, but fell to about 60% in 2018 with 10 tranche PCRs out of 17 rated successful or highly 
successful (Appendix 7, Table A7.5). This recent poor overall performance was underscored by low 
effectiveness and sustainability ratings—91% were assessed less than effective or ineffective and 100% 
less than likely or unlikely sustainable (Appendix 7, Tables A7.6a-A7.6b). IED evaluations of individual 
facilities and tranches and of country or sector programs where MFFs featured prominently identified 

 
115 The country performance assessment is undertaken as annual exercise for the ADF performance-based allocation process. 
116 The three tranches in countries with low CPA scores were: (i) Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program, Tranche 1 

(Pakistan)—unsuccessful; (ii) Water supply and Sanitation Services, Tranche 1 (Uzbekistan)—successful; and (iii) Civil Aviation 
Development Investment Program, Tranche 1, (PNG)—less than successful. 

117 For two MFFs it was not possible to identify a suitable comparator project, as explained in para. 29. 
118 The six MFFs with FCRs in 2018 were: (i) Rural Roads Sector II Investment Program (India); (ii) Punjab Irrigated Agriculture 

Investment Program (Pakistan); (iii) Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program (India); (iv) Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power 
Investment Program (Viet Nam); (v) Integrated Citarum Water Resources Management Investment Program (Indonesia); and  
(vi) National Capital Region Urban Infrastructure Financing Facility (India). Of these, (i) – (iv) were rated successful, (v) was rated 
unsuccessful, and (vi) less than successful. 
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factors that contributed to the success and failures of projects, as summarized in paras. 13-15 and 
elaborated in Appendix 1. 
 

C. Development Results 
 
 1. Policy Reform 
 

126. Facility-specific policy undertakings in the MFF programs have largely been complied with. ADB 
reports on all ongoing MFFs’ performance used three criteria: timeliness of new tranche processing, 
tranche performance, and compliance with undertakings (including reform implementation) that have 
been pursued by the borrower.119 As reported in the MFF Annual Reports, over 90% of all facilities have 
been on track in complying with undertakings since 2011 when the reports started (except for 2013 and 
2014 when the rates were 80% and 85%), a much higher rate than for the other two performance criteria 
which were in the range of 60%–70% (Appendix 7, Figure A7).  

 
127. In the comparative analysis of case projects performed by this evaluation, the quality of the policy 
frameworks and undertakings was rated “high” (2.72 for policy frameworks and 2.89 for undertakings 
on a 0-3 scale—Linked Document C). Of the 17 sample MFFs with FFAs available for review, on average, 
each FFA contained six policy actions, about the same as for environment safeguards and social 
safeguards.120 About 96% of policy undertakings had been complied with. Table 28 shows the overall 
compliance rates. A breakdown by the three main infrastructure sectors and other sectors is presented 
in Appendix 7 (Table A7.7). The requirements to discuss progress on implementation of previous 
tranches, including undertakings in the PFR and in the “tranche at a glance” summary circulated to the 
Board have undoubtedly contributed to this discipline. Another factor is the selectivity in defining policy-
related undertakings, which must be kept at a manageable number and level of detail, since they are 
included in the FFA for the MFF and in the loan agreement for each tranche. 

 

Table 28: Compliance with Undertakings in 17 Case Study Multitranche Financing Facilitiesa 

Undertakings in FFA 
Total 

(Number) 

Average  
per MFF 

(Number) 

Average per 
MFF 
(%) 

Complied 
with 
(%)b 

1. Policy Reform 98 5.8 19.0 95.9 
2. Environmental Safeguards 115 6.8 20.7 99.1 
3. Social Safeguards (IR and IP) 126 7.4 21.4 98.4 
4. Public Communication  15 0.9 2.9 100.0 
5. Financial Management 81 4.8 15.3 95.1 
6. Institutional Capacity 64 3.8 12.2 96.9 

Overall 499 29.4 100.0 97.4 
FFA = framework financing agreement, IR = involuntary resettlement, IP = indigenous peoples.  
a  The FFA for the Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program for PNG was not available for review. 
b Noncompliance was based on MFFs with potential problems on specific undertaking indicators and/or items 

sourced from 2018 MFF Annual Reports.  
Sources: MFF FFAs sourced from ADB website and MFF Annual Reports. 

 

128. Budget allocations and the actual disbursements for policy activities have been very modest, 
although more than for stand-alone projects. About half of the MFF project cases reviewed had policy 
development components. The comparative analysis of pairs of MFFs and projects undertaken for this 
evaluation examined the number of projects with policy components and actual disbursements of funds 

 
119 Reporting on the three criteria has been ongoing since 2011 through the MFF Annual Report circulated to the Board by the 

Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department. To be considered “on track” for compliance with undertakings, a facility must 
have complied with all undertakings that relate to reform implementation. Non-compliance with any safeguard, public 
communication policy, or reform implementation undertaking classifies an MFF as “at risk” (ADB. 2019. MFF Annual Report 
2018. Manila. Table 1). 

120 Of the 18 MFF case projects reviewed, the FFA for Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program (PNG) was not 
available for review.  



68 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

for policy development in the MFFs and stand-alone comparators.121 As shown in Figure 8, policy 
development allocations were made in more than half (52.9%) of the MFF cases, accounting for about 
1.6% of the total project budget. In practice, only about half of the MFFs with policy components actually 
disbursed for this purpose an amount equivalent to 1.3% of disbursement. In the other MFFs with policy 
components, the funding was reallocated to physical investment or not utilized. The relative weight of 
support for policy activities was lower for comparator stand-alone projects (policy budget allocation 
averaging 0.2% and none was disbursed). More detailed data are in Appendix 7, Table A7.8. 
 

 
Source: IED evaluation team compiles from data of project case studies reviewed for this evaluation. 

  
129. Proportionately, more MFFs than stand-alone projects had high sector policy reform results. As 
shown in Table 29, of the 18 MFFs reviewed, nine (50%) were assessed as having made a high 
contribution to policy reform results, compared with three (19%) of 16 stand-alone investment projects 
assessed. Three (17%) out of the 18 sample MFFs were assessed as having made a low contribution to 
policy reform results, versus four (25%) of the 16 stand-alone projects. The evaluation missions and 
project and country case studies found good examples of policy dialogue and reforms supported directly 
by or alongside MFF operations, and some weaker cases (Appendix 7, Box A7.1). These conclusions must 
be tempered by the observation that most MFF user countries have utilized the MFFs in parallel with 
stand-alone projects in the same sectors and sometimes in the same geographic locations. Major policy 
reform in any country is a complex and time-consuming exercise. Often, reforms require long-term 
engagement with high-level officials at the central level, carried out through country and sector strategy 
preparation, technical analyses and sector plans, and policy-based lending. At the project level, 
interaction with executing agency staff tends to focus on project design and implementation. Both 
country authorities and ADB staff interviewed for this evaluation agreed that the physical investment is 
the main purpose of an MFF, and when significant policy reforms were needed to create a conducive 
environment for sector investment, they were preferably taken in advance and supported by other 
instruments and modalities such as TA, sector development programs, or policy-based loans. More 
detailed data on the comparative analysis are presented in Appendix 7, Table A7.9. 
  

Table 29: Contribution to Policy Reform Results 

Project Type  
Number in 

Sample 
Percentage of Cases Assessed as:  

High Medium Low 
MFF 18 50 33 17 
Stand-Alone Project 16 19 56 25 

Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report. 
  

 
121 The results must be taken with some degree of caution, because tracking of disbursements by purpose is not always possible or 

reliable, particularly for closed projects. The same biases should be present in both MFF and comparators but due to the small 
sample size and large variations the results are not statistically significant. Of the 18 MFFs reviewed, one was excluded—SOE 
Reform and Corporate Governance Program (Viet Nam) because by nature the project’s emphasis was on policy reform, and the 
$109.6 million allocation for this purpose would have biased the average for all the other, more traditional investment MFFs. All 
16 comparator projects were included.  
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130. Support for policy reforms could have figured more prominently in MFF objectives and 
achievements. While MFF operations have provided more support for policy reforms than stand-alone 
investment projects, given the long-term nature of the engagement and the large size of the financing 
they could have achieved more. The mutually reinforcing pattern of support provided by stand-alone 
projects and MFFs, and the importance of dialogue that ADB is undertaking under other initiatives (e.g., 
policy advice TA, policy-based lending, and sector development programs) makes it impossible to ascribe 
policy changes to specific projects or activities. However, ADB’s engagement with governments over the 
10 or more years of MFF design and implementation provides time for governments to work through the 
reform process at a socially acceptable pace, and time to ensure that enhanced capacity is assimilated in 
project and sector agencies. This suggests that support for policy reforms could figure even more 
prominently in MFF objectives and achievements. 
  

 2. Institutional Capacity Development 
 

131. Budget allocations and disbursements for capacity and institutional development under MFFs 
have been very modest. As shown in Figure 9, about one fifth (22.2%) of the MFFs reviewed for the 
project-level comparative analysis of pairs of MFFs and projects included a budgeted capacity 
development or institutional development component. However, the amount allocated was minimal 
(0.15% of the total budget). By contrast, almost one-third (31.3%) of stand-alone projects had capacity 
components and budget allocations equivalent to 0.94% of project budget. In practice, however, more 
MFFs (27.8% compared with 6.3% of projects) disbursed a higher share of project funds (0.11% 
compared with 0.01% for projects) for capacity development. More detailed data are in Appendix 7, 
Table A7.8. 
 

 
   Source: IED evaluation team compiles from data of project case studies reviewed for this evaluation. 

 

132. Capacity development, favored by the MFF’s longer duration, concentrated on the project 
management. Efforts were focused on improving the ability of the executing and implementing agency 
project management staff to understand and apply ADB and government procedures and requirements, 
implement project activities, and deliver project outputs from a technical perspective.122 Staff from 
executing and implementing agencies improved their awareness of safeguard requirements, 
procurement and financial management, and ADB procedures, a development assisted by the longer MFF 
duration. This contributed in several cases to faster approval and stronger implementation of later 
tranches, as discussed in Chapter 4: cumulative disbursements of later tranches were higher than those 
of first tranches (Figure 5), and subsequent tranches took a shorter time from approval to effectiveness 
and from first contract to first disbursement compared with both first tranches and stand-alone projects 
(Table 26). Improved project management capacity was achieved through “learning by doing.” 
Appendix 7, Box A7.2 provides a specific example from PNG. 

 

 
122 In the project level comparative analysis undertaken for this evaluation, MFFs were rated the highest for capacity development, 

with 89% of those included in the review receiving a rating of high or medium in this category, compared with 83% for policy 
reform, 78% for institutional development and 72% for incorporating lessons learned. 
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133. Less effort was placed on developing institutions and capacity beyond the project management 
level, for example to plan and manage sector investment requirements, perform strategic forward 
planning, and design and implement wider sector reforms. As in the case of policy reforms, in most 
countries institutional improvements were promoted by both MFFs and stand-alone projects; capacity 
development took place regardless of the modality (Appendix 7, Box A7.3). In some cases, overestimation 
of institutional capacity and unrealistic expectations of how quickly it could be created led to project 
failure. Overall, the MFFs reviewed made only a partial contribution to the improvement of sector 
institutions. Some institutional development measures (e.g., asset management plans based on objective 
criteria, improvement of planning systems) were more technical than sector policy reforms, and therefore 
closer to the decision-making level of the executing agencies and less controversial, with better chances 
of being accepted and implemented. However, these were not systematically pursued. The longer 
interaction of an MFF should have allowed more time to propose, correct, and implement institutional 
improvements. 
 

134. More MFF operations than stand-alone projects had high capacity development and institutional 
development results. As shown in Table 30, out of the 18 MFFs reviewed in detail, six (33%) were assessed 
as having had high results for capacity development and nine (50%) for institutional development. The 
corresponding assessments for stand-alone projects were 14% and 27%. Capacity development ratings 
were highest in the transport sector, while institutional development was more successful in the energy 
and WUS sectors, because relatively independent utilities had more leeway in implementing internal 
changes and a more commercial and results-oriented mindset compared with government agencies. 
More details can be found in Appendix 7, Table A7.8. 
 

Table 30: Contribution to Capacity and Institution Building Results 

Contribution  Project Type 
Number in 

Sample 
Percentage of Cases Assessed as: 
High Medium Low 

Capacity 
Development 

MFF 18 33 56 11 
Stand-Alone 16 14 79 7 

Institutional 
Development 

MFF 18 50 28 22 
Stand-Alone 16 27 40 33 

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report.  

 
135. In some cases (such as Afghanistan and PNG) the larger scale of the procurement packages in 
MFFs shifted implementation from national contractors to international contractors overseen by 
supervising engineering firms. This increased the level of professionalism and competition, and facilitated 
project administration for both the government and ADB.123 However, in some cases this limited the 
development of national capacity, both in the domestic construction industry and in executing agencies. 
According to many implementing agency respondents, the selection of international contractors had an 
adverse effect on the capacity of the domestic contracting industry. Domestic contractors did not have 
experience of managing large contracts or the financial capacity needed to qualify and compete for these 
larger contract packages. These foreign firms tended to reduce the amount of imported manpower and 
relied increasingly on local laborers, technicians and subcontractors for the less specialized ground-
clearing and earth-moving activities.124 There is a clear trade-off between implementation efficiency and 
development of the local contracting industry. 

 
123 In Pakistan, the National Transmission and Dispatch Company (NTDC) initially had a limited understanding of turnkey contracts, 

and the first tranche of the Power Transmission Enhancement MFF started with more than 100 contracts. When NTDC was able 
to appreciate the reduced staff requirements of turnkey contracts, the concept was embraced, and by the time tranche 3 was 
processed the number of contracts was down to less than 20. The use of turnkey contracts continued under the follow-up MFF. 

124 In Papua New Guinea, the size of contract packages for civil works under MFFs averaged $37.9 million, more than two and a 
half times the size of contracts under stand-alone projects ($14.2 million). In the road sector, average contract size grew from 
$14.2 million under the stand-alone Road Maintenance and Upgrading Project to $24.1 million under the first tranche of the 
MFF for the Highlands Region Road Improvement Program, $42.4 million under the second tranche, $26.7 under the third 
tranche, and $59.6 million under the first tranche of the follow-up MFF for the Sustainable Highlands Highway. On the Highlands 
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136. In summary, MFFs have made a comparable or somewhat higher contribution to capacity 
development than stand-alone projects. However, the evaluation considers that the MFF’s potential for 
promoting institutional capacity and improvement has not been fully realized. Funding allocations for 
this purpose were modest and often not fully utilized, and medium-term objectives were not sufficiently 
ambitious. Learning by doing for executing and implementing agency project staff with a longer tenure 
has built familiarity with government and ADB procedures, which has been translated into smoother 
implementation of subsequent tranches, particularly in countries with weak initial capacity. As most of 
the learning curve occurs at the beginning of the implementation, the longer time gaps between earlier 
tranches can be seen as an advantage.125 The longer implementation period has favored the adoption of 
incremental institutional improvements, particularly in the more commercially minded utilities in the 
energy and WUS sectors. More professional methods of project and contract management have been 
introduced, even though this has sidelined the domestic small-scale contracting industry, at least in 
countries with small markets and more limited domestic capacity. Many countries were either reluctant 
to borrow for softer components related to institutional development or they had outright restrictions 
on doing so. In general, governments did not welcome the allocation of loan funds for this purpose 
beyond the consulting services needed to support implementation. As MFF implementation progresses, 
the focus of implementing agencies and ADB staff inevitably shifts towards ensuring completion of the 
investment program, and capacity development activities receive less attention. 
 
 3. Project Benefits 
 
137. Comparisons of the results achieved using MFFs instead of stand-alone projects can only be 
partially meaningful because quantifiable results data are available for only relatively few projects, whose 
scope, design and implementation conditions differ widely. In addition, these two instruments are not 
perfect substitutes. From a financing perspective, it generally would not make sense to use MFFs for small 
projects (although MFF projects as small as $19 million and $50 million were provided),126 or a series of 
small stand-alone projects to support large-scale, long-term sequenced investment needs. Thus, in 
practice, MFF and stand-alone projects are used to address different sector requirements. Pinning specific 
results to one operation without keeping in mind complementarities among ADB instruments runs the 
risk of improper attribution. Keeping in mind these constraints, the evaluation attempted to analyze the 
relative strengths and weaknesses of the MFF modality in delivering results to the ultimate beneficiaries.  
 
138. The theory of change used in the evaluation assumes that the adoption of better policies and the 
improved capacity of the concerned sector agencies, combined with long-term programmatic financing, 
would deliver larger and transformational investment, enhancing development conditions and potential, 
and reaching a larger number of beneficiaries with better services. As shown in the previous sections of 
this chapter, MFFs delivered somewhat better or equal results in terms of policy reforms and institutional 
capacity than stand-alone projects. A triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data cautiously 
confirms this assumption, leading to the conclusion that, in delivering results, MFFs have overall 
performed somewhat better than, or at least equally to, stand-alone projects, but the findings are 
nuanced by sector and by country as elaborated below.   
 

 
Region Road Improvement Program subproject site visited by the evaluation team, according to the contractor, about 250 of 
the 300 staff working were local hires. Of these, about 50 were skilled and 200 unskilled, many of them local landowners along 
the alignment hired for ground clearing. About 10% of the unskilled workers were women, working as secretaries, cleaners, or 
cooks but also sorting stones, filling gabions and digging line drains. On the Civil Aviation Development Investment Program 
subproject site visited, out of 181 staff, 152 were local, of whom about 60% were unskilled workers earning K600-800 ($200–
$270) per month and 40% skilled (welders, painters, carpenters) earning approximately twice that amount. Skilled workers were 
relatively easy to recruit. The public relations officer would first check with local communities, and if the required skills were not 
available the search would be widened to neighboring areas, including through advertising. 

125 Time gaps reduced from 29 months between first and second tranches to 15 months between fourth and subsequent tranches 
(para 110).  

126 These are the Higher Education in the Pacific Investment Program, a $19 million regional MFF for the Pacific approved on 11 
June 2012, and the Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development, a $50 million MFF for the PRC approved on 13 December 
2006. 
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139. Country case studies suggest that, where MFFs were used as a substitute or along with stand-
alone projects (e.g., in India and Pakistan), their performance in delivering results was not significantly 
different. Development results in these cases are a function of (i) population coverage, determined by 
size of the investment; (ii) country or local conditions, such as political commitment to reforms, 
experience of the executing agency, or the general security situation; and (iii) the adequacy of project 
design, with simpler designs involving fewer agencies in a limited number of locations generally being 
more successful than overly ambitious and complex structures. The longer duration of an MFF brings 
some advantage in terms of implementation capacity but does not ensure that more ambitious 
institutional or policy changes or service delivery improvements will take hold. MFFs have nevertheless 
registered some solid performances. In India, MFFs have been closely aligned with sector strategies in key 
infrastructure areas, and have extended large financing to them, especially transport ($4.5 billion) and 
energy ($3.9 billion). There has been considerable improvement in the size, efficiency and service delivery 
in these sectors in individual states, and MFFs have contributed to these positive developments. In 
Pakistan, the first two tranches of the Power Transmission Enhancement Investment Program financed 
about 42% of the overall National Transmission and Dispatch Company’s increased transmission capacity 
between 2005 and 2017. It therefore supported the almost doubling of the power supplied annually 
through the grid from 55,278 GWh in 2005 to 104,703 in 2016. It helped cut loss reduction from 7.6% 
in 2005 to 2.3% in 2016–2017. Without this increase in capacity, the country’s transmission network 
would have been completely overloaded with constant forced outages and blackouts. The Second Power 
Transmission Enhancement Investment Program helped increase total transformer capacity by 31% to 
132 kV and removed bottlenecks by upgrading and expanding networks in eight distribution companies, 
but it did not help reduce technical and commercial losses significantly.127 
 
140. Where MFFs have been used for very specific purposes (e.g., in the PRC and occasionally in Viet 
Nam), this clarity of purpose has allowed them to capitalize on their size and duration to bring clear 
benefits. In the PRC, two small MFFs totaling $150 million reduced greenhouse gas emissions by 1.28 
million tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year, or 8,505 tons per $1 million of ADB financing, 
compared with 5,458 tons per $1 million for the other two energy projects completed in the same 
period.128 As part of the PRC’s general drive to improve air quality and energy efficiency, these two MFFs 
were used strategically to pilot approaches that could then be generalized. The Gansu Heihe Rural 
Hydropower Development Investment Program exceeded its design capacity and contributed to a 24-
hour electricity supply to a region which had previously suffered from prolonged outages. The additional 
supply increased economic growth by an average of 13.5% between 2008 and 2014 in remote rural areas 
between Zhangye City and in the Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region.129 The other MFF, Guangdong 
Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Investment Program, promoted the adoption of 
international best practices on implementing energy-saving and emission-reduction projects in 
Guangdong Province. It also contributed to the establishment of guidelines for energy-efficiency 
financing and the adoption of the efficiency power plant model in Guangdong and other provinces. It 
demonstrated new lending practices such as flexible guarantee and collateral requirements which made 
loans more affordable to project sub-borrowers and advanced the development of the energy service 
company industry and third-party energy measurement and verification agencies.  
 

 
127 IED. 2016. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: India 2007–2015. Manila: ADB; IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program 

Evaluation. ADB’s Support to Pakistan Energy Sector 2005–2017. Manila: ADB; and ADB. 2019. Annual Multitranche Financing 
Facility Progress Report 2018 (Linked Documents: Country and Project Profiles, Pakistan). Manila. 

128 Under the Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development ($50 million) two medium-size hydropower plants in Gansu were 
designed to provide clean energy and bridge the energy deficit. The MFF was designed to benefit geographically disadvantaged 
communities in Gansu province. The Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environmental Improvement Program ($100 million) 
aimed to improve energy security and environmental conditions in the province through an improvement in energy efficiency in 
industry and commercial sectors in Guangdong province. The two stand-alone projects were the Inner Mongolia Autonomous 
Region Environment Improvement Project ($120 million), to improve air quality by upgrading district heating in selected cities, 
and the Tianjin Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant Project ($135 million) to introduce on a pilot basis integrated 
gasification technology to the country and to Asia, aimed at curbing fossil fuel emissions. 

129 IED. 2015. Performance Evaluation Report. People’s Republic of China: Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development Investment 
Program—Erlongshan Hydropower Project. Manila: ADB. 
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141. Viet Nam used the MFF for the Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Project to introduce a significant 
technical innovation for Asia. The project used large capacity circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler 
technology to lower environmental pollution while utilizing low-grade and high-sulfur content coal 
widely available near the project area, with a good demonstration effect. Use of the MFF allowed for 
completion of the technical preparation and preliminary civil works under the first tranche, and 
construction and procurement of equipment under the second. The second tranche also leveraged 
significant additional financing ($489 million) that helped cover unanticipated cost overruns, allowing 
satisfactory completion of the project.130 Other projects in Viet Nam in the highways and urban rapid 
transit sectors failed to capitalize on specific features of the MFF modality, and, while these are still 
ongoing, the results are not expected to be different from stand-alone comparators in the same 
subsectors. In fact, the 10-year maximum availability period is proving to be an obstacle for the 
investments funded via MFFs. Delays caused by substantial modifications to the fundamental designs 
and development of bidding documents customized for design–build civil works contracts in the urban 
transit MFF, combined with inexperience in this new subsector, caused risks of partial cancelation of the 
Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program. On the other hand, slow land 
acquisition, lack of counterpart funds, recruitment of consultants and procurement of civil works were 
found to cause the risks of completion and fund cancellation for the Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-
Long Thanh Expressway Investment Program. An MFF for SOE reform—although it has been partially 
curtailed to meet the government’s macroeconomic concerns over the external debt ceiling—has 
delivered results in an unusual area for a funding modality very focused on physical investment (Box 7). 
 

Box 7: An Unconventional Multitranche Financing Facility with Strong Policy, Capacity and Development Effects 
 

Tranche 1 of the multitranche financing facility (MFF) for the State-Owned Enterprise (SOE) Reform and Corporate 
Governance Facilitation Program in Viet Nam, approved in December 2009, has had strong development results 
across all criteria. The overall MFF program aimed to support the agenda of the government for SOE reform by 
equitizing and transforming general corporations. It successfully restructured two of the three SOEs targeted in 
tranche 1: SOWATCO and Song Do Corporation. A third SOE withdrew as it was found to have a regulatory 
conflict. Tranche 3 was dropped for reasons related to Viet Nam’s external debt level, a decision that was unrelated 
to the project’s performance. The MFF has provided a strong demonstration effect on how to reform SOEs in Viet 
Nam, thus supporting implementation of the Prime Minister’s Decision 929 and Decree 71/2013. The project was 
instrumental in testing implementation of the decision’s proposed approach of focusing on core businesses and 
divesting from non-core and non-essential businesses. Changes in the tranche scope did not fundamentally affect 
the achievement of outcomes since four out of the five SOEs targeted by the entire MFF program participated, 
although not all at the level envisaged. Thus, the sector policy reforms due to the MFF were assessed to have been 
high. The growing profitability of both enterprises and their leaner structures indicate that there has been 
considerable growth in capacity in both enterprises. The MFF also supported the development of the Ministry of 
Finance’s approach to risk management, internal audit, and corporate governance. Institutional development was 
similarly assessed as high, since the two participating SOEs in tranche 1 were successfully restructured. In tranche 
1, there was no linking of disbursement to the general corporations’ performance or the meeting of milestones. 
For tranche 2, ADB broke up the disbursements and based them on performance milestones to provide the 
corporations with greater incentives to perform as well as greater accountability. Thus, lessons from tranche 1 
were successfully built into tranche 2. 
 
Sources: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report. 
ADB. 2009. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility 
Socialist Republic of Viet Nam: SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program. Manila. 
ADB. 2019. Completion Report. SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program—Tranche 1. Manila. 

 

142. In smaller countries, or those with weaker capacity (e.g., Georgia and Papua New Guinea), MFFs 
have the potential to be more transformational. MFFs in Georgia are estimated to have addressed 17% 

 
130 The estimated cost of the engineering, procurement and construction contract at appraisal was $884.03 million; the actual cost 

was $1,316.95 million—a $432.92 million increase. The cost overruns were caused by high price escalations during the 3 years 
of the engineering, procurement and construction (EPC) procurement process, risk premiums included in the price owing to the 
complexity of the package and the 2 year warranty requirement, and the quality of equipment offered by the reputed companies 
selected based on pre-qualification and international competitive bidding (ICB) two-stage, two-envelope method. 
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of the financing needs in the road sector and most of the investment requirements for the WUS sector 
during the period in which they were implemented (Table 13). In PNG, the MFFs’ larger size and broader 
scope enabled them to change the nature of ADB operations in two fundamental ways: (i) by addressing 
developmental constraints on a scale previously unseen (for example by improving access to internal and 
external markets through the combined development of regional roads and airports in the highlands, 
and the connection of the local road network to Lae Port); and (ii) by attracting international contractors 
and supervising engineering firms through larger procurement packages. The larger scale of investment 
financed under the MFF should trigger network effects not achievable under the previously less 
coordinated stand-alone projects: e.g., increased agricultural production oriented to the market rather 
than to subsistence and a reduction in transport costs and transit fares. More significant synergies can 
be expected once interconnected transport investment strengthens the link between the Highlands 
Region, Lae Port, and domestic and external markets and economic opportunities (Appendix 7, Box A7.4).    
 

143. In fragile situations, MFFs allow ADB and the government to focus attention and resources on 
priority areas and sectors, enhancing the chance of positive outcomes. In Afghanistan, MFFs have 
provided a reliable long-term source of financing for key sectors (especially transport and energy) in an 
otherwise very unstable environment. Implementation has not been without problems, with delays in 
contract awards and disbursements. In some cases, contracts had to be re-bid and split into smaller 
subprojects. Some results have been accomplished. Some 80,000 hectares of irrigated land have been 
reclaimed. More than 12,000 hectares of land in Yangi Qala and Khaoja Bahaudin districts have been 
protected from erosion and flooding, and the districts have been supplied with water. Four river basin 
organizations in the northern river basin and seven water user associations have been established in four 
irrigation command areas.131 Following rehabilitation, gas production for power generation at the 
Sheberghan fields increased by 1.48 million cubic meters per day, in excess of the planned 900,000. 
Power system losses were reduced from 50% in 2007 to 33% by the end of December 2018, slightly 
below the 30% target set at appraisal. In spite of these positive achievements, many MFFs have been 
delayed and three extensions of the 10-year duration have already been granted.132 
 

144. In comparison with stand-alone projects, MFFs’ performance on delivering on core operational 
results has been mixed; they were better able to perform in some areas, but their performance was 
comparable or less than comparable stand-alone projects in others. Data are available on the contribution 
of 160 ADB projects to a set of 23 indicators that represent some of the possible achievements and 
impacts of ADB-supported operations since the ADB Corporate Results Framework was introduced in 
2008 (the year when MFF were mainstreamed).133 Indicators have been adjusted and refined over time, 
and their accuracy should be treated with caution because the sample of projects is small and projects 
and country situations are quite diverse. For any given indicator, the number of observations ranges 
between 3 and 75, further divided between MFF and stand-alone projects. That said, when combined 
with the other information analyzed in this chapter, the data can be used to corroborate or refute some 
of the conclusions reached so far.  
 

145. Table 31 compares the level of core results per $1 million of ADB financing for the available set 
of 11 indicators, using t-tests for the difference between the means of MFF and stand-alone projects. 
Four indicators (indicators 7, 8, 10, and 11) were statistically significant at the 90% and 95% levels, 
indicating that MFFs underperformed stand-alone projects in WUS outcomes (households with access to 
new improved water and sanitation, kilometers of water supply pipes) and outperformed in the 
agriculture sector in terms of hectares of land improved through irrigation, drainage and/or flood control.  

 
131 ADB. 2019. Annual Multitranche Financing Facility Progress Report 2018 (Linked documents: Country and Project Profiles, 

Afghanistan MFF). Manila. 
132 On 25 October 2018, the Board approved on a no-objection basis an extension of the availability period beyond 10 years of 

three MFFs for Afghanistan: (i) Water Resources Development Investment Program; (ii) Water Resources Development Investment 
Program; and (iii) Energy Sector Development Investment Program. 

133 Twenty-three indicators are being collected in the most recent version: five each for the energy, transport and water sectors, 
three each for education and finance, and two for regional cooperation. Of these, only 12 for the first three sectors were available 
for analysis for the sample of MFFs and stand-alone projects that have closed since then. For details on the indicators and 
definitions, see ADB. 2019. Results Framework Indicator Definitions. Manila. pp. 14–27. 
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Performance against the other indicators was not significant, although some indicators showed quite a 
large difference between the MFF and stand-alone projects (e.g., indicators 1, 5, and 9), indicating large 
standard errors. In other words, the performance of projects in delivering these outcomes varies widely 
with no systematic difference between MFF and stand-alone projects. A summary of development results 
from case project comparative analysis is provided in Box 8.   
 

Table 31: Achievements per $1 Million on Selected Results Indicators 
(t-tests of the mean)a 

Indicator Number of  
Cases 

MFFs  Stand-Alone 
Projects 

Statistical 
Significance Level 

1. Greenhouse Gas Reductionb 19 6,816.3 27,304.2 n.s. 
2. Power Generation Installed (Megawatt) 17 15.2 31.86 n.s. 
3. Power Transmission Installed (km) 23 5.8 7.31 n.s. 
4. Power Distribution Installed (km) 9 87.7 44.27 n.s. 
5. Use of Roadsc 55 4,088.9  61,595.8 n.s. 
6. Built or Upgraded Roads (km) 75 6.84 8.0 n.s. 
7. New Improved Water (households) 45 724.4 2,988.3 ** 
8. New Improved Sanitation (households) 37 246.6 1,553.3 ** 
9. Wastewater Treatmentd 27 634.1 1,300.7 n.s. 
10. Water Supply Pipes (km) 40 5.2 19.8 * 
11. Land Improved (ha)e  31 14,838.1 1,079.8 * 

MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
*, ** Difference between MFF and stand-alone means is statistically significant at the 90% level and 95% level, respectively. 
n.s. = not statistically significant. 
a Mean value = sum of project values divided by the number of cases; b Tons of CO2 emissions equivalent per year; c Average daily 
vehicle-kilometers in the first full year of operations; d Cubic meters per day; e Improved through irrigation, drainage and/or flood 
management.  
Source: IED evaluation team estimates using SPD data from ADB’s Annual Corporate Results Framework. 

 
146. The delivery of results has sometimes been reduced by termination of the MFF due to the 10-
year maximum availability period. In the 2017 MFF Annual Report, four MFFs were rated as facing 
difficulties in completing their scope within 10 years, and this increased to nine in 2018. Many facilities 
experienced significant difficulties with the availability period (see Box 3). Box 9 provides examples of an 
MFF in India that could not complete the scope of work within the maximum availability period. In some 

Box 8: Development Results - Summary of Case Project Comparative Analysis 
 
The multitranche financing facilities were assessed as having achieved medium (high end) development results 
(2.47), clearly higher than their comparator stand-alone projects, which were assessed as having achieved 
medium (lower level) development results (1.87). MFFs were assessed as having performed better than their 
comparators across all three components of development results. In the energy, water and other urban 
infrastructure and services (WUS) sectors, the MFFs outperformed their comparators by a considerable margin. 
Transport sector MFFs also outperformed their comparators but only by a small margin. The longer and more 
certain timeframe of MFFs compared with their comparators enabled more effective dialogue and, as a result, 
greater sector policy reforms and institutional development. A small majority of sector-type MFFs had better or 
equal development results to their comparators. This was mainly due to the energy sector MFFs and financial 
intermediary loans (FILs), which had a small number of implementing agencies and fewer components. By 
contrast, the sector-type transport and WUS MFFs tended to have multiple implementing agencies (e.g., the 
Rural Road Sector II MFF in India, and the WUS MFF in Viet Nam). Apart from the capacity building support for 
project implementation that their comparators also provided, the MFFs were generally stronger than their 
comparators on strengthening operations and maintenance through new arrangements and the provision of 
more resources for the task due to their stronger impact on policy reforms. The apparently less strong 
performance of the transport MFFs relative to their comparators is due to the fact that both had very similar 
design features and development effects. The sector-type MFFs that represented 83% of the MFF cases were 
assessed as having a medium quality of development results (2.2), slightly better than the time-slice MFFs, which 
were also assessed as having medium effects (2.0). Appendix 7, Table A7.3 (Section B) shows a breakdown by 
sector. 
 
Source: Evaluation team case project analysis (Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report). 
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countries (e.g., India and the PRC), government authorities did not seem too concerned about this feature 
and pointed out that, if needed, government could rearrange financing plan, including tapping into other 
ADB funding, to complete the investment. In other cases, the scope of the project had to be reduced so 
it could be completed within the 10-year limit, even though procurement was at an advanced stage. 
Current ADB rules allow extensions beyond 10 years with Board approval, but both ADB staff and 
government representatives seemed hesitant to pursue such extensions due to the additional scrutiny 
and documentation requirements. Four facility extensions beyond 10 years were processed during 2016–
2018: two in Afghanistan and one in Papua New Guinea in 2018, and one in Pakistan in 2016. 
 

Box 9: Constraints Resulting from the 10-Year Maximum Availability Period 
 
Of the 15 multitranche financing facilities (MFFs) that have closed so far, four had project components that could 
not be completed or were cancelled with large savings because the MFF had reached its 10-year limit. (i) In the 
Uttaranchal Power Sector Investment Program, natural calamities washed away many roads, and damaged heavy 
equipment leading to long delays in implementation. The MFF closed with $220 million of the $330 million 
approved having to be cancelled. (ii) In the National Power Grid Investment Program, out of a facility of $600 
million, $101 million was cancelled. (iii) In the Orissa Integrated Irrigated Agriculture and Water Management 
Investment Program, tranche 2 of $120 million was nearing completion but $54.26 million had to be cancelled 
because of the 10-year cap. (iv) In the Himachal Pradesh Clean Energy Development Investment Program, of 
tranche 4 consisting of $315 million plus KfW cofinancing of $200 million, $287 million had to be cancelled. In 
interviews with the evaluation mission, KfW expressed dissatisfaction with ADB’s rigidity on this issue. 
 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Supplementary Appendix 5: India Case Country Report. 

 
D.  Chapter Summary 
 
147. While recognizing that the main purpose of introducing MFFs was to increase efficiency and that 
comparisons among projects cannot be ideal due to differences in design, scope, and country and local 
contexts, it is reasonable to expect that a large amount of programmatic financing, delivered flexibly over 
a long period, would be suited to supporting policy changes and capacity development and to translating 
this into the delivery of better services to more beneficiaries. The project case assessments for this 
evaluation confirm that MFFs have performed equally or somewhat better than stand-alone projects in 
delivering results. 
 
148. The triangulation of evidence from a variety of sources confirms that MFFs have in general 
delivered reasonably solid project performances but that they have not been immune from the design 
and implementation problems that affected stand-alone investment projects. MFFs’ project performance 
has been at par with that of stand-alone investment projects and project case studies suggest that MFFs’ 
overall development results have been somewhat higher than those of stand-alone projects. MFFs have 
helped advance some policy reforms, although investment projects under MFF are only a component of 
the policy dialogue that involves the whole gamut of ADB operations, from TA to sector development 
program and policy-based lending. The project management capacity of weaker executing agencies has 
been strengthened over time and institutional improvements, though pursued with less determination, 
have been achieved in several cases. The greatest potential contribution of MFFs seems to be in smaller 
countries or those with weaker capacity, where the availability of large programmatic financing 
encourages governments to focus attention and resources on addressing key developmental constraints, 
or in cases where MFFs have been used to test and replicate new approaches. MFFs have encountered 
most difficulties when the preparation of initial tranches was inadequate, leading to considerable 
implementation delays that ultimately made achievement of the planned objectives within the 10-year 
time limit difficult. Another source of problems has been when MFFs have had to deal with a large 
number of uncoordinated implementation units, typically in the WUS sector.  
 
149. MFFs did not significantly exceed the performance of stand-alone projects, which should not be 
surprising. MFFs operate in the same countries and sector environments, are subject to the same 
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institutional and capacity constraints, and deliver amounts of funding that are not dissimilar in the 
medium term. What emerges clearly from the analysis is that they should not be considered a default 
modality—although some countries have made significant use of them—but merely one of several ADB 
financing instruments. When they are used in situations and for projects that optimize their features, 
they can be quite effective. More importantly, they must be used in combination with other ADB 
interventions. TA can provide the analytical background for the development of both sector plans and 
policy agendas and support the development of capacity. Policy-based lending or sector development 
programs can lay the groundwork for long-term sector sustainability. Investment projects (whether 
funded through MFFs or stand-alone operations) can anchor reforms and capacity into concrete delivery 
of infrastructure services. Sometimes, larger MFFs can provide the backbone infrastructure that stand-
alone investment projects can use to graft local connectivity. At times, a stand-alone project can finish a 
job that an expired MFF has left incomplete. Sometimes they both perform equivalent functions. No ADB 
instrument can be evaluated in isolation, and none could successfully perform its functions and achieve 
its objectives if it were the only one available. This mutually reinforcing pattern has emerged at several 
points in the analysis, implying that a strategic use of the various ADB support modalities is necessary to 
optimize ADB’s contribution to development in Asia and the Pacific region.   
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 

 

 

Chapter 6: Conclusions, Issues, and 
Recommendations 
 

A. Conclusions 

B. Issues 

C. Recom m endations 



80 ADB's Multitranche Financing Facility, 2005–2018: Performance and Results Delivered 

 

 

 

150. The MFF modality was introduced in 2005 to allow ADB and client countries to respond to the 
development financing challenges of the time. It had three broad objectives: (i) to address the financing 
gap in client countries by providing large amounts of long-term programmatic financing, (ii) to improve 
the efficiency of ADB financing by reducing commitment fee charges for the borrower and to provide 
financial and operational flexibility with streamlined business processes, and (iii) to enhance the results 
of development interventions through long-term ADB engagement with predictable and continued 
programmatic financing in a sector or sectors. The evaluation followed the theory of change presented 
in Chapter 1 in assessing the extent to which the MFF has met these expectations, in light of the region’s 
changing conditions and ADB’s new operational approaches under Strategy 2030. This chapter presents 
the major conclusions with regard to the overarching and specific evaluation questions, the key issues 
identified, and recommendations.  
 

A. Conclusions 
 

1.  Overall Assessment: To What Extent has the MFF Modality Achieved its Intended 
Development Objectives in Terms of Addressing the Development Financing Gap, 
Improving Efficiency, and Enhancing Project Development Results? 

 
151. The evaluation found that the MFF modality had partially met its development objectives. After 
14 years in operation, the expected advantages of the MFF modality over stand-alone investment projects 
were not clearly evident. The initial rapid expansion in the use of the modality has subsided. Several 
countries are taking a more balanced approach when choosing among various ADB modalities, and the 
number of MFF approvals has declined. Of the 18 expected benefits of the MFF modality articulated in 
the theory of change in Chapter 1, IED concludes that the modality as it is being implemented in ADB 
has met six and partially met the other 12. All the fully met expectations are at the lower levels of the 
results chain (inputs, outputs, and intermediate outcomes), while all expectations at the higher levels 
(outcomes and development results) are partially met. Table 32 summarizes the overall assessment, and 
Appendix 8 provides key findings for each of the expectations. 
  

Table 32: Overall Assessment Summary 
Items Presented in 
Theory of Change 

Number of 
Expectations 

Met Partially Met Not Met 

Inputs 3 1 2 0 
Outputs 5 3 2 0 
Intermediate Outcomes 3 2 1 0 
Outcomes  4 0 4 0 
Development results 3 0 3 0 

Total 18 6 12 0 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. 

 

152. The long-term engagement at the sector level and the promise of predictable financing for large-
scale projects over a long timeframe remain the key advantages of the modality. The ability to finance 
projects that exceed the annual country fund allocation by ADB and to spread the repayment obligations 
over longer periods also matter for some countries. The possibility of funding large projects in 
concessional assistance-only countries may have special benefits for low-income countries. Efficiency 
gains are no longer as important as they were. Commitment fee savings were estimated to be marginal 
and most client countries did not consider the saving to be important. Gains in processing times were 
largely offset by lower implementation efficiency.  
 
153. MFFs have partially delivered in five areas. (i) The operational flexibility allowed by the gradual 
approval through tranches was mostly applied to timing of approval, shifting of components among 
tranches, and implementation arrangements, rather than to project design. This limited the incorporation 
of learning from earlier tranches to improve subsequent tranches and enhance development results. 
(ii) In spite of the potential allowed by their adaptive design, MFF tranches experienced more scope 
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changes and longer implementation delays than stand-alone projects, suggesting a lower level of 
preparedness. (iii) Commitment charge savings were marginal, largely because ADB drastically lowered 
its commitment fee rates in 2007. Tranches also experienced significant implementation delays, which 
meant undisbursed balances lasted longer (commitment fees for MFFs apply only to the undisbursed 
amounts of approved tranches). (iv) MFFs’ contribution to sector policy reforms was somewhat higher 
than that of stand-alone projects, but it was not commensurate with the longer and deeper engagement 
that the modality allows. (v) Capacity development focused on the executing agencies’ ability to manage 
project implementation (procurement, financial management, and complying with ADB requirements). 
Less attention was paid to enhancing the institutions’ ability beyond project management level to 
perform, plan, and manage sector investment requirements, and design and implement broader sector-
level improvements. 
 
154. Project success rates and development results to date have been similar to those of stand-alone 
investments. Based on a limited number of evaluated MFFs and tranches, MFF operations had success 
rates comparable with stand-alone projects (in the range of 70%–80%). However, there are emerging 
indications that these success rates may decline in future when problematic active facilities and tranches 
are evaluated. The success rates of MFFs and tranches evaluated by IED in 2018 dropped to about 50% 
for MFFs (2) and 60% for tranches (17), largely because of low ratings for effectiveness and sustainability. 
MFF operations have focused almost entirely on delivering physical investment outputs, with limited 
attention being paid to policy and capacity development. Given their significantly larger size and longer 
term of engagement, many MFFs appear to have missed the opportunity to deliver lasting 
transformational development results. The strict application of the 10-year availability period was found 
to have been a major constraint on completing MFFs’ planned investment, reducing the attainment of 
envisaged development benefits. Other factors included limited attention to address policy issues and 
institution capacity constraints, and limited efforts to design and implement MFFs using integrated 
solutions to address issues across sectors and thematic areas. Learning from earlier tranches to improve 
design of subsequent tranches was also limited. 
 
155. Delegation of approval authority combined with monitoring and advance reporting has in 
general resulted in MFF operations of a comparable quality to stand-alone ADB investment modalities. 
The MFF governance framework combines Board approval of the overall facility objectives, scope and 
amount, and oversight through periodic information on tentatively planned tranches and 
implementation progress with the delegation to Management of the authority to convert the approved 
amount into subsequent tranches. The quality at entry of MFF operations was found to be generally 
comparable with that of stand-alone projects: (i) high-quality sector road map, policy framework, 
strategic context, and undertakings, but medium-quality investment and financing plans; (ii) medium-
quality project design (same as for stand-alone projects); (iii) medium-quality choice of financing modality 
(similar to that for stand-alone projects), but less appropriate choices in some cases, particularly in the 
WUS sector; and (iv) medium-quality project readiness (slightly higher than for stand-alone projects). 
Over time, the balance between delegation and oversight has generally swung toward the latter, adding 
some transaction costs and compounding external factors that have reduced the comparative advantages 
of the modality and its use in ADB operations. 
 

2.  Responsiveness and Relevance of MFF: To what Extent do MFFs help ADB and Client 
Countries Address the Need to Finance National Development Priorities? 

 
156. The MFF modality has been responsive and relevant and was highly so when it was introduced. 
MFFs have provided significantly larger amounts of funding (on average, nearly five times the size of a 
typical stand-alone project) over longer periods (8–10 years compared with an average of 6.7 years for 
stand-alone projects) for programmatic financing of large-scale priority projects. Long-term ADB 
engagement in the sector accompanied by predictable financing was unanimously considered by 
stakeholders to be the most important feature of the modality. Sometimes MFFs have also offered:  
(i) some protection from political interference in the selection of subprojects, especially in the case of 
government changes, due to the pre-defined investment scope and long timespan of the facility financing 
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agreement (FFA); and (ii) security of long-term financing in cases where implementation takes place at 
the subnational level (e.g., states in the case of India and municipalities or provinces in WUS projects), 
without the need to continuously negotiate fund allocations with the central government. In smaller and 
newer or re-engaging countries such as Afghanistan, PNG, and Georgia, MFF operations helped ADB to 
build significant country portfolios. By enabling ADB to respond quickly to a need to finance large-scale 
national development projects, MFFs helped strengthen ADB’s level of operations in the country and 
affirmed it as a credible partner of choice for predictable long-term financing of strategic priorities. 
 
157. The relevance and appeal of the MFF modality to ADB operations and client countries have 
gradually decreased over time. ADB has made significant changes in its overall operations to enable it to 
respond better to evolving conditions in the region and to remain relevant as a source of regional 
development finance. These changes have included: (i) the reduction in commitment fee rates in 2007; 
(ii) the increase in the lending base through the Fifth General Capital Increase in 2009 and the merging 
of ADF and OCR financing sources in 2017; and (iii) initiatives since 2010 to improve project performance 
ADB-wide and to widen the choice of financing modalities and instruments for client countries in 2018, 
as well as the tendency toward increasing non-infrastructure operations that started under Strategy 2020 
and continued under Strategy 2030. These changes, combined with the growing availability of 
international financing at low interest rates following the 2008–2010 financial crisis, have reduced the 
demand for MFF financing. During the same period, ADB introduced several additional requirements for 
MFF operations that successfully addressed issues and concerns raised by the Board during initial years, 
but this increasingly tight regulatory oversight and control took away some of the initial comparative 
advantages of the modality. The 2019–2022 pipeline confirms that MFF use is stabilizing around the 
lower level of approvals experienced after 2012. As ADB moves to a more thematic financing approach 
under Strategy 2030, if the modality continues to operate as a single investment instrument in a single 
sector as currently, its operational relevance and potential for transformational change is likely to further 
diminish. 
 

3.  Efficiency Improvement of MFF: What Financial and Operational Efficiency Gains are 
Facilitated by the Use of MFFs in Financing Investment Projects? 

 
158. There were mixed signs of efficiency gains from MFF operations in comparison with stand-alone 
projects: MFFs demonstrated better financial efficiency (including cofinancing mobilization), comparable 
or slightly better processing efficiency, but lower implementation efficiency. Mobilization of cofinancing, 
shorter overall processing time (for the facility and tranches), and reduced requirements for both staff 
time and PPTA resources are areas where MFFs outperform stand-alone projects. Commitment fee savings 
and simplification of national procedures have been modest. The increased staff time for implementation 
supervision has partially offset the efficiency gains achieved during project preparation. Efficiency in 
applying ADB’s Safeguard Policy Statement, procurement integrity, financial management, and technical 
aspects were generally comparable in the two modalities. In terms of implementation, MFFs were less 
efficient than stand-alone projects. They displayed faster start-up and higher initial disbursements, but 
other dimensions of implementation were less satisfactory, since MFFs experienced more scope changes, 
more frequent and longer extensions, and higher cancellation rates. The preparation of project 
completion reports after every tranche for the over 80% of MFFs that adopt a sector-type approach has 
become time-consuming and resource-intensive as more MFFs mature.  
 
159. There has been limited utilization of opportunities to account for learning and to apply the 
greater flexibility allowed by the gradual approval of funds to improve implementation performance. The 
anticipated shift of staff resources from processing to implementation has taken place, and MFF 
implementation is more staff time-intensive than for stand-alone projects. In spite of this shift, MFFs 
underperform stand-alone projects in various key operational performance indicators, as shown in the 
previous paragraph. Stakeholder interviews revealed that, even though preparation of subsequent 
tranches has been devolved to executing agencies with support from consultants hired under the project, 
significant ADB staff involvement is still needed in project design to ensure compliance with ADB 
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requirements. It is very likely that the increased staff time for implementation was actually used at least 
in part for the preparation of a subsequent tranche. Furthermore, staff interviewed commented that over 
time more stringent requirements to specify tranche scope and timing upfront have eroded the MFF’s 
flexibility to adapt to changing project circumstances. As a result, the supposed advantages of MFF in 
facilitating learning as a result of the gradual approval of tranches could not be captured and translated 
into a more precise definition of the scope or more timely implementation. 
 

4.  Project Performance and Development Results: Does the Use of MFFs Improve Project 
Performance and the Delivery of Results? 

 
160. Data from completed and evaluated projects to date show that the project performance of MFFs 
was comparable to that of stand-alone projects. Success rates of completed MFFs, tranches and stand-
alone projects were both in the range of 70%–80%, although there is emerging evidence that the success 
rate of MFF operations may decline in the future as the more problematic active MFFs are evaluated. The 
facilities that were evaluated had higher scores than stand-alone projects for sustainability and efficiency, 
comparable scores for effectiveness, and lower scores for relevance. The key contributor to the lower 
relevance of the MFFs was the inadequate justification for the choice of the modality, which could result 
in a completion timeframe that was not long enough to complete the intended project outputs.  
 
161. MFFs were comparable to stand-alone projects in delivering improved development conditions, 
increased number of beneficiaries, and enhanced quality services. Case country assessments suggested 
that, where MFFs were used for very specific purposes (e.g., in the PRC), the clarity of purpose allowed 
the MFFs to use their size and duration advantage to bring clear benefits. However, where MFFs were 
used as a substitute for or together with stand-alone projects (e.g., in India and Pakistan), their 
performance in delivering results was not significantly different from that of stand-alone projects. In 
smaller countries or those with weaker capacity (e.g., PNG) the scale of MFF programs focused ADB and 
government resources on priority areas and sectors, enhancing the potential for positive and 
transformational outcomes. MFFs were more successful in delivering results when they complemented 
other operations to take advantage of their features. For example, in the road subsector, some MFFs have 
focused more on providing backbone infrastructure such as regional or national highways, while stand-
alone projects have focused on provincial and local roads. MFFs have encountered more difficulties when 
the preparation of the initial tranches was inadequate, leading to considerable implementation delays 
that ultimately made completion of the planned investment and attainment of the envisaged 
development benefits difficult within the 10-year time limit. MFFs also encountered difficulties when they 
had to deal with a large number of uncoordinated implementation units, typically in the WUS sector.  
 
162. The opportunity for MFF operations to be transformational has not been fully utilized. One of 
the key expectations of the MFF was that the long-term commitment of large financing would allow ADB 
and client countries to pursue programmatic engagement and finance more transformational investment 
than single stand-alone projects, helping to address critical constraints in the client country and 
augmenting its development potential. Most MFF operations provided so far have focused on delivering 
physical investment outputs and spent less resources and had limited effort for complementary support 
for the policy reform and institutional capacity development needed for systematic and lasting changes. 
In particular, support for policy reforms and institutional capacity development was found to be limited, 
despite the continued presence of ADB in the sector and potential of MFF roadmaps to promote change. 
Based on the sample MFFs reviewed, fund allocations specifically for policy development were included 
in about half of the MFFs, accounting for about 1.6% of the total project budget, while actual 
disbursements were at 1.3%. The figures for capacity development were still lower, with a quarter of 
sample MFFs having budget allocations, and disbursements representing 0.1% of total project budget. 
Often, the funding was reallocated to physical investment or not utilized. Policy dialogue largely took 
place in parallel and through other instruments (e.g., technical assistance, policy-based lending, or sector 
development programs). The MFFs’ contribution to capacity development focused on the ability of 
executing and implementing agency staff to apply ADB and government procedures and requirements, 
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implement project activities, and deliver project outputs. Less effort was placed on developing 
institutions and capacity beyond the project management level to help governments better plan and 
manage sector investment requirements, perform strategic forward planning, and design and implement 
wider sector reforms. ADB staff and government officials in close collaboration could have better 
leveraged the continuity of engagement through MFFs for sector policy reforms as well as broader 
institutional capacity development, enabling conditions for systematic and sustaining changes. 
 

5. Lessons Learned and Good Practices of MFF Operations  
 
163. In assessing the relevance, efficiency and performance of MFF, the evaluation has identified a 
number of lessons about where MFFs are best suited, and what makes them more likely to succeed. Some 
of the findings apply equally well to stand-alone projects, but the emphasis of the summary in Box 10 is 
on taking advantage of the modality’s features. Project-specific examples are provided in Appendix 5, 
Boxes A5.1–A5.2 and Appendix 7, Boxes A7.1, A7.2, and A7.3. 
 

Box 10: Good Practices in the Use of Multitranche Financing Facilities 
 
Country Programming and Choice of MFFs 
• To overcome limitations imposed by modest annual lending levels and to allow ADB and the country to 

support large-scale investment (this is particularly relevant for countries eligible for ADF financing and 
concessional OCR loans, and for small countries). 

• To support very large projects whose implementation can be time sliced. 
• When it would take more than two stand-alone projects to achieve the same scope of work. 
• When the project scope is clear and ADB and the government have previous experience—in untested areas 

(e.g. new urban subway systems), it may be advisable to invest in prior preparation through a project 
readiness facility, instead of using the first tranche to complete preparatory work. 

• To allow borrowers to spread repayment obligations over a longer period through multiple loans approved 
years apart, reducing the impact on external debt servicing. 

• To raise ADB’s profile as a development partner and to guarantee long-term financing to priority sectors. 
• To mobilize large-scale loan cofinancing from other development partners who share the same development 

objectives and are attracted by the size and comprehensiveness of the investment program. 
• To pilot-test approaches through a first tranche that can then be adapted and brought to scale through the 

subsequent tranches. 
• When combined with other modalities (e.g., sector-oriented policy lending and technical assistance) to 

support policy and institutional reforms. 
• To focus ADB and government efforts on a few priority sectors in fragile and conflict-affected situations. 
• To attract more international contractors interested in a larger and longer-term business opportunities, 

promoting competition and potentially making lower bids, particularly for small and fragile country situations. 
 
Initial Design Stage  
• Take advantage of the long MFF duration to promote maintenance arrangements and asset management 

systems that will increase the long-term sustainability of the investment. 
• Consider in as much detail as possible the complete time horizon of the MFF, paying attention to the 

sequencing of tranches. 
• Plan for a reasonable number of tranches that can be processed and implemented within the maximum 

availability period. Evidence suggests that three or four tranches are optimal in most situations. Financial 
intermediation MFFs can use more tranches, based on demand and implementation progress. 

• Front-load tranches in order to address complex issues (e.g., safeguard compliance or institutional reforms) 
to allow more time for their achievement. 

• De-link the scope of subsequent tranches from previous ones as much as possible, to avoid delaying their 
approval (for example, in sector approaches, focus different tranches on different geographic areas). 

• When a cross-sector approach is required, focus different tranches on different sectors, to minimize 
coordination difficulties and delays in subsequent tranche approval caused by lagging components. 

• Emphasize institutional change that will improve the efficiency of sector utilities (water, power), since these 
are more responsive to productivity improvements given their commercial orientation. 

• Design contractual packages that encourage the involvement of local subcontractors, to benefit the local 
construction industry, particularly in small and fragile countries. 
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• Include specific activities and indicators related to policy reform and institutional development in the design 
and monitoring framework, to encourage their pursuit during implementation. 

• Clarify when a time-slice approach is being used in sector-type projects (e.g., when different phases at multiple 
locations are financed under different tranches) and suggest the completion report approach that will be 
used. 

 
Preparation of Subsequent Tranches 
• Schedule approval of the last tranche early enough (at least 2-3 years before the end of the MFF period) to 

allow sufficient time for implementation before the end of the availability period. 
• Identify the scope of tranche activities in sector-type MFFs prior to periodic financing request approval and 

engage in the same project readiness approaches that were used during the first tranche. 
• Support the executing agency and MFF consultants during preparation of the periodic financing requests to 

ensure that ADB requirements are fully met. 
• Review the experience from previous tranches to identify adaptation that will address problem areas and 

shortcomings and enhance the likelihood of success. 
• Use the experience of previous tranches to refine cost estimates, implementation arrangements, share of ADB 

financing, procurement methods and other features based on experience. 
 
MFF Implementation 
• Take measures that ensure project readiness (e.g., detailed engineering and design prior to approval, 

retroactive financing, advance procurement actions, and contracting). 
• Minimize duplication of project implementation units (e.g., both central and local ones) and locate them near 

the area where the MFF is implemented, to promote learning by doing and faster implementation of 
subsequent tranches. 

• Keep the number of executing and implementing agencies to a minimum, to reduce coordination difficulties— 
when several agencies are warranted, consider where possible separating the investment so each tranche has 
a different counterpart agency. 

• Build the capacity of executing agency staff by encouraging them to work with international consultants. 
• Resist efforts to reallocate policy and capacity development budgets to the investment component—monitor 

the progress of the policy and capacity development activities as thoroughly as the physical progress of 
investment components. 

• Monitor the maximum availability period and, if difficulties are foreseen, plan for how to achieve full project 
scope through either reprogramming of activities, requesting an MFF extension, or searching for alternative 
funding sources (e.g., other development partners, a separate ADB operation). 

 
Completion Reports and Evaluations 
• Assess the MFF against its policy reform and capacity development objectives, as well as assessing the physical 

completion of the investment program. 
• Check the final scope against the initial objectives to determine whether it has been curtailed due to the 

maximum availability time limit. 
• Do not necessarily downgrade ratings due to changes in scope, timing or implementation arrangements if 

such changes were justified by lessons learned and applied during implementation. 
 
Source: IED evaluation team compilation. 

 
B. Issues  
 
164. The evaluation identified the following key issues that have prevented MFF operations from fully 
utilizing the advantages of the modality. If these are not addressed, they will affect the future use of the 
modality and its contribution to development.    
 
165. The potential of MFF operations to promote transformational changes has largely not been 
realized. The MFF modality is well placed to deliver transformational changes given the large size and the 
long-term programmatic engagement it promotes. There have been some examples where the impact of 
MFF operations has extended beyond the boundaries of the investment program, but in most cases 
contributions were incremental rather than transformational. MFFs have largely been limited to filling 
parts of the infrastructure gap through the investment programs they supported. The evaluation has 
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identified the following elements of MFF operations that have not been conducive to MFFs achieving 
transformational impact: 

 
(i) limited attention has been paid to addressing policy conditions, either directly through 

MFF operations or through accompanying operations in the sector; 
(ii) capacity development has been narrowly focused on project implementation by the 

executing and implementing agencies, without addressing broader institutional 
constraints in the sector;  

(iii) support for maintenance to sustain the large infrastructure investment in operating 
conditions over the long term has been lacking;  

(iv) MFF operations have seldom addressed cross-sectoral issues using a combination of 
available instruments in a comprehensive development approach; and 

(v) achievement of the planned investment program has been incomplete, due to 
implementation delays and partial cancellations once the MFF reaches the 10-year 
maximum availability limit.  

 
166. Generally, insufficient attention has been paid to learning from early tranche experience and 
applying lessons to improve the design of subsequent tranches for more development results. 
Adjustments based on the lessons learned during the early implementation stages are important to fine-
tune both the design and the implementation arrangements of the long-term investment programs 
supported by MFFs. However, in order to sustain the pace of the investment program, typically 
subsequent tranches are submitted for approval while the earlier ones are still ongoing and before 
experience has been distilled into completion reports. Periodic financing requests focus on physical 
implementation progress and the next investment requirements, but seldom include a discussion of 
lessons learned and how such lessons would be applied to improve future development results.134 This 
reduces the responsiveness of MFFs to evolving conditions and their potential to address emerging issues 
that affect achievement of their objectives. By contrast, the World Bank’s MPA operations are required 
to include a learning agenda, and evidence of the substance and quality of lessons and implications for 
subsequent project design forms the basis for management approval of the next tranche. 

 
167. The transaction costs of MFF operations have gradually increased, reducing the competitiveness 
of the modality. The delegation and oversight model adopted for the MFF modality has been calibrated 
over time to fine-tune the balance between Board oversight and delegation to ADB Management. Rules 
and procedures have gradually been tightened, increasing the detail and completeness of the tranche 
documentation to be submitted to the Board (see Chapter 2). The Board’s concerns about the quality of 
the six preconditions, project design, insufficient reporting on MFF performance, application of ADB’s 
Safeguard Policy Statement, and unutilized facility balances appear to have been addressed, although 
some concerns remain about the justification of the choice of modality, quality of investment and 
financing plans, frequency of scope changes, and prolonged extensions (see Chapter 3). The case project 
comparative analysis undertaken by this evaluation suggests that most problem areas do not appear to 
be specific to MFFs but rather are common to all ADB investment operations, with MFFs performing 
similarly, or sometimes better than comparator stand-alone projects. Interviews with ADB staff, division 
directors, and department managers indicated that the tightening of rules and requirements has reduced 
some of the initial competitive advantages of MFF operations. These rules have added transaction costs, 
diminishing the relevance and popularity of the modality among ADB operations teams. 
 
168. The current policy does not allow MFF operations to be combined with private sector financing. 
Strategy 2030’s key guiding principles for future ADB’s operations are delivering integrated solutions 

 
134 Of the 18 sample MFFs reviewed, four were rated high in terms of learning incorporated, nine were rated medium and four were 

rated low. Ten MFFs have incorporated some form of learning and lessons from previous tranches. But these were brief and thin, 
mostly about tranche timing and implementation arrangements, and not about project design to improve results delivery. 
Lessons were mainly provided by the interviews with PAU Heads and/or Project Officers during country missions.  
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across sectors and themes using a mix of public and private sector operations.135 Under the existing 
regulations, it is possible for MFF operations to pursue a cross-sectoral approach, although this seldom 
happens.136 However, the modality, as currently structured, does not facilitate the mixed use of sovereign 
and nonsovereign operations under a single facility, as MFFs cannot be used to finance private sector 
operations. Yet, there are cases where combining an MFF with a nonsovereign operation under the 
umbrella of one project may be in the best interest of clients. For example, on a highway corridor there 
may be sections close to densely populated areas that could justify private sector financing through a 
build-own-operate-transfer, concession, or public–private structure, while more remote segments with 
lighter traffic require sovereign financing; such a combination of approaches would reduce public 
financing requirements while ensuring integrity in the planning of the overall project scope. A power 
project may combine private power generation with public transmission and distribution to enhance 
access to electricity in an underserved region, again optimizing different funding sources. The 
complexities of combining MFFs with nonsovereign operations (e.g., different due diligence requirements 
and response times, ADB procedures, and internal coordination) should not be underestimated, but MFF 
operations are designed to be flexible, so there is always an option not to proceed with subsequent 
tranches if the MFF sovereign components and the nonsovereign operation planned do not converge on 
a viable solution. 
 
C. Recommendations 
 
169. Despite the limitations mentioned, the MFF modality is a viable ADB financing instrument. To 
improve the performance and delivery of development results of future MFF operations, the evaluation 
offers the following recommendations. ADB should:  
 
170. Recommendation 1: Review the use of the MFF modality and update the policy as necessary to 
ensure it is aligned with Strategy 2030 to deliver integrated solutions and realize its transformational 
development potential. The key areas for consideration include exploring the combination of the 
modality with nonsovereign financing options to deliver integrated solutions across sectors and across 
thematic areas. ADB needs to explore the incentives and business models for combining its sovereign and 
nonsovereign operations. Attention needs to be paid to the increasing complexity and risk of 
implementation delays resulting from the involvement of different executing agencies, internal 
coordination needs within ADB and at the country level, and the different timing, requirements and 
procedures for sovereign and nonsovereign processing. ADB may use a gradual approach to pilot this 
new way of financing. 

 
171. ADB also may explore the use of TA funding to finance activities beyond physical investment 
outputs where necessary, capitalizing on long-term engagement for greater results. Given that some 
governments may not be willing to borrow for purposes other than providing physical infrastructure, 
ADB needs to consider using complementary knowledge and support technical assistance (KSTA) 
resources for policy and capacity development. ADB may consider the use of the Project Readiness 
Financing, Small Expenditure Financing Facilities, and transaction technical assistance (TRTA) resources 
for the preparation of subsequent MFF tranches to allow more staff time for sector policy dialogue and 
capacity development. 
 
172. Recommendation 2: Introduce measures to ensure that the MFF implementation schedule is 
realistic and all operations intended to be financed under the MFF program are completed. With respect 

 
135 ADB. 2018. Strategy 2030. Manila. Para 25. 
136 An example was the MFF to promote regional integration in border areas of the PRC. Multiple project implementing entities will 

be involved to enhance economic growth potential in the border area between the PRC and Viet Nam through support for small 
and medium-sized enterprises, improvements to border infrastructure, enhanced physical and data connectivity, training and 
cross-border labor cooperation, and other measures. Source: ADB. 2016. Report and Recommendation of the President to the 
Board of Directors: Proposed Multitranche Financing Facility to the People’s Republic of China for the Guangxi Regional 
Cooperation and Integration Promotion Investment Program. Manila.  
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to the time limit of MFFs, ADB may consider either extending the maximum time limit for MFFs; or 
introducing more flexible procedures for extensions and promoting a corporate attitude that is more 
open to changes. Additionally, ADB may strengthen measures to speed up MFF progress by allowing 
early approval of subsequent tranches when substantial progress of an earlier tranche is not a 
precondition for their success; requiring that the periodic financing request (PFR) report for the last 
tranche is submitted for approval well before the end of the maximum availability period; and having a 
realistic number of tranches so that they are manageable and can be completed within the duration of 
the program. Lastly, ADB may choose not to define a maximum availability period for the MFF modality 
in the policy, as it has not done for any other modality. Setting an appropriate duration for each MFF 
individually would allow more flexible design and implementation depending on the issues to be 
addressed. 
 
173. Recommendation 3: Enhance the learning from prior tranches by ensuring it is captured, applied 
and documented explicitly when approval of subsequent tranches is requested. Changes based on 
substantiated learning in project design and implementation arrangements should be seen as a positive 
feature of the MFF approach. Lessons learned should be recorded in the periodic financial request (PFR) 
report and highlighted in the tranche at a glance document. Monitoring indicators and targets for 
learning could be included in the MFF design and monitoring framework for accountability, particularly 
for MFFs that adopt a pilot testing approach for some of the project components or ways of financing.  
 
174. Recommendation 4: Adjust the requirements for MFF operations to reduce their transaction costs 
and restore the operational attractiveness of the modality. Some of the MFF documentation could be 
streamlined. For example, preconditions that are present in CPSs and/or country sector strategies could 
be shortened and merged, and the content of the Framework Financing Agreement (FFA) simplified. The 
procedures of MFF progress reporting can be strengthened and the format of the MFF Annual Report 
can be further streamlined. ADB may revisit the requirement that tranche scope and timing be specified 
upfront to allow MFFs’ flexibility to adapt to changing project circumstances.  
 
175. ADB may also use more efficient models for tranche project completion reports (PCRs). For 
example, depending on the project features, a full or a simplified format for tranche completion reports 
could be used. The decision over which report format should be used at what point in the implementation 
could be determined at the MFF design stage and clarified in the RRP. The final facility completion report 
would assess the facility using the full range of evaluation criteria. Lastly, as the progress of ongoing MFF 
operations is reported periodically, ADB may also consider an approach used by other multilateral 
development banks: requiring only a facility completion report at the 10-year mark following approval, 
and updated at the end of the MFF in case an MFF lasts longer than 10 years, to reassess the rating 
delivered at the 10-year mark. 
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APPENDIX 1: INDEPENDENT EVALUATIONS OF THE MULTITRANCHE 
FINANCING FACILITY 
 
1. Real time evaluation of the multitranche financing facility (2012).1 The evaluation supported the 
continued use of the multitranche financing facility (MFF) as an ADB financing instrument but underlined 
the need for better upfront screening and project selection, rigorous checks and balances during 
implementation, and tougher decision making in terminating or cancelling ongoing MFF programs that 
are not performing well. The evaluation presented four recommendations to strengthen the approval 
and implementation process for the MFF modality, and a fifth recommendation on access to data and 
documentation.2 Management accepted all the recommendations except that to conduct a facility-wide 
mid-term review of ongoing MFFs, and completed all actions on the recommendations by the end of 
2013.3 Subsequent staff instructions issued from 2013 onwards aimed to address these concerns and to 
integrate ADB-wide measures. 
 
2. Sector assessment program evaluation of ADB’s support to Pakistan energy sector 2005–2017 
(2019).4 ADB support for the transmission subsector was assessed successful (based on ratings that it 
was relevant, effective, efficient and likely sustainable). The two MFF transmission programs supported 
increased transmission capacity and helped reduce technical losses, leading to higher sales to distribution 
companies. Without ADB’s support, the country’s transmission network would have been overloaded 
with constant power outages and blackouts. ADB’s support for the distribution subsector was also 
assessed successful (based on ratings that it was relevant, effective, efficient and likely sustainable). The 
two distribution MFFs were aligned with the government’s power distribution sector road map, helped 
increase total transformer capacity, and removed bottlenecks by upgrading and expanding networks in 
eight distribution companies. On the other hand, ADB’s support for the renewable energy and energy 
efficiency subsectors was assessed less than successful (based on ratings that it was less than relevant, 
less than effective, less than efficient and less than likely sustainable). The MFFs were designed to 
implement a wide range of projects with multiple implementing agencies, which made progress difficult. 
Consequently, the MFFs ran into implementation delays, had cancellations, and failed to deliver on 
expected outputs. The evaluation found that design flaws had reduced the effectiveness of energy 
efficiency and renewable energy MFF programs. The evaluation concluded that the MFF may not be the 
most appropriate modality in all circumstances: MFFs are suitable for financing existing long-term plans 
of one executing agency, rather than for working with various executing agencies at the same time, or 
designing new tranches during implementation. The review also underscored the need to carefully assess 
implementation risks during appraisal to avoid cancellations or excessive delays. 
 
3. Annual Evaluation Review (2019).5 The report found that nearly half of the MFFs evaluated were 
assessed less than successful or unsuccessful. The poor performance was caused by several factors, 
including (i) design issues in projects with high risks, e.g., Housing for Integrated Rural Development 
Investment Program (Uzbekistan) and Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program (Pakistan); (ii) the 
lack of consistency in political will for reform during the long duration of an MFF’s implementation 
period, e.g., Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program (Pakistan);  and (iii) sustainability concerns 

 
1 IED. 2012. Special Evaluation Study: Real time Evaluation Study of the Multitranche Financing Facility. ADB: Manila. 
2 The five recommendations were: (i) apply the standards for the needed quality of MFF requisites for MFF investment programs 

in countries and sectors as designed at the time of mainstreaming; (ii) manage the use of flexibility during the MFF 
implementation period without compromising, or with the strengthening of the benefits of the MFF modality; (iii) conduct 
facility-wide mid-term reviews of ongoing MFF programs and formal reviews at any time deemed appropriate; (iv) regularly 
monitor MFF portions not converted to tranches, and take necessary steps that will help ensure prudential lending, planning 
and financial projections; and (v) ask for regular submission of necessary documentation from clients and make all relevant 
documentation and data on implementation of an MFF immediately accessible within ADB. 

3 Management found the recommendation redundant because MFF progress was reviewed during tranche preparation. 
4 IED. 2019. Sector Assistance Program Evaluation ADB’s Assistance to the Pakistan Energy Sector 2005–2017. ADB: Manila. 
5 IED. 2019. 2019 Annual Evaluation Review Performance and Scorecards. ADB: Manila. 
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arising from the uncertain operational, institutional, and financial sustainability of the borrower and/or 
executing agency, and the lack of a cost-recovery mechanism or adequate budget allocation to ensure 
funds for post-project operation and maintenance. The report also found that most of the less successful 
tranches were early tranches.  Later tranches tended to be more successful possibly because resources 
from the first tranche could be used to prepare later tranches, which also benefited from the learning 
that had taken place during implementation of earlier tranches.  
 
4. Country evaluations.6 The India country assistance program evaluation (CAPE, 2016) identified 
three major reasons for the popularity of MFFs with the India government: (i) the assumption that project 
preparation of later tranches could be done more quickly, since the projects can be prepared during 
earlier tranches without ADB Board approval; (ii) the assumption of greater flexibility during 
implementation, and (iii) lower commitment charges.7 The evaluation found that implementation delays 
and the number of cancellations of India MFF programs had been similar to those of stand-alone projects 
and that therefore the MFF approach did not make the major difference in efficiency that had been 
expected. The evaluation reported that state governments continued to favor the MFF as a modality 
because it was perceived to: (i) be a flexible financing instrument that facilitated phased programs 
through the periodic funding of approved tranches, and provided critical mass, predictability, and 
continuity; (ii) reduce the impact of commitment charges, which are payable only on the individual 
approved tranche rather than the entire amount of the approved MFF; (iii) enable adjustments and to 
move project components between tranches, when necessary; and (iv) allow financing to align with 
project readiness. The central government held the view that the MFF lending modality should be 
adopted more selectively than it had been in the past. The 10-year MFF timeline was now viewed to be 
difficult to comply with. Nevertheless, Ministry of Finance counterparts were of the view that MFF 
extensions should not be provided automatically but should be based on objective criteria. In terms of 
addressing process efficiency issues, the India CAPE recommended a review of the bottlenecks to the 
optimal performance of the MFF programs.  
 
5. The CAPE PNG (2015) reported that the government appreciated the MFF because of the 
flexibility and predictability of financing of MFF programs.8 However, the programs, which were approved 
during the previous country strategy, had constrained the pipeline and reduced programmatic flexibility 
during the CPS, 2011–2015  period.9 The report also found that the ample budget provided by MFFs:  
(i) facilitated consulting services for due diligence and preparation of detailed engineering design, and 
preparation of subsequent tranches, and (ii) enabled bundling of larger procurement packages that were 
attractive to foreign consultants and contractors.    
 
6. Lessons and recommendations from project evaluations.10 Consistent with the findings of the 
project validation reports, the finance sector program assessment for the India CAPE found the two 
completed MFF programs (India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility I and II) had helped increase the 
availability of physical infrastructure (including highways, airports, and energy generation and 
transmission). ADB support for the India Infrastructure Finance Company mobilized private sector 
investment and improved project financing, mainstreaming the public–private partnership (PPP) modality 
in the financial system.11 The increase in private investments helped reduce the fiscal pressure on 

 
6 The following country evaluations or validations did not have lessons and recommendations specific to MFF as a modality: CAPE 

PRC, 2006–2013 (2015), country partnership strategy final review validation (CPSFRV) Viet Nam, 2012–2015 (2016), and CPSFRV 
Georgia, 2004–2018 (2019).   

7 IED. 2016. Country Assistance Program Evaluation: India, 2007–2015. ADB: Manila  
8 IED. 2015. Country Assistance Program Evaluation Papua New Guinea. ADB: Manila. 
9 In its response, Management indicated that it disagreed with this CAPE finding (footnote 8). 
10 The evaluation team reviewed evaluations or validations of completion reports of MFF programs and tranches as of 31 May 

2019. Many of these PCR validation reports (PVRs) did not have findings and recommendations on MFF as a modality. This also 
applied to the project performance evaluation report (PPER) for the Housing for Integrated Rural Development Investment 
Program (Uzbekistan), the only PPER for a completed MFF program thus far.  

11 The first two MFFs for infrastructure finance totaling $1.2 billion helped to catalyze investments under a PPP modality of about 
$14.6 billion, achieving an estimated average fund mobilization ratio of 12 times, indicating financial efficiency in leveraging 
resources for infrastructure development.  
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infrastructure financing and contributed directly to India’s infrastructure development. Funds were fully 
disbursed ahead of the project completion date, despite the initial delays in the approvals and 
disbursements at the subproject level in the first MFF. This had been due to lack of staff and capacity 
within the executing agency for safeguard compliance, which was subsequently addressed. In addition 
to factors affecting the performance of specific MFFs cited in the 2019 Annual Evaluation Review (para. 
3), other major findings from project evaluations included the following:    

(i) The MFF may not be the most appropriate modality in all circumstances. MFFs are more 
suitable for financing existing long-term plans of one executing agency, rather than for 
working with various executing agencies at the same time or designing new tranches 
during implementation. When MFFs were designed to implement a wide range of 
projects with multiple implementing agencies, as was the case for renewable energy and 
energy efficiency in Pakistan, the complexity made progress difficult and led to 
cancellations. 

(ii) The 10-year MFF timeline was viewed as difficult to comply with, especially in complex 
projects. Some project tranches could not be completed within the 10-year maximum 
availability limit. As a result, some MFFs either had to cut back on their intended 
programs (through cancellations) or be extended. The MFF tranches that have been cut 
back were sometimes taken over by state governments using their own funds, but this 
reduced funds available for other interventions.  

(iii) Most of the less successful MFFs were early tranches (particularly for India, where most 
of the evaluations were of tranche 1). Later tranches tended to be more successful, as 
was the case in the completed Central Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) 
transport projects. The flexibility of the MFF design allowed for projects to be moved 
from one tranche to another, which could make evaluation or validation of MFFs difficult. 
Since resources for preparing subsequent tranches were included in the tranche 1, this 
gave the subsequent tranches a competitive advantage. It is also possible that the 
learning that takes place as the MFF implementation progresses may have improved the 
success of projects in later tranches. 

(iv) State governments in India viewed the MFF as a flexible financing instrument that 
facilitated phased programs through periodic funding of approved project loans, and 
that provided critical mass, predictability, and continuity. Other MFF advantages included 
the possibility to accommodate changes in project components between tranches and 
to allow financing to align with project readiness. The approach did not make a major 
difference in efficiency as expected, and many projects experienced cost overruns and 
implementation delays. 

(v) In Papua New Guinea, MFFs contributed to improvements in portfolio performance 
because they (a) focused on fewer sectors, reinforcing ADB’s comparative advantage, 
(b) made possible a longer-term programmatic approach, (c) concentrated on large-scale 
infrastructure that were national priorities, and (d) fully utilized external consultants and 
contractors to expedite implementation and demonstrate results. The ample budgets 
provided by MFFs enabled good organization of consultants for due diligence and 
preparation of detailed designs for subsequent tranches. Consulting services funded by 
MFFs enabled the government to prepare subsequent tranches, provide faster and better-
quality designs, and bundle procurement into larger packages that were attractive to 
foreign consultants and contractors. The MFF modality helped fund capacity substitution 
and demonstrated quick implementation progress. 

 



  

APPENDIX 2: MULTITRANCHE FINANCING FACILITY: KEY MILESTONES AND 
GOVERNING REGULATIONS 
 

Milestones Date Key Features 

MFF-Specific 
or  

ADB-wide 
Introduction of MFF Aug-2005 MFF introduced as a new sovereign financing modality for a  

3-year pilot period under the Innovation and Efficiency Initiative 
MFF 

Staff Instruction for 
MFF  

Oct-2006 Pilot phase staff instructions provided, among others, that the 
choice of MFF would be specified in Financing Framework 
Agreement (FFA) 

MFF 

Reduction in 
Commitment Fee 
Level 

Jan-2007 
and Oct-

2007 

Commitment fee declined from 0.75% to 0.35% (January 2007) 
and then to 0.15% (October 2007). 

AW 

Mainstreaming of 
MFF 

Jun-2008 MFF became a regular ADB financing modality. The Board paper 
specified:  
(i) Choice of MFF justified and comparative matrix presented in 

MFF Concept Paper 

MFF 

(ii) Each MFF would have an overall DMF and each tranche would 
have its own design and monitoring framework (DMF) 

(iii) Four substantive changes in MFF that would require Board 
approval.a 

OM for MFF Aug-2008 Guidance issued to staff on the use and implementation of the 
MFF following approval of the policy paper 

MFF 

GCI-V Apr-2009 ADB Board of Directors agreed to triple ADB's capital base from 
$55 billion to about $165 billion 

AW 

Streamlined Business 
Processes  

Nov-2009 ADB introduced business processes reforms with effect from 
January 2010, including: 
(i) PPTA integrated with loan processing (single concept paper 

covering PPTA and ensuing loan) 

AW 

(ii) Risk-based approach to quality assurance: management 
review meeting (MRM) for complex projects, staff review 
committee (SRC) meeting for low-risk projects 

(iii) RRP reduced to 10 pages  
Revised OM for MFF  May-2010 Specified that a PCR was required for each completed tranche 

and facility completion report (FCR). Also specified that a 
consolidated annual report would be prepared for each 
approved MFF and submitted to the Board each year. 

MFF 

Good Project 
Implementation 
Practice Report 

Dec-2010 Project implementation working group report identified issues, 
good practices and recommendations to (i) achieve total project 
readiness (at approval to reduce start-up and completion delays); 
(ii) enhance organization, staff skills and incentives, and  
(iii) ensure effective project implementation.   

AW 

MFF Annual Report 
2010  

Feb-2011 First MFF Annual Report circulated   MFF 

New SI for MFF  Jul-2011 (i) Introduced a process of quality assurance review with a panel 
of experts to examine the suitability of the modality prior to 
the MRM or SRC b 

MFF 

(ii) PPTA should be used for preparation of the MFF and first 
tranche. Financing for capacity development and preparation 
of second and subsequent tranches should be incorporated 
in earlier tranches  

(iii) SPD to submit to the Board a consolidated PFR monthly report 
based on progress summaries provided by regional 
departments 
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Milestones Date Key Features 

MFF-Specific 
or  

ADB-wide 
Revised Project 
Administration 
Instruction (PAI) 5.02  

Dec-2011 Defined major and minor project scope changes: (i) major 
changes affect the outcomes of an approved MFF as originally 
approved and require Board consideration and approval;  
(ii) other changes constitute minor changes and are approved by 
the President.  

MFF 

MFF Annual Report 
2011  

Feb-2012 Introduced a scorecard system to assess the performance of each 
facility and tranches.c 

MFF 

IED Real Time 
Evaluation of MFF  

Dec-2012 Concluded that the MFF modality needed to continue as one of 
ADB’s financing instruments. But to ensure its development 
effectiveness, weaknesses in MFF processing stage (modality 
choice, justification) and implementation stage (flexibility and 
review) should be addressed 

MFF 

Project Readiness 
Indicators introduced 
by SPD and OSFMD   

Sep-2013 Specified project readiness indicators and targets for rapid 
project start-up in infrastructure projects.d 

AW 

New SI  Feb-2014 Incorporated Management agreed actions in response to 2012 
RTE, with: (i) improved internal quality controls (i.e., quality 
assurance meetings, comparative matrix in the concept paper 
justifying the use of MFF rather than another modality) and staff 
capacity (MFF training); (ii) improved availability and accessibility 
of key documentation prior to circulation of the RRP or PFR; and 
(iii) cancellation conditions of an MFF and rejection of PFR 
clarifiede 

MFF 

SPD Additional 
Guidance on 
Application of SPS to 
MFF  

Jul-2014 Projects under MFFs with anticipated category A environmental 
or social impact should be financed under the first tranche. If 
they can only be financed under a subsequent tranche, 
environmental and social impacts should be fully assessed and 
related SPS requirements complied with before circulation of the 
RRP to Board, including disclosure of the environmental impact 
assessment 120 days before Board consideration. 

MFF 

Revised OM D14 on 
MFF  

Feb-2015 ADB introduced additional approval processes for tranche 
projects with significant environment impacts in MFFs (OM para. 
34). 

MFF 

Requirement for 21-
Day Circulation of 
Environmental 
Category A Tranche 
Report  

Dec-2015 SPD issued a memo requiring circulation on a no-objection basis 
21 days before Board consideration of tranche report for 
subsequent tranches with environmental category A. 

MFF 

Revised SI  Apr-2016 Guidance issued in line with Management's commitment in the 
Enhancing Operational Efficiency document to have a common 
approach to seeking and addressing comments on proposal 
documents for loans, technical assistance, and financing 
partnership operations. Comments would be categorized into 
advisory and fundamental, based on the nature and gravity of 
the issues raised and the need to address them  

AW 

ADF-OCR Merger 
Becomes Effective 

Jan-2017 ADF lending operations combined with the OCR balance sheet.  AW 

SPD Starts Reviewing 
MFF proposals 

Jan-2017 SPD review to focus on (i) justification for the use of MFF and 
(ii) compliance with MFF preconditions. 

MFF 

SPD Memo on Board 
Oversight of MFF 

Aug-2017 Circulation of tranche-at-a-glance to the Board 10 days prior to 
tranche approval is required and a web link should be provided 
to the draft PFR for the proposed tranche. 

MFF 

Revised OM on MFF Jan-2018 Consolidated two Board-approved policies and operational 
procedures on MFF in 2009 and 2010, to guide staff on policy-
level requirements on the modality.  

MFF 
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Milestones Date Key Features 

MFF-Specific 
or  

ADB-wide 
Revised SI and PAI Jan-2018 Provided: (i) MFF-specific requirements on due diligence, 

business process and documentation, updated related 
documentation templates. Also required a  PCR for each tranche, 
except for (i) last tranche (which becomes part of the FCR),  
(ii) a tranche for an additional financing (which becomes part of 
the PCR on the tranche for the original financing), and  
(iii) a tranche providing additional financing to an ongoing ADB 
financed project in the same sector. 
The SI effectively dissolved the MFF panel of experts. 

MFF 

For MFF, revised PAI on PCR for sovereign projects specified that 
a PCR is to be prepared for each tranche, except for time-slice 
MFFs, when only the FCR is required.  

AW 

Revised PFR Report 
Template Issued 

Feb -2018 Revised template issued to align the report with the new SI 
(2018) on business processes for MFFs and other templates 
updated in 2017 (e.g. MFF concept paper, RRP template) 

MFF 

Introduction of New 
Financing Modalities  

Jun-2018 project readiness facility, small expenditure financing facility, and 
streamlined business process for additional financing introduced. 

AW 

Revised DMF 
Guidelines  

Jan-2019 For MFFs, the guidelines provided more clarity on the links 
between the results statement in the MFF and the results 
statement in the tranche DMF.  

AW 

Revised PAI 6.07 on 
PCR  

Jun-2019 For MFFs, an FCR should be circulated within 12 months after 
financial closing date of the last financially closed tranche. The 
PCR for the last financially closed tranche is part of the FCR. A 
PCR should be circulated within 12 months from financial closing 
of each tranche except (i) in cases where the outputs of each 
tranche are same, in which case only one PCR is required; (ii) or if 
outputs of all tranches are same, in which case only an FCR with 
a completion rating for the facility is required. 

AW 

Revised PAI 5.08 on 
Project Performance 
Monitoring  

Jul-2019 Methodology for three PPR criteria revised as follows:  
(i) technical indicator replaced with output indicator in DMF;  
(ii) financial management rating  to be based on three elements, 
annual project financial statement, audited entity financial 
statement, and compliance with time-bound financial covenants 
(previously only audited project financial statement was tracked); 
(iii) safeguard tracking rating based on an aggregation of eight 
indicators linked to implementation of three safeguards 
(previously a single indicator tracking the number of safeguard 
covenants complied with). PPR ratings to be based on revised 
methodology to take effect on 31 December 2019. 

AW 

AW = ADB-wide, CP = concept paper, DMF = design and monitoring framework, FCR = facility completion report, MRM = management 
review meeting, OM = operations manual, SI = staff instructions, GCI = general capital increase, PFR = periodic financing request, PPR = 
project performance rating, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, RRP = report and recommendation of the President, RTE = real 
time evaluation, SPS = Safeguard Policy Statement, SRC = staff review committee, TAG = tranche at a glance.  
a  These are (i) a substantial and material change in the strategic direction of the road map, (ii) a change in the policy framework that 

negatively affects the viability or sustainability of the investment program or plan, (iii) a change in the sectors covered by the investment 
program, or (iv) a substantial and material change in the type of the investments contemplated under the investment program or plan. 

b  MFF Panel of Experts initially to remain in effect until the end of December 2016, when a review would be undertaken to determine 
whether the additional process should be continued. 

c  Facility to be rated based on three parameters: (i) MFF delays, (ii) tranche performance, and (iii) compliance with undertakings. Tranche 
performance to be assessed for: (i) financial management, (ii) contract award, (iii) disbursements, (iv) safeguards, and (v) technical criteria. 

d  Two project readiness indicators were introduced: (i) design ready projects (% of total projects approved), and (ii) procurement-ready 
projects (% of total projects approved).  Design-ready projects have preliminary or detailed engineering designs suitable for preparing 
bidding documents, and procurement-ready projects have launched bidding documents before project approval. 

e  ADB may cancel the MFF or reject a financing request when there is material noncompliance with ADB policies or FFA undertakings or 
there are significant delays in the submission of financing requests or the implementation of the investment program. 

Sources: IED evaluation team compilation from relevant ADB documents; MFF Annual Reports, various years. 



  

APPENDIX 3: BASIC MULTITRANCHE FINANCING FACILITY PORTFOLIO DATA 
 

Table A3.1: Multitranche Financing Facility Portfolio by Country, 2005–2018 

Country Region 

MFF Operations MFF Amount Country 
Total 
(%) 

 
MFF Sectors 

(number of MFFs in brackets) Number 
Total 
(%) $ million 

Total 
(%) 

Pakistan CWRD 11 10.5 8,370 16.0 49.5 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (1); Energy (6); 
Transport (3); Water and other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

Afghanistan CWRD 5 4.8 2,774 5.3 61.6 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (1); Energy (2); 
Transport (2) 

Azerbaijan CWRD 4 3.8 2,350 4.5 73.2 Energy (1); Transport (2); Water and other urban infrastructure and 
services (1) 

Kazakhstan CWRD 3 2.9 2,000 3.8 48.5 Finance (1); Transport (2) 

Uzbekistan CWRD 4 3.8 1,900 3.6 29.2 Finance (1); Transport (2); Water and other urban infrastructure and 
services (1) 

Georgia CWRD 3 2.9 1,300 2.5 65.2 Transport (2); Water and other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

Armenia CWRD 2 1.9 900 1.7 82.6 Transport (2) 

PRC EARD 4 3.8 1,600 3.1 7.9 Energy (2); Industry and trade (1); Transport (1) 

Mongolia EARD 3 2.9 546 1.0 28.8 Transport (2); Water and other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

PNG PARD 4 3.8 1,680 3.2 82.1 Energy (1); Transport (3) 

Fiji PARD 1 1.0 153 0.3 45.8 Water and other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

Regional PARD 1 1.0 19 0.0 28.6 Education (1) 

India SARD 40 38.1 15,521 29.7 62.1 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (4); Energy (9); 
Finance (3); Industry and trade (1); Multisector (2); Transport (9); 
Water and other urban infrastructure and services (12) 

Bangladesh SARD 8 7.6 5,461 10.4 39.5 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (1); Education 
(2); Energy (1); Finance (1); Transport (3) 

Sri Lanka SARD 5 4.8 2,753 5.3 47.2 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (1); Energy (1); 
Transport (2); Water and other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

Viet Nam SERD 6 5.7 4,467 8.5 33.7 Energy (2); Public sector management (1); Transport (2); Water and 
other urban infrastructure and services (1) 

Indonesia SERD 1 1.0 500 1.0 3.3 Agriculture, natural resources and rural development (1) 

Total  105 100 52,294 100 38.4  
CWRD = Central and West Asia Department, EARD = East Asia Department, PARD = Pacific Department, PRC = People’s Republic of China, PNG = Papua New Guinea, SARD = 
South Asia Department, SERD = Southeast Asia Department. 
Source: ADB Loan Grant Data Financial Information System 

   



Appendix 3 97 
 

 Table A3.2: Multitranche Financing Facility Fund Conversion, Utilization, Cancellation, 2005–2018 
($ million unless shown otherwise) 

 

 
Item 

TOTAL MFF MATURE MFF MATURE TRANCHES COMPLETED MFF COMPLETED TRANCHES 
Number 

Approved 
Amount 

Approved No. Amount 
Converted to 

Tranches No. Amount Disbursed No. Total Cancelled % No. Total Cancelled % 
By Country 
Afghanistan 5 2,774.00 4 2,024.00 1,818.20 20 1,818.20 1,073.58 0 0 .00 0.00  - 5 60.00 18.95 31.6 
Armenia 2 900.00 2 900.00 484.35 5 484.35 270.12 0  0.00 0.00  - 1 57.12 0.06 0.1 
Azerbaijan 4 2,350.00 3 1,600.00 1,525.24 11 1,525.24 1,382.42 1 500.00 44.96 9.0 8 1,025.24 47.02 4.6 
Bangladesh 8 5,461.00 1 430.00 429.42 12 1,291.82 1,130.96 1 430.00 60.22 14.0 5 429.42 60.22 14.0 
Fiji 1 153.20 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00  - 0 0.00 0.00  - 
Georgia 3 1,300.00 3 1,300.00 1,158.49 15 1,144.78 594.87 0 0.00 0.00  - 1 150.00 149.82 99.9 
India 40 15,521.20 27 10,691.20 9,993.86 82 9,645.20 7,430.01 13 5,553.00 870.39 15.7 51 6,242.67 964.27 15.4 
Indonesia 1 500.00 1 500.00 49.77 2 49.77 41.82 1 500.00 7.95 1.6 2 49.77 7.95 16.0 
Kazakhstan 3 2,000.00 3 2,000.00 1,966.59 10 1,966.59 1,590.43 2 1,200.00 134.32 11.2 9 1,595.29 266.21 16.7 
Mongolia 3 545.90 2 385.90 223.77 8 271.57 131.21 0 0.00 0.00  - 0  0.00  0.00  - 
Pakistan 11 8,370.00 8 5,770.00 3,666.73 31 4,046.73 2,542.94 4 3,080.00 467.98 15.2 25 2,985.88 1,059.35 35.5 
PNG 4 1,680.00 3 1,000.00 897.15 17 836.16 528.88 0 0.00 0.00  - 5 189.80 0.69 0.4 
PRC 4 1,600.00 3 1,150.00 1,150.00 10 1,150.00 1,096.95 2 150.00 0.00 0.0 6 450.00 5.38 1.2 
Sri Lanka 5 2,753.00 1 300.00 297.31 10 573.46 247.47 0 0 .00 0.00  - 2 33.12 0.00 0.0 
Uzbekistan 4 1,900.00 4 1,900.00 1,729.35 13 1,729.35 1,247.68 2 1,100.00 114.55 10.4 8 1,132.74 117.38 10.4 
Viet Nam 6 4,466.71 5 3,466.71 3017.55 14 3,081.55 1,598.77 2 1,560.71 230.20 14.7 8 1,610.24 310.70 19.3 
Regional 1 19.00 1 19.00 18.59 2 3.32 3.21 0 0.00 0.00 - 2 3.32 0.11 3.3 
Total 105 52,294.01 71 33,436.81 28,426.36 262 29,618.09 20,911.33 28 14,053.71 1,930.57 13.7 138 16,014.62 3,008.11 18.8 
Percentage     63.94 85.02   70.60    13.7    18.8 
By Sector 
TRA 37  22,325.90  28 14,945.90  12,878.07  99  12,264.80  8,398.77  9  5,350.0  869.9  16.3  50  5,612.0  1,165.4  20.8 
ENE 25  13,570.71  17 8,670.71  7,525.50  69  8,791.66  6,015.27  7  3,110.7  436.6  14.0  38  4,657.9  1,131.0  24.3 
WUS 20  6,526.20  13 3,963.00  3,393.86  49  3,574.68  2,283.78  4  1,193.00  180.04  15.1  20  1,714.9  267.5  15.6 
ANR 9  3,166.20  6 2,308.20  1,201.05  20  1,375.28  833.71  3  1,570.00  240.09  15.3  10  777.4  240.1  30.9 
Others a 14  6,705.00  7 3,549.00  3,427.88  25  3,611.67  3,379.79  5  2,830.00  203.95  7.2  20  3,252.5  204.1  6.3 
Total 105  52,294.01  71  33,436.81  28,426.36  262  29,618.09  20,911.33  28  14,053.71  1,930.57  13.7  138  16,014.62  3,008.11  18.78 
- = not applicable; ANR = agriculture, natural resources and rural development, ENE = energy, TRA = transport; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure services. 
a Includes all other sectors apart from ANR, ENE, TRA, and WUS. 
No. = number. 
Mature MFFs are MFFs that have passed more than 75% of its expected implementation duration.  
Mature tranches are tranches that has passed more than 75% of its expected implementation duration.  
Sources: Evaluation team calculations from ADB databases (eOps, Loan and Grant Financial Information System, and Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department). Data as of 

end 2018. 
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Table A3.3: Fund Utilization in Stand-Alone Projects, 2005–2018 

Item 

Mature Stand-Alone Projects Completed Stand-Alone Projects 

Number of 
Projects 

Approved 
Amount 

($ million) 

Disbursed 
Amount 

($ million) 

Percent 
Disbursed 

(%) 
Number of 

Projects 
Amount 

($ million) 
Cancelled 
($ million) 

Cancelled 
(%) 

By Country     
Afghanistan 21  873.0   786.5   90.1  15 394.3  43.9  11.1 
Armenia 6  175.7   156.6   89.1  5 142.1  2.6  1.8 
Azerbaijan 5  212.1   194.5   91.7  3 212.1  17.6  8.3 
Bangladesh 78  4,259.6   3,598.3   84.5  44 1,803.3  271.4  15.0 
Fiji 4  92.4   65.8   71.3  4 92.4  26.5  28.7 
Georgia 3  111.7   111.4   99.7  3 111.7  0.4  0.3 
India 33  5,357.5   4,002.3   74.7  20 2,334.3  427.4  18.3 
Indonesia 40  1,946.9   1,612.6   82.8  27 1,202.7  96.5  8.0 
Kazakhstan 2  220.0   163.0   74.1 2 220.0  57.0  25.9 
Mongolia 26  391.7   311.6   79.6  27 174.8  4.5  2.6 
Pakistan 37  3,387.8   1,984.2   58.6  21 1,286.9  329.5  25.6 
PNG 19  496.2   433.8   87.4  11 256.1  3.3  1.3 
PRC 115  13,352.3   11,141.6   83.4  56 7,308.3  255.2  3.5 
Sri Lanka 3  2,324.8   2,153.4   92.6  42 1,758.3  112.8  6.4 
Uzbekistan 50  1,611.2   931.6   57.8  18 676.4  194.7  28.8 
Viet Nam 27  5,916.2   4,428.4   74.9  55 2,567.1  384.5  15.0 
Regional 3  34.6   33.0   95.5  5 34.6  1.9  5.5 
Total 563  40,763.7   32,108.7   78.8  358 20,575.5  2,229.5  10.8 
By Sector 
TRA 177  19,911.5   16,395.0   82.3  104 11,063.9  999.5  9.0 
ENE 74  7,299.0   5,070.7   69.5  43 2,704.6  362.1  13.4 
WUS 74  5,019.3   3,718.8   74.1  40 2,810.9  296.5  10.5 
ANR 97  4,049.9   3,190.3   78.8  56 1,585.5  215.5  13.6 
Others a 141  4,483.9   3,733.9   83.3  115 2,410.7  356.0  14.8 
Total 563  40,763.7   32,108.7   78.8  358 20,575.5  2,229.5  10.8 

ANR = agriculture natural resources and rural development, ENE = energy, PNG = Papua New Guinea; PRC = People’s Republic of China; TRA = transport; WUS = 
water and other urban infrastructure services. 
a Includes all other sectors apart from ANR, ENE, TRA, and WUS. 
Mature stand-alone projects are projects that have passed more than 75% of expected implementation time. 
Sources: IED evaluation team calculations from ADB's databases (eOps, Loan and Grant Financial Information System, and Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial 
Management Department). Data as of end 2018. 
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Table A3.4: Major Use of Multitranche Financing Facility Over Time, 2005–2018 

Subsector a 

Approved Amount of MFFs ($ million) Approved Number of MFFs  

2005–
2007 

2008–
2011 

2012–
2018 

2005–2018 2005–
2007 

2008–
2011 

2012–
2018 

2005–2018 

Value % Value % 
Agriculture Production and Markets -   170.0  -  170.0  0.3  0 1 0 1 1.0 

Air Transport -   480.0  -  480.0  0.9  0 1 0 1 1.0 

Conventional Energy 930.7  -  300.0  1,230.7  2.4  1 0 1 2 1.9 

Education -   -  869.0  869.0  1.7  0 0 3 3 2.9 

Electricity Transmission And Distribution 1,420.0  3,660.0  3,900.0  8,980.0  17.2  2  7 6 15 14.3 

Energy Conservation -   880.0  700.0  1,580.0  3.0  0 2 1 3 2.9 

Finance 500.0  1,350.0  2,056.0  3,906.0  7.5  1 3 4 8 7.6 

Hydropower 350.0  800.0  -  1,150.0  2.2  2 1 0 3 2.9 

Industry and Trade -   -  950.0  950.0  1.8  0 0 2 2 1.9 

Irrigation and Drainage 900.0  608.2  150.0  1,658.2  3.2  1 3 1 5 4.8 

Natural Resources Management -   250.0  -  250.0  0.5  0 1 0 1 1.0 

Other Municipal Services -   250.0  -  250.0  0.5  0 1 0 1 1.0 

Public Sector Management -   630.0  -  630.0  1.2  0 1 0 1 1.0 

Rail Transport 430.0  2,794.0  1,500.0  4,724.0  9.0  1 4 1 6 5.7 

Renewable Energy 510.0  120.0  -  630.0  1.2  1 1 0 2 1.9 

Road Highway 3,470.0  4,906.0  4,980.0  13,356.0  25.5  5 10 7 22 21.0 

Road Transport Improvement -   500.0  2,200.0  2,700.0  5.2  0 1 3 4 3.8 

Rural Development -   500.0  255.0  755.0  1.4  0 1 1 2 1.9 

Urban Sector Development 843.0  850.0  653.2  2,346.2  4.5  3 3 2 8 7.6 

Urban Transport -   700.0  215.9  915.9  1.8  0 2 1 3 2.9 

Water Management and Rural 
Development 

-   500.0  453.0  953.0  1.8  0 1 1 2 1.9 

Water Supply and Sanitation -   2,600.0  1,210.0  3,810.0  7.3  0 5 5 10 9.5 

Total 9,353.7  22,548.2  20,392.1  52,294.0  100.0  17 49 39 105 100.0 
- = not applicable. 
a Subsector lists are not based on the ADB project subsector classification but are based on either sector or subsector concentration of MFF use.  
Sources: Reports and recommendations President (RRPs); IED evaluation team calculations from ADB databases (eOps, Loan and Grant Financial Information System, and 
Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department). Data as of end 2018. 
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Table A3.5: Multitranche Financing Facility Operations (Loans and Grants) Distribution by Country Classification, 2005–2018 

Country Group 2005–2011 2012–2018 Overall 2005–2011 2012–2018 Overall 
Average 

Size a 
By Approved 
Amount of Facility $ million % $ million % $ million % Numberb % Number b % Number b % $ million 
COncesisonal 
Asisstance-only 

2,024.00  6.34  750.00  3.68  2,774.00  5.30 20 8.55 8 7.08 28.00  8.07 99.07  

OCR-Blend 25,127.91  78.77  17,769.90  87.14  42,897.81  82.03 181 77.35 92 81.42 273.00  78.67 157.13  
Regular OCR 4,750.00  14.89  1,853.20  9.09  6,603.20  12.63 33 14.10 9 7.96 42.00  12.10 157.22  
Regional -   -   19.00  0.09  19.00  0.04 0 0.00 4 3.54 4.00  1.15 4.75  
Total 31,901.91  100.00  20,392.10  100.00  52,294.01  100 234 100.00 113 100 347.00  100.00 150.70  

CPA Score  c  

High 4,306.00  13.50  6,584.00  34.00  10,890.00  20.82 23 9.83 34 30.09 57.00  16.43 205.13  
Medium 6,600.71  20.69 2,675.90  18.00 9,276.61  17.74 41 17.52 18 15.93 59.00  17.00 162.95  
Low 6,284.00  19.70  2,930.00  16.00  9,214.00  17.62 61 26.07 16 14.16 77.00  22.19 122.59  
OCR (+IND) d 14,711.20  46.11  8,202.20  9.00  22,913.40  43.82 109 46.58 45 39.82 154.00  44.38 153.96  
Total 31,901.91  100.00  20,392.10  77.00  52,294.01  100 234 100.00 113 100.00 347.00  100.00 150.70  
GNI Classification   
Upper-Income 3,100.00  9.72  1,853.20  9.09  4,953.20  9.47 17 7.26 9 7.96 26.00  7.49 190.51  
Middle-Income 19,497.20  61.12 17,069.90  83.71 36,567.10  69.93 157 67.09 88 77.88 245.00  70.61 149.25  
Low-Income 9,304.71  29.17  1,450.00  7.11  10,754.71  20.57 60 25.64 12 10.62 72.00  20.75 149.37  
Regional -   -   19.00  0.09  19.00  0.04 0 0.00 4 3.54 4.00  1.15 4.75  
Total 31,901.91  100.00  20,392.10  100.00  52,294.01  100 234 100.00 113 100.00 347.00  100.00 150.70  

 

- = not available. 
ADF = Asian Development Fund; CPA = country performance assessment; GNI = gross national income; IND= India; MFF = multitranche financing facility; OCR = ordinary capital resources.  
a Average size refers to the ratio of approved facility amount (2005 to 2018) over the total number of operations (i.e., loans and grants). 
b Refers to the total number of operations (loans and grants). 
c High scores are composite country performance ratings scores of more than 13.07; medium scores between 9.84 to 13.06, and low scores less than 9.83. CPA scores consisted of four clusters and 
were computed as:  (policy and institutional rating  x 0.70) x (public sector management and institutions average) x (portfolio rating x 0.30), where the policy and institutional rating is the unweighted 
average of the scores for economic management, structural policies, and policies for social inclusion/equity.  
d Includes OCR countries; India, which is not covered by CPA exercise; and MFFs approved in 2005. 
Notes: 
1.  Country classifications are applied based on the effectivity year. GNI classifications are based on ADB income thresholds. 
2.  Blend countries are eligible to borrow from ADF (OCR) and have access to OCR (ADF), except for India with no access to ADF. 
3.  The CPA scores and GNI classification are applied to the MFF approval year. 
Sources: 
ADB. 2018. Classification and Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Operations Manual. OM A1. Manila. 
ADB Operations Manual issued on 6 June 2008. 
ADB. 2016. The Asian Development Bank’s Engagement with Middle-Income Countries. Manila. 
ADB.  2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. Manila. 
ADB Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department, Country Performance Assessment Data, 2006–2018; https://data.adb.org/dataset/country-performance-assessment-cpa-data 
ADB Statistical Database System Online (accessed 30 August 2019)  
ADB databases (eOps, Procurement, Portfolio, and Financial Management Department). 
World Bank, World Development Indicators (accessed 30 August 2019). 
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Table A3.6: Multitranche Financing Facility Pipeline, 2019–2022 

Item  

New MFF Facilities Tranches in Existing MFFs 

Number 
Volume 

($ million) 

Percentage  of 
Sovereign 

Portfolio of 
MFF Countries   
(by volume) Number 

Volume  
($ million) 

Percentage of 
Sovereign 

Portfolio of 
MFF Countries    

(by volume) 
Overall 22 14,315  21.8 29 5,291  8.1 

By Main Sector             

TRA 11 9,735  48.5 12 2,492  12.4 

ENE 2 1,040  10.8 6 910  9.4 

WUS 2 505  6.7 4 643  8.5 

ANR 3 1,715 22.8 2 265 2.5 

Others 4 1,320  7.4 5 981  5.5 

By Country             

6 Inactive Countries  3 2,000  13.6 0 -    0.0 

10 Active countries  9 7,620  20.6 29 5,291  14.3 

7 New countries 10 4,695  33.6 0 -    0.0 

- = not applicable. 
ANR = agriculture, natural resources and rural development; ENE = energy sector; TRA = transport sector; WUS = water and other urban 
infrastructure and services. 
Notes: 

1. Six inactive countries with no new MFF approval after 2011: Armenia, Georgia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Viet Nam. 
Two countries, Georgia (one MFF, $400 million) and Indonesia (two MFFs, $1.6 billion) have new MFF for 2019–2022. 

2. Ten active countries that continued using MFF after 2011: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Fiji, India, Mongolia, Pakistan, 
Papua New Guinea (PNG), People’s Republic of China (PRC), and Sri Lanka. Seven of them have new MFFs: Bangladesh (two MFFs, 
$2.2 billion), India (one MFF, $1 billion), Mongolia (one MFF, $200 million), Pakistan (two MFFs, $1.3 billion), PNG (one MFF, 
$1.2 billion), PRC (one MFF, $420 million), Sri Lanka (one MFF, $1.3 billion) for 2019–2022. 

3. Seven new countries for 2019–2022: Bhutan (one MFF, $240 million), Cambodia (four MFFs, $715 million), Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic (one MFF, $105 million), Nepal (one MFF, $500 million), Philippines (one MFF, $2.75 billion), Solomon 
Islands (one MFF, $85 million), Timor Leste (one MFF, $300 million). In the Philippines, one MFF pipeline (the Malolos-Clark 
Railway Project) was approved on 23 May 2019. 

4. Other sectors: agriculture, natural resources, and rural development (three MFFs, $1.72 billion), education (two MFFs, $300 
million), finance (one MFF, $600 million), industry and trade (one MFF, $420 million) have MFF pipeline for 2019–2022.  

Sources: IED evaluation team data collected by SPD for the Work Program and Budget Framework, 2020–2022 (as of 20 August 2019) 
and ADB. 2019. Nepal Indicative Country Operations Business Plan, 2020-2022. Manila. 
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Figure A3: Multitranche Financing Facility Composition by Sector and Country Over Time (%) 

 
ANR = agriculture, natural resources and rural development sector; ENE = energy sector TRA = transport sector; WUS = water and 
other urban infrastructure and services. 
Notes: 

1. Six inactive countries with no new MFF approval after 2011: Armenia (ARM), Georgia (GEO), Indonesia (INO), Kazakhstan (KAZ), 
Uzbekistan (UBZ), and Viet Nam (VIE). Two countries GEO (one MFF, $400 million) and INO (two MFFs, $1.6 billion) have a new 
MFF for 2019–2022. 

2. Ten active countries that continued using MFF after 2011: Afghanistan (AFG), Azerbaijan (AZE), Bangladesh (BAN), Fiji (FIJ), India 
(IND), Mongolia (MON), Pakistan (PAK), Papua New Guinea (PNG), People’s Republic of China (PRC), and Sri Lanka (SRI). Seven 
of them have new MFFs: BAN (two MFFs, $2.2 billion), IND (one MFF, $1 billion), MON (one MFF, $200 million), PAK (two MFFs, 
$1.3 billion), PNG (one MFF, $1.2 billion), PRC (one MFF, $420 million), SRI (one MFF, $1.3 billion) for 2019–2022. 

3. Seven new countries for 2019–2022: Bhutan (BHU) (one MFF, $240 million), Cambodia (CAM) (four MFFs, $715 million), Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic (LAO) (one MFF, $105 million), Nepal (NEP) (one MFF, $500 million), Philippines (PHI) (one MFF, 
$2.75 billion), Solomon Islands (SOL) (one MFF, $85 million), Timor Leste (TIM) (one MFF, $300 million). In PHI, one MFF pipeline 
(The Malolos–Clark Railway Project) was approved on 23 May 2019 

4. Other sectors (2019-2022): education (two MFFs, $300 million), finance (one MFF, $600 million), industry and trade (one MFF, 
$420 million).  

Sources: Evaluation team estimates based on data from: ADB. 2019, Nepal Indicative Country Operations Business Plan 2020-2022; 
Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department (3 June 2019); and SPD Work Program and Budget Framework 2020–2022 
(as of 20 August 2019). 

 
 

 
 



       

APPENDIX 4: SIMILAR LENDING PRODUCTS IN OTHER MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS 
 

 
Item 

Asian Development Bank 
(MFF) 

World Bank 
 (MPA) 

Inter-American Development Bank 
(MPL and CCLIP) 

Structure and Key 
Features 

The multitranche financing facility (MFF) is a 
financing instrument that allows ADB to 
support longer-term investment programs that 
are structured and staggered into multiple 
loans under the umbrella of the MFF.  

 
The MFF enables ADB to provide a series of 
tranches (loans, grants, guarantees) as and 
when the investment for such sector(s) are 
ready and when the client requests financing. 
It thus aligns the provision of financing with 
project readiness and the long-term 
investment needs of a borrower. 
 

 
MFF proposals follow the process for sovereign 
operations and are submitted to the ADB 
Board which approves the facility amount. This 
is subsequently converted into a series of 
management-approved tranches based on the 
Borrower’s periodic financing requests.  
 
MFFs can finance:  
 

(i) multiple projects under an investment 
program in a sector or subsector(s);  

(ii) large stand-alone project with 
substantial related individual 
components and long-term 
implementation plan; and 

(iii) slices of long-term contract packages in 
a large stand-alone project or 
investment program. 

The multiphase programmatic approach 
(MPA) allows countries to structure a long, 
large, or complex engagement as a set of 
smaller linked operations (or phases), under 
one program. 
 
Subsequent phases of MPA programs are 
prepared as separate operations and as such 
must comply with applicable World Bank 
policies on management reviews, fiduciary 
assessments, environmental and social 
safeguard assessments, timely public 
disclosures, and consultation with affected 
people. Separate legal instruments are signed 
for each phase, but no agreement is signed 
for the MPA as a whole. 
 
Types of MPA: (i) sequential MPA (each 
subsequent phase starts when the preceding 
phase ends); (ii) simultaneous MPA (phases 
can overlap to complement each other);  
(iii) horizontal MPA (has one overarching 
objective for connected projects in multiple 
countries, or states within a country),  
(iv) parallel MPA (allows financing of 
operations across sectors or countries).  

 
Allows combination of financing instruments, 
including program for results.  

Under the multiphase loan (MPL), the IDB 
Board approves the overall program and the 
first phase, with performance-based triggers 
defined before moving to subsequent phases.  
 
Conditional credit lines for investment projects 
(CCLIPs) support institutions that are 
performing well by providing a long-term 
credit line, with a clear ceiling amount for the 
program, which borrowers draw on for 
projects, subject to agreement by IDB.  
 
 
CCLIPs can only be used when successful 
project performance can be demonstrated 
with respect to both execution and results.  
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Item 

Asian Development Bank 
(MFF) 

World Bank 
 (MPA) 

Inter-American Development Bank 
(MPL and CCLIP) 

Approval Authority The Board approves the MFF and financing 
envelope.  Authority to approve first and 
subsequent tranches is delegated to the 
President. 

The Board approves the program framework, 
the overall financing envelope, and program 
development objectives.  
 
Board authority to commit financing for each 
phase has been delegated to management. 
 

 

For MPL, the IDB Board approves the overall 
program and the first phase. Subsequent 
phases require simpler approval processes  
(5-day approval on no-objection basis; 10 days 
for projects requiring environmental impact 
statement). 

 
For CCLIPs, the Board approves a credit line 
under standard procedure. Loan committee 
approval of individual loans by short 
procedure based on a simplified proposal. 
 
 

Envisaged Benefits at 
Time of Introduction  

The non-binding commitment of large 
amounts of financing over a long time period 
(10 years) allows ADB and its clients to pursue 
programmatic long-term engagement at the 
sector level. 
 
Gradual release of funds through tranches 
reduces the amount of financing that has been 
approved but not disbursed, thus reducing 
commitment fees for borrowers.  
 

 
 

Helps improve coherence across interventions 
and to strengthen the strategic long-term 
focus by integrating dialogue.  
 
Facilitates learning and adaption (as the 
design of subsequent phases can benefit 
from lessons from preceding tranches). 
 
Streamlined processing of subsequent phases. 
 
More efficient use of financial resources for 
both the World Bank (through reallocation of 
uncommitted portions of the financing 
envelope to other projects, potentially higher 
interest rate charges from faster conversion 
of MPA into tranches and its clients (by 
matching borrowing more closely with 
financing needs since funds are released in 
phases thereby reducing commitment fees). 
 
Potential to mobilize funding from other 
sources. 

Shorter periods for approval and execution 
(reduce delays) and make investment loans 
more flexible, and adopting a programmatic 
approach. 

 
In particular, CCLIPs aim to increase the IDB’s 
efficiency and to expedite the loan preparation 
and approval process and reduce loan-
processing costs for both the IDB and its 
borrowers.a Subsequent loans require fewer 
missions.b 
 

 
CCLIPs provide (i) an implicit “seal of approval” 
from IDB for the organization involved that 
may have some political value; (ii) possibility of 
blanket approval for CCLIP rather than 
individual operations; (iii) saving in processing 
time as once a CCLIP is approved, subsequent 
tranches are approved on a no-objection basis; 
(iv) reduced commitment fees for the borrower 
(no commitment fee for the credit line).   
Potentially there should be fewer missions and 
less preparation time for follow-up loans. A 
project profile is not required.c   

Operations Portfolio During 2005–2018, ADB approved 105 MFFs 
with a total funding envelope of $52.5 billion 

Since 2017, five MPAs have been approved, 
with an average size of $150.4 million and a 

Between 2000 and 2016, 124 MPLs were 
approved (82 first phases), with an average 
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Item 

Asian Development Bank 
(MFF) 

World Bank 
 (MPA) 

Inter-American Development Bank 
(MPL and CCLIP) 

for 16 DMCs, with average size of $500 
million. By 31 December 2018, 313 tranches 
had been approved amounting to $33 billion, 
with an average size of $140 million.  
 
MFF projects primarily finance investment and 
concentrate on: transport (43% of total 
financing); energy (26%); and water and other 
urban infrastructure and services sectors 
(13%). 

total of $752.1 million. Nine MPAs are in the 
pipeline for years 2019 and 2020, with an 
average size of $195 million and a total of 
$1.755 billion.   

 

size of $98.7 million and a total of $12.2 
billion, mainly in the social development 
sectors, representing 13.5% of IDB’s sovereign 
lending during the period.d 

 
IDB has financed 136 projects under CCLIPs, 
totaling $22.7 billion. 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, CCLIP = conditional credit lines for investment projects DMC = developing member country, IDB = Inter-American Development Bank, MFF = multitranche 
financing facility, MPA = multiphase programmatic approach, MPL = multiphase loan.  
a IDB. 2009. Evaluation of the New Lending Framework 2005–2008. Washington, D.C. 
b This is an expected benefit not just for MPLs and CCLIPs but also for other instruments introduced at the same time as these two instruments. 
c OVE. 2013. Mid-term Evaluation of IDB 9 Commitments: Lending Instruments: A Background Paper: IDB. Washington, D.C. 
d World Bank. 2017. Multiphase Programmatic Approach. Washington, D.C. 
Sources: ADB. 2018. Our Financing Modalities; IADB. 2013; Office of Evaluation and Oversight (OVE). 2004 Instruments and Development: An Evaluation of IDB Lending Modalities. IDB. 2009. 
Evaluation of the New Lending Framework 2005–2008: IDB; OVE. 2013. Mid-term Evaluation of IDB 9 Commitments: Lending Instruments. A Background Paper: IDB; World Bank. 2017 Multiphase 
Programmatic Approach. 



 

APPENDIX 5: SUPPORT MATERIALS FOR CHAPTER 3 
 

Table A5.1: Multitranche Financing Facility Share of ADB Operations, 2005–2018 

Country 

MFF Share   
of ADB 

Operations 
(%) 

ADB Operations 

2005–2007  
($ million) 

2016–2018  
($ million) 

Growth  
(%) 

Afghanistan  58.7   688.2   1,231.1   78.9  
Armenia  78.9   66.6   230.0   245.3  
Azerbaijan  73.1   254.5   1,475.0   479.6  
Bangladesh  36.1   1,890.0   4,978.9   163.4  
Fiji  39.8   25.0   140.2   460.6  
Georgia  54.0   …    821.3  n.a. 
India  58.4   2,964.4   6,755.7   127.9  
Indonesia  3.1   2,823.5   5,073.9   79.7  
Kazakhstan  47.7  …    440.3  n.a. 
Mongolia  26.0   85.2   1,012.2   1,087.6  
Pakistan  48.7   3,899.1   4,255.4   9.1  
PNG  81.2   183.3   955.7   421.5  
PRC  7.6   4,147.5   4,738.6   14.3  
Sri Lanka  43.7   1,007.0   2,281.0   126.5  
Uzbekistan  27.1   242.7   2,487.9   925.1  
Viet Nam  31.6   2,530.2   1,757.0  -30.6  
Total 36.3  20,807.1  38,634.0   85.7  
 … = not available, n.a. = not applicable as data not available for 2005–2007, ADB = Asian 
Development Bank, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s 
Republic of China. 
 Source: IED evaluation teams calculation using data from Procurement, Portfolio and Financial 
Management Department (10 May 2019).  

 

Figure A5: Growth in Operations and Share of Multitranche Financing Facility in the Portfolio (%) 

 
Excluding the two outliers, Mongolia and Uzbekistan. 
Source: IED estimates using data from the Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department. 
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Table A5.2: Multitranche Financing Facility Disbursements Relative to Macroeconomic Indicators: 2006–2016 
(Annual average, $ million) 

Country 

MFF 
Disbursements 

(a) 

Public External 
Debt  
(b) 

Public Capital 
Expenditure 

(c)  
Ratio a/b  

(%) 
Ratio a/c 

(%)  Years Covered a 

Afghanistan b  72.77   47.30   1,179.95   …  6.17  2009–2016 

Armenia  27.42   8,209.40   384.33   0.33  7.13  2010–2016 

Azerbaijan  107.98   9,222.13   7,099.50   1.17  1.52  2008–2016 

Bangladesh  81.16   30,260.78   5,904.26   0.27  1.37  2007–2016 

Fiji c   …     …     …     …     …   … 

Georgia  58.74   13,103.11   900.12   0.45  6.53  2010–2016 

India  574.75   334,938.42   30,321.22   0.17  1.90  2006–2016 

Indonesia  5.23   254,114.38   12,945.31   0.00  0.04  2009–2016 

Kazakhstan  187.07   139,158.51   2,040.26   0.13  9.17  2009–2016 

Mongolia  13.20   18,364.11   983.30   0.07  1.34  2012–2016 

Pakistan  184.27   57,442.11   8,056.69   0.32  2.29  2006–2016 

PNG  46.36   16,530.63   1,896.78   0.28  2.44  2010–2016 

PRC  81.28     …   1,011,593.81     …   0.01  2007–2016 

Sri Lanka  55.51   43,027.43   3,833.73   0.13  1.45  2013–2016 

Uzbekistan  164.33   11,478.18     …   1.43  …   2010–2016 

Viet Nam  152.38   58,018.26   11,338.48   0.26  1.34  2008–2016 
… = not available. 
a Refers to the years where data for all three indicators are available, i.e. MFF disbursements, public external debt, and public capital expenditure. 
The years were applied to derive the annual average value for each country. 
b Afghanistan is a grant-only country, all MFFs to Afghanistan were grants.  
c Disbursements data available for 2018 only, other indicators available up to 2016 only. 
1. Data on public external debt were generally available from 2005 to 2016; public capital expenditures from 2005 to 2006 and/or 2017. MFF 

disbursements varied depending on each project. Applied annual averages are those where data are available for these three indicators. 
2. ADB Key Indicators 2018 covered data from 2000 to 2017 only; data for 2018 will be covered in ADB Key Indicators 2019, published late in 

2019. 
Sources: IED database using data from Controller’s Department; ADB Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific 2018, Country Tables. 
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Table A5.3: Share of Multitranche Financing Facility Tranche Approvals in ADB Country Operations (%) 

AFG = Afghanistan, ARM = Armenia, AZE = Azerbaijan, BAN = Bangladesh, FIJ = Fiji, GEO = Georgia, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = 
Kazakhstan, MFF = multitranche financing facility, MON = Mongolia, PAK = Pakistan, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People's Republic of 
China, SRI = Sri Lanka, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Orange boxes: Country/year combinations where the share was above 80%.     
Pink boxes: Country/year combinations where the share was between 60% and 80%. 
Source: IED estimates using data from Procurement, Portfolio and Financial Management Department.  

   

DMC 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 
AFG 0 0 84 50 97 78 72 63 58 70 34 10 66 50 
ARM 0 0 0 41 100 100 0 100 0 56 0 0 0 43 
AZE 0 100 26 100 0 100 100 100 100 0 33 0 0 57 
BAN 0 14 0 0 0 17 17 58 16 33 41 41 9 20 
FIJ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 13 
GEO 0 0 0 51 70 100 65 100 60 56 50 6 0 51 
IND 14 74 58 75 62 61 49 58 47 34 21 40 53 49 
INO 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
KAZ 0 0 0 27 100 54 75 100 100 9 0 0 0 48 
MON 0 0 0 0 0 70 52 53 75 0 0 17 0 16 
PAK 51 26 30 31 47 43 100 11 40 22 8 21 60 29 
PNG 0 0 100 78 75 0 0 78 0 0 95 97 0 59 
PRC 1 0 4 18 7 22 0 12 11 0 7 0 10 7 
SRI 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 24 78 100 21 58 0 27 
UZB 0 0 0 100 38 71 100 35 0 32 0 0 0 27 
VIE 0 2 0 47 48 24 66 0 24 42 41 0 0 26 
Total 16 20 27 30 43 44 40 35 34 24 20 20 16 27 
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Box A5.1: Adaptation and Flexibility in Subsequent Tranches 
 
India 
Most learning and adaption were related to project implementation issues, e.g., more realistic implementation 
schedules, reducing the size of procurement packages to attract better bids, modifying proposed project 
components, and improving contractor and consultant performance. Most agencies and ADB staff agreed that 
learning by doing, from earlier tranches to later ones, was a benefit of the MFF. Examples cited included adjusting 
the size of procurement packages in the Madhya Pradesh Power Sector Investment Program and Uttarakhand 
State Road Investment Program, including all works in a selected project town within one tranche to avoid a 
spillover to the next, and dropping the landfill component in a subsequent tranche in Rajasthan Urban Sector 
Development Investment Program. 
 
Papua New Guinea 
The MFF took advantage of early implementation experience to fine tune subsequent activities. Specifically: 

(i) When fiscal constraints made counterpart funds scarce, the share of government financing for the Civil 
Aviation Development Investment Program was reduced from 24% in tranche 2 to 10% in tranche 3, 
equal to the general sales tax rate. This made it possible for the program to use ADB funds to pay 
contractors in full, keeping them engaged and financially viable, and minimizing the need to rebid 
contracts.a 

(ii) Subproject selection and detailed subproject design were completed before requesting the following 
tranche, to accelerate implementation.  

(iii) Under the Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program, a central project management office was 
placed in the field, remedying the previous split under the Highlands Regional Road Improvement 
Investment Program where the project director was based in Port Moresby but the project 
implementation unit (Highlands Roads Management Group) was in Mount Hagen. 

(iv) Under the Town Electrification Investment Program, given the delays caused by resettlement for 
greenfield hydropower, construction of a new power plant was postponed to a later tranche, and the 
rest of the funds were redirected to the rehabilitation of existing plants. 

(v) Cost estimates for later tranches were adjusted based on the procurement experience from earlier 
tranches, leading sometimes to reductions in scope before approval 

(vi) The procurement method was changed from one stage with two envelopes to one stage with one 
envelope, because the prequalification of contractors caused considerable procurement delays 

(vii) Community awareness activities were expanded following difficulties with resettlement during the first 
tranche. 

 
People’s Republic of China 
The two-tranche projects under the Gansu Heihe Hydropower Project were prepared in parallel in 2006 for the 
same city although the second tranche was approved in 2008. The processing of the second tranche benefited 
from the first tranche preparation since executing agency staff were familiar with ADB business processes and 
tranche approval requirements. In the case of the Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement 
Investment Program, particularly during 2011–2014, the executing agency hosted seminars and workshops to 
promote the energy power plant program, and carried out training on measurement and verification of energy 
savings, financial management, and office capacity enhancement. These activities strengthened the executing 
agency’s capacity to financially manage and evaluate energy efficiency projects in line with energy efficiency 
regulations. The executing agency also trained sub-borrowers in energy power plant investment, procurement, 
and disbursement.b  

In the case of the Guangxi Regional Cooperation and Integration Promotion Investment Program, the time lag 
between the two tranches was about 2 years. The design of the second tranche was expected to make use of the 
advisory services established under the first tranche to (i) ensure the quality of e-commerce functions, (ii) improve 
the regulatory framework of sanitary and phytosanitary related standards, and (iii) strengthen the capacity of 
training for small and medium-sized enterprises.c The second tranche contained less complicated policy and 
institutional reform activities based on the first tranche’s lessons. 

Viet Nam 
The general view of staff from the executing and implementing agencies was that MFF tranches are not easy to 
modify in response to evolving needs. An extensive approval process was needed, since each new tranche was 
screened by the government with the same intensity as a separate project. MFF tranche projects were identified 
at the time of the facility approval and there was not much flexibility in terms of evolving sector needs over the 
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MFF implementation period. The overall perception of the respondents was that stand-alone projects offered 
more flexibility than the MFF tranches.  
 
Nevertheless, some lessons were passed from initial to subsequent tranches: (i) there was a better understanding 
of risks and risk management strategies in the case of the Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment 
Program, (ii) adequate due diligence needed for collateral assessment for the struggling state-owned enterprises 
(SOEs), (iii) when the executing agency for the SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program learned 
that the third tranche was being cancelled due to high public debt, it was able to apply its knowledge and to 
equitize SOEs without the third tranche loan; and (iv) in the Water Sector Investment Program, the executing 
agency learned that the same implementing agency should be engaged in the subsequent tranche. 
 
a Previously, contractors would only receive payments equivalent to ADB's 76% share, because counterpart funds for the balance 
were not available and they could not fully pay subcontractors. After the ADB share was increased to 90%, contractors were 
paid for all their work, net of the 10% general sales tax, using ADB funds. When the 10% counterpart funds were received, 
contractors would use them to pay the 10% general sales tax.  
b ADB. 2015. Completion Report: Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Program, Tranche 3 and Facility 
in the People’s Republic of China. Manila. 
c ADB. 2018. Periodic Financing Request Report: Guangxi Regional Cooperation and Integration Promotion Investment Program, 
Tranche 2, in the People’s Republic of China. Manila. 
Sources: IED evaluation team assessment. Supplementary Appendixes 5–8: India, PNG, PRC, Viet Nam Case Country Reports. 

 
Table A5.4: Assessment of Six Multitranche Financing Facility Preconditions  

Item 

Number of MFFs Rated: Total 

High Medium Low Number 
Average Score 

a 
A. Rating by Precondition b 
Sector Road Map 15 2 1 18 2.78 
Policy Framework 14 3 1 18 2.72 
Strategic Context 18 0 0 18 3.00 
Investment Plan 7 9 2 18 2.28 
Financing Plan 5 8 5 18 2.00 
Undertakings 16 2 0 18 2.89 
Overall Rating c 10 8 0 18 2.61 
B. Overall Rating by Sector c 
Transport 3 4 0 7 2.50 
Energy 3 1 0 4 2.79 
Water and Other Urban 
Infrastructure and Services 1 3 0 

 
4 

 
2.50 

Others d 3 0 0 3 2.78 
C. Overall rating by type c 
Sector Approach 6 7 0 13 2.60 
Time-Slice Approach 2 1 0 3 2.44 
Financial Intermediary Loans 2 0 0 2 2.92 

a Average score refers to simple averages of overall rating.    
b Ratings by sub-criteria are based on the scale: low = 1; medium = 2; and 3 = high.   
c Overall ratings by sector and by financing type are based on the cut-offs: low ≤ 1.5; medium >1.5 to ≤ 2.5; high > 2.5. 
d Other sectors include agriculture, natural resources and rural development; finance; and public sector management.  
Source: Independent Evaluation Department evaluation team assessment. Linked Document G: Consolidated Case Project Report.  
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Table A5.5: Assessment of Project Design Quality 

Item 

Number of MFFs and Comparators Rated: 

Average Score a High Medium Low 
MFF COM MFF COM MFF COM MFF COM 

A. Rating by Project Design Qualityb 
Alignment with Country’s 
Development Priorities 

17 16 1 0 0 0 2.94 3.00 

Alignment with ADB’s 
Country and Sector 
Strategies 

18 16 0 0 0 0 3.00 3.00 

Appropriateness of Project 
Design 3 1 11 9 4 6 1.94 1.69 

Choice of Financing 
Modality 6 2 5 9 7 3 1.94 1.93 

Overall Ratingc  5 3 13 13 0 0 2.46 2.43 
B. Overall Rating by Sectorc 

Transport 0 0 7 6 0 0 2.29 2.38 
Energy 3 2 1 2 0 0 2.75 2.44 
Water and Other Urban 
Infrastructure and Services 0 0 4 4 0 0 2.25 2.38 
Othersd  2 1 1 1 0 0 2.75 2.67 

C. Overall Rating by Typec 
Sector Approach 2 NA 11 NA 0 NA 2.42 NA 
Time-Slice Approach  1 NA 2 NA 0 NA 2.33 NA 
Financial Intermediary Loans 2 NA 0 NA 0 NA 2.88 NA 

COM = comparators, MFF = multitranche financing facility, NA = not applicable. 
Notes: 

1. Assessment based on 18 MFF cases, and 16 comparators.  
2. Two MFFs, Road Corridor Investment Program (Georgia) and M0041, SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation 

Program (Viet Nam) had no suitable comparator project. 
3. Total number of MFFs and comparator projects rated above may not add up to totals (MFF = 18, comparator = 16) due 

to some criteria that were not rated and/or not applicable.       
a  Average score refers to simple averages of overall rating. 
b  Ratings by sub-criteria are based on the following scale: low = 1; medium = 2; and 3 = high. 
c  Overall ratings by sector and by financing type are based on the cut-offs: low ≤ 1.5; medium >1.5 to ≤ 2.5; high > 2.5. 
d  Other sectors include agriculture, natural resources and rural development; finance; and public sector management. . 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document G: Consolidated Case Project Report. 
 

Box A5.2: Quality of Project Design and Preconditions from the Case Project Assessments 
 
Choice of financing modality. Three transport MFFs had serious weaknesses: the two time-slice approach transport 
MFFs in Viet Nam (Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Transit and Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh 
Expressway) and the PNG Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program. The two Viet Nam projects 
were for major fixed infrastructure. They will not realize their full benefits until they are completed in their entirety, 
which will not be until after the 10-year MFF time frame. The PNG project will also not be completed as planned 
within the 10-year MFF timeframe. All four WUS MFFs were assessed as demonstrating a poorer choice of 
financing modality than their comparators since their full outputs will not be completed as planned within the 
10-year time frame. In the Water Sector Investment Program (Viet Nam), a half of the targeted water enterprises 
dropped out during implementation of the program without taking loans because the available time for 
implementation was found to be too short. The 10-year limit of the MFF became more problematic when the 
number of participating companies was increased from 5 to 15 just prior to approval of the MFF program, giving 
inadequate time for preparation and completion of all sub-projects proposed for tranches 2 and 3.  
 
Sector road map. Four of the seven transport sector MFFs had high-quality sector road maps with sufficient details 
of the rationale, components and timing covering investment and operations. Two had minor weaknesses due to 
inadequate consideration of sources of maintenance funding and sector capacity constraints (Rural Roads II and 
North East State Roads, both in India) and one had a very poor sector road map that had to be updated within 2 
years of loan approval as one of the key loan undertakings (Road Corridor Investment Program in Georgia). In the 
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WUS sector, all four projects had high-quality sector road maps as did the SOE Reform and Corporate Governance 
Facilitation Program (Viet Nam).  
 
Strategic context. All seven MFF projects in the transport sector responded well to the strategic context because 
of their generally strong alignment with government development plans and sector policies as well as with ADB’s 
country strategies and priorities and, for projects approved after 2008, how they responded to the priorities of 
ADB’s Strategy 2020.a Similarly, all four projects in the WUS sector and the PSM project in Viet Nam were assessed 
as having high ratings for this precondition. 
 
Investment plan. Three of the seven transport sector projects were assessed as having high-quality investment 
plans with details by component, priorities and implementation milestones: Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-
Long Thanh Expressway Project (Viet Nam), a time-slice MFF; and Rural Roads II and Uttarakhand State Roads 
(both in India). A further three transport projects had minor weaknesses: (i) the North East State Roads Project 
(India) was not able to achieve its milestones; (ii) the Road Corridor Investment Program (Georgia) underestimated 
the cost of major civil works, leading to delays; and (iii) the Highlands Road Improvement Investment Program 
(PNG) had few details beyond the first tranche. The Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment 
Program (Viet Nam), a time-slice MFF, was assessed as having a poor investment plan because it had  few details 
of milestones beyond tranche 2 and significantly underestimated the cost of the investment plan, which had 
increased by 60% within 3 years of project approval. Of the four WUS projects, none was assessed as having a 
high-quality investment plan. Due to difficulties in meeting milestones, three WUS projects were assessed as 
having a minor weakness in their investment plans: North Karnataka Urban Sector Investment Program and 
Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program (both in India) and Urban Services Improvement 
Investment Program (Georgia). The Water Sector Investment Program (Viet Nam) was assessed as having a low-
quality investment plan since there were few details of the willingness of the 15 water enterprises targeted by 
tranche 2 to take loans or the status of their sub-projects. In fact, half of the enterprises dropped out during 
implementation. The SOE Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program (Viet Nam) was assessed as 
having a minor weakness due to uncertainty over to what extent the SOEs would take loans.   
 
Financing plan. Of the seven transport sector projects: (i) two were assessed as having high-quality financing plans 
including amounts, timing, and sources of funds (Rural Roads II and Uttarakhand State Roads both in India),  
(ii) three had minor weaknesses that were revealed during implementation—delays in availability of counterpart 
funds for the time-slice MFF Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project (Viet Nam) and 
North East State Roads (India) and an initial inadequate project definition that led to increased financing in the 
Road Corridors Project  (Georgia); and (iii) the other transport time-slice MFF was assessed as having a very poor 
financing plan that significantly underestimated financing amounts and set unrealistic milestones—Ho Chi Minh 
City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program (Viet Nam). Of the four WUS projects, the Rajasthan Urban 
Sector Development Investment Program (India), was assessed as having a minor weakness in its financing plan 
since during implementation there were significant cancellations and the local governments were slow to 
introduce cost-recovery tariffs. All three WUS MFFs were assessed as having major weaknesses in their financing 
plans. Two did not initially have an adequate understanding at approval of the willingness and readiness of 
enterprises and local governments to take loans: the Water Sector Investment Program (Viet Nam) and North 
Karnataka Urban Sector Investment Program (India). The Urban Services Improvement Investment Program 
(Georgia) did not provide details of how recurrent operations and maintenance would be financed. The SOE 
Reform and Corporate Governance Facilitation Program (Viet Nam) was assessed as having a minor weakness in 
its financing plan because there was uncertainty about the loans that would be taken by targeted SOEs.    
 
Undertakings. As a sign of ADB’s efforts to ensure its clients have strong and appropriate undertakings that 
support the effective development and operation of projects, the achievement of this precondition was assessed 
as high in six of the seven transport sector projects, all four WUS sector projects, and one PSM project. The one 
transport MFF assessed as having a minor weakness in its undertakings was the time-slice approach MFF, the Ho 
Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program (Viet Nam), where there were no undertakings 
addressing changes to institutional arrangements and policies on fares and pricing to ensure an integrated urban 
transport system that the RRP had indicated were important. 
 
a ADB. 2008. Strategy 2020. The Long-Term Strategic Framework of the Asian Development Bank, 2008–2020. Manila. 
MFF = multitranche financing facility, PSM = public sector management, WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and 
services 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report.  

 



 

APPENDIX 6: SUPPORTING MATERIALS FOR CHAPTER 4 
 

Table A6.1: Commitment Fee Savings and Average Cost of Borrowing in US Dollars, 2005–2018 
Date (coinciding 
with changes in 
ADB lending 
policies) 

6-month LIBOR 
(%) 
(a) 

ADB Spread (%)(a)  

(b) 
 

TOT = SPR+MAT+CF(b) 

Annual 
Borrowing 
Cost (%) 
(c=a+b) 

Annual CF 
Savings (%) 

(d) 

CF savings as 
% of Annual 
Borrowing 
Cost (d/c) 

June 2006 5.59 0.61 = 0.40+0+0.21 6.20 0.21 3.4 
October 2007 4.81 0.27 = 0.20+0+0.07 5.08 0.07 1.4 
July 2010 0.67 0.37 = 0.30+0+0.07 1.04 0.07 6.7 
July 2011 0.43 0.47 = 0.40+0+0.07 0.90 0.07 7.8 
April 2012 0.73 0.57 = 0.40+0.10c+0.07 1.30 0.07 5.4 
January 2014 0.34 0.67 = 0.50+0.10+0.07 1.01 0.07 6.9 
December 2016 1.32 0.67 = 0.50+0.10+0.07 1.99 0.07 3.5 
December 2018 2.87 0.67 = 0.50+0.10+0.07 3.54 0.07 2.0 

CF = commitment fee, LIBOR = London interbank offered rate, MAT = maturity premium, SPR = effective contractual spread after 
waivers and rebates. 
Sources: For 6-month LIBOR: https://www.macrotrends.net/1433/historical-libor-rates-chart. For ADB spread: ADB. 2017. ADB Through 
the Decades. ADB’s Fourth Decade (1997–2006). Manila. Page 74; ADB. 2017. ADB Thorough the Decades. ADB’s Fifth Decade (2007–
2016). Manila. Pages 81-82; ABD. 2007. Annual Report 2006. Volume 2. Financial Report. Manila. Pages 9-10. For annual commitment 
fee incidence: IED evaluation team calculations. 
Notes:  
1. Variations in the spread are the result of ADB financial policies with regard to ordinary capital resources (OCR) loan pricing, which 

were lowered in 2007 to match similar adjustments made by the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and 
gradually tightened from 2010 onward to counteract the decline in ADB operating income resulting from lower global interest rates 
and loan loss provisions for specific private sector loans as a result of the 2008–2010 financial crisis. A 1% front-end fee was 
introduced on January 1, 2003, but waived starting from 1 January 2004, so it was not in effect during the period.  

2. The spread is net of waivers periodically applied, and includes the annual incidence of commitment fees, calculated at 0.15% until 
2007 (0.89% from the first row, last column of table 3 in the main text divided by 6 years average implementation) and 0.08% from 
2007 onward (0.47% from the fourth row, last column of table 3 in the main text divided by 6 years average implementation).  

3. Starting with loans negotiated after 1 April 2012, a maturity premium was introduced of 0.1% for loans with maturity between 13 
and 16 years, and 0.20% for loans with maturity between 16 and 19 years. The intermediate 0.10% premium is included in the 
spread shown in the table starting in April 2012. 
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Table A6.2: Estimated Commitment Fee Savings from Case Countries 

Country MFF 

MFF 
Amount 

($ million) 

Amount 
Converted a 
($ million) 

Savings Estimated  

Amount  
($ million) 

% of MFF 
Amount 

% of 
Converted 
Amount 

Viet Nam Greater Mekong Subregion 
Ben Luc-Long Thanh 
Expressway Project 

636.0 636.0 2.00 0.31 0.31 

  Water Sector Investment 
Program 

1,000.0 492.5 2.00 0.20 0.41 

PRC Guangxi Regional 
Cooperation and Integration 
Promotion Investment 
Program 

450.0 310.0 1.70 0.38 0.55 

Georgia Sustainable Urban Transport 
Investment Program 

300.0 270.1 0.36 0.12 0.13 

  Urban Services Improvement 
Investment Program 

500.0 482.2 0.32 0.06 0.07 

India Madhya Pradesh Energy 
Efficiency Improvement 
Investment Program 

400.0 275.7 0.10 0.03 0.04 

a For India, disbursed amount. 
Sources: Data provided to the IED evaluation mission by the Ministry of Finance and concerned executing and implementing 
agencies. 

 
 

Table A6.3: Estimation of ADB OCR Income Loss Associated with MFF ($ Million) 

Approval Period 

Total Approved 
Amount  

(OCR Funds Only) Adjustment Ratio Adjusted Amount  Income Loss  
(a) (b) (c) (d) (d x 0.22%) 

2005–2013 20,546.64 1.0 20,546.64 45.20 
2014 3,003.00 0.8 2,402.40 5.29 
2015 2,404.35 0.6 1,442.61 3.17 
2016 2,005.52 0.4 802.21 1.76 
2017 2,626.21 0.2 525.24 1.16 
2018 1,560.16 0.0 0.00 0.00 
Total 32,145.88 n.a. 25,719.10 56.58 

Source: IED database on MFF approvals. 
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Table A6.4: Cofinancing of MFF and Stand-Alone Investment Operations, 2005–2018 

Description 

Approved Amount 
($ million) 

Percentage of Total 
(%) 

MFF Tranches 
Stand-Alone 
Investment MFF Tranches 

Stand-Alone 
Investment 

Total Operations 36,007 59,720 n.a. n.a. 
Cofinancing 9,905 8,617 27.5 14.4 
Number of Facilities, Tranches and 
Projects 

105 | 336 760 n.a. n.a. 

Cofinanced Facilities, Tranches and 
Projects 

46 | 104 527 45 | 31 69 

Average Cofinanced Amount 215 | 95 16 n.a. n.a. 
Grant Cofinancing 822 1,605 8.3 18.6 
By Country 

Bangladesh 2,370 1,275 23.93 14.8 
Kazakhstan 2,363 470 23.86 5.5 
India 1,840 72 18.58 0.8 
Viet Nam 1,676 1,310 16.92 15.2 
Afghanistan 584 315 5.9 3.7 
Georgia 170 1,049 1.72 12.2 
People’s Republic of China 0 1,559 n.a. 18.1 
Top Three countries 6,573 4,144 66.36 48.1 
Top Five countries 8,833 5,663 89.18 65.7 

By Sector 
Transport 4,695 3,757 47.4 43.6 
Energy 2,436 2,872 24.6 33.3 
Water and Urban Infrastructure 

and Services 
233 816 2.4 9.5 

Total for the Three Sectors 7,364 7,444 74.3 86.4 
By Arrangementa 

ADB Administration 1,438 7,011 14.5 20.0 
- Of Which Full Administration 1,103 4,983 11.1 14.2 

Collaborative 8,460 28,002 85.4 80.0 
By Source:     

World Bank  3,737   9,252  37.8  27.7 
Other MDBs b  1,611   3,130   16.3  9.4  
Bilateral Banks and OFID c  3,157   11,309   31.9 33.9  
AITF  512   161   5.2   0.5  

. | . = left-side value refers to MFF facility, right-side value refers to MFF tranche. 
n.a. = not applicable; ADB = Asian Development Bank, AITF = Afghanistan Infrastructure Trust Fund; MDB = multilateral development 
bank; OFID = OPEC Fund for International Development.  

a Figures for stand-alone projects include all non-MFF cofinancing (including PBL, RBL, etc.). 
b Includes European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), European Investment Bank (EIB), Islamic Development Bank (IsDB), 
and, OFID. 

c Includes Agence Française de Développement (AFD), Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA); Korea Export-Import Bank (KEXIM), 
and KfW. 

Source: IED database on cofinancing collected from eOps and OCO.  
 
 
 



116 Appendix 6 

 

Table A6.5: Perception of a Multitranche Financing Facility Suitability for Cofinancing 

Cofinancer 

Similar 
Development 

Objectives 

Large Size 
of 

Investment 
Project 

Lower 
Administration and 
Transaction Cost for 
Your Organization 

Longer -Term 
Commitment 

Faster 
Delivery of 

Loans 
Reputation 

of ADB 
AFD 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.5 3.0 1.5 
DFID 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
JICA 2.7 1.3 0.3 2.0 1.0 2.0 
KEXIM 2.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.0 
KFW 3.0 1.3 2.3 1.7 1.3 1.7 
OFID 3.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 3.0 2.0 
Overall 2.8 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.7 1.9 

AFD = Agency Francaise de Development, DFID = Department for International Development of the United Kingdom, JICA = Japan 
International Cooperation Agency, KEXIM = Korea Export-Import Bank, OFID = OPEC Fund for International Development. 
Source: IED evaluation team interviews with development partners in six countries visited.  
 

Table A6.6: Government Multitranche Financing Facility Approval Procedures 

Country  
Simplified  

Remarks Yes No 
Afghanistan 

 
1 

 

Armenia 
 

1 
 

Azerbaijan 
 

1 
 

Bangladesh 1 
 

MFF facility approved by a cabinet committee headed by the Prime 
Minister. No further approval is generally needed for a time-slice MFF. 
Approval of subsequent tranches is simpler and faster. 

Fiji 
 

1 
 

Georgia 
 

1 
 

India 1 
 

Ministry of Finance screening committee approves facility and tranches do 
not need to go to it again.  

Indonesia 
 

1 
 

Kazakhstan 
 

1 
 

Mongolia 1 
 

MFF facility ratified by parliament. Tranches approved at the level of 
cabinet. Each stand-alone loan needs to be ratified by parliament. 

Pakistan 
 

1 
 

PNG 
 

1 
 

PRC 1 
 

MFF facility approved by State Council. Tranches approved by the 
National Development and Reform Commission. 

Sri Lanka 
 

1 
 

Uzbekistan 
 

1 
 

Viet Nam 
 

1 
 

Total 4 12 
 

MFF = multitranche financing facility, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PRC = People’s Republic of China, 
Sources: For the six countries visited (Georgia, India, Pakistan, PNG, PRC, and Viet Nam), information was collected during the 
evaluation missions. For the other countries, information was provided to the evaluation team by the resident missions. 
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Table A6.7: ADB Staff Burden and Government Involvement in Preparing the Six Preconditionsa 

Document 

ADB Staff Burden Government Involvement 
Number of 

Respondents 
Average 
Rating 

Number of 
Respondents 

Average 
Rating 

Sector Road Map 35 2.2 37 2.4 
Policy Framework 35 2.3 35 2.5 
Strategic Context 34 2.4 34 2.2 
Investment Program 33 2.3 32 2.4 
Financing Plan 34 2.2 33 2.6 
Undertakings 33 2.5 33 2.4 
Average n.a. 2.3 n.a. 2.4 

a Ratings: 0 = none, 1 = light, 2 = medium, 3 = heavy. 
n.a. = not applicable. 
Source: Stakeholder interviews conducted by the evaluation team. 

 
Table A6.8: Project Preparatory Technical Assistance for Multitranche Financing Facilities and  

Stand-Alone Projects 

Operation Type 
Total 
No. 

No. 
with 
PPTA 

% 
with 
PPTA 

Average 
PPTA 

Amount 
($ million) 

Total 
PPTA 

Amount 
($ million) 

All Projects Projects with PPTA 
Total 

Project 
Amount 

($ million) 

Project 
Amount 
per $1 
PPTA 

Total 
Project 
amount 

($ million) 

Project 
amount 
per $1 
PPTA 

(a)  (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h)=(g)/(f) (i) (k) =(i)/(f) 
MFF Facility and T1 105 37 35 0.960 35.527 14,360 404 4,173 117 
MFF Subsequent 
Tranches 

165 3 2 0.500 1.500 23,441 5,627 438  292 

All MFF 270 40 15 0.969 37.027 37,801 1,021    4,611  125 
Stand-Alone 
Projects 

632 335 53 0.941 315.291 65,188 207 43,644 138 

All Projects 902 375 42 0.944 352.318 102,989 292  48,255  137 
MFF = multitranche financing facility, PPTA = project preparatory technical assistance, T1 = tranche 1. 
Source: IED database collected for this evaluation from eOps, Loan and Grant Financial Information System, and Procurement, 
Portfolio, and Financial Management Department.  

 
  



118 Appendix 6 

 

 

Table A6.9: Average Staff Time Spent on Processing and Implementation  
(staff-months per operation during 2011–2016) 

 
Activity 

MFF and Tranche 1 Tranche 2+ 
Stand-Alone 

Project 
(a/c) (b/c) No. Time (a) No. Time (b) No. Time (c) 

1. PPTA Processing 3 1.66 1 0.38 26 1.65 1.01 0.23 
2. PPTA Implementation 15 2.14 1 0.42 316 2.89 0.74 0.15 
3. Loan/Grant Processing 22 10.94 67 5.66 42 6.84 1.60 0.83 
4. Total Processing n.a. 14.74 n.a. 6.46 n.a. 11.38 1.30 0.57 
5. Implementation (Annual) 76 2.46 83 1.75 136 1.56 1.58 1.12 
6. Implementation (Total)a 76 16.8 83 8.6 136 10.3 1.63 0.83 
7. Memo Items: IEI Loan Processingb n.a. 20.79 n.a. 6.93 n.a. 17.32 1.20 0.40 
   Memo Items: RTE Processing 

(Loan)b 
   Memo Items: RTE Processing 

(PPTA+loan)c 

 
 

n.a. 
 
 

   14.67 
 

36.33 

 
 

n.a. 

   7.27 
 

n.a. 

 
 

n.a. 

n.a. 
 

n.a. 

n.a. 
 

n.a. 

n.a. 
 

n.a. 

Memo Items: IEI 
Implementation(annual) n.a. 4.62 n.a. 4.62 n.a. 3.00 1.54 1.54 

n.a. = not applicable, not available or not computable.  
No. is the average number under implementation annually during 2011–2016 for which staff time data are available.  
Tranche 2+ = tranche 2 and subsequent tranches. 
IEI = innovation and efficiency initiative, MFF = Multitranche Financing Facility, PPTA = project preparation technical assistance.  
a Total implementation is estimated by multiplying the annual implementation with the average implementation duration (6.8 years for 
MFF tranche 1; 4.9 years for tranche 2; and 6.6 years for stand-alone projects).   
b Comparable to line 3 “loan/grant processing”.  
c Comparable to line 4, “Total processing”.  
Sources: IED evaluation team estimates using BPMSD Staff Time Data, 2011 – 2016.  
 

Table A6.10: Cumulative Annual Disbursement (S-Curves) by Types of Operations 
(percentages of total loan amount) 

Implementation 
Period Stand-Alone MFF MFF-Tranche 1  MFF-Tranches 2+  
Year 1 20.77 26.76 22.65 29.54 
Year 2 38.12 42.32 37.11 46.00 
Year 3 49.30 59.72 51.89 65.37 
Year 4 65.11 72.84 67.67 77.19 
Year 5 78.66 83.46 77.18 88.75 
Year 6 88.86 88.17 84.57 92.70 
Year 7 93.45 94.59 91.51 98.18 
Year 8 96.65 97.28 96.23 99.48 
Year 9 99.74 99.99 99.99 100.00 

Source: IED database collected for this evaluation from eOps, Loan and Grant Financial Information System, and Procurement, 
Portfolio, and Financial Management Department. 
 



 

APPENDIX 7: SUPPORTING MATERIALS FOR CHAPTER 5 
 
Table A7.1: Ratings of Completed Multitranche Financing Facilities, Tranches and Stand-Alone Projects 

(percentage of projects with satisfactory and higher ratings) 

Rating  
Facilities 

(a) 
Tranches 

(b) 
Stand-Alone 

(c) 

Facility – 
Stand-Alone  

(a-c) 

Tranche – 
Stand-Alone 

(b-c) 
Independent Evaluations 
Number of Projects 5 38 153 n.a. n.a. 
Highly Successful 20 11 1 19 9 
Successful/Highly 
Successful 

80 71 77 3 -6 

Relevant/Highly Relevant 80 87 92 -12 -5 
Effective/Highly Effective 80 68 78 2 -9 
Efficient/Highly Efficient 80 76 72 8 4 
Likely Sustainable/Most 
Likely Sustainable 80 58 68 12 -10 

Satisfactory/Significant 
Impact 

80 76 80 0 -3 

Self-Evaluations 
Number of Projects 11 62 201 n.a. n.a. 
Highly Successful 27 16 10 17 6 
Successful/Highly 
Successful 82 87 85 -3 2 

Relevant/Highly Relevant 100 94 96 4 -2 
Effective/Highly Effective 82 76 85 -3 -9 
Efficient/Highly Efficient 82 85 78 4 7 
Likely Sustainable/Most 
Likely Sustainable 

91 82 84 7 -1 

Satisfactory/Significant 
Impact 78 89 93 -15 -4 

n.a. = not applicable.  
Source: IED PCR validation report database, as of end December 2018. 
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Table A7.2: Ratings of Completed Multitranche Financing Facilities, Tranches and Stand-Alone Projects 
by Sector (percentage of projects with ratings of satisfactory or higher) 

 
 

Item 

PCR PPER or PVR 
Overall 
Rating 

R EFT EFC S Impact a 

Overall 
Rating 

R EFT EFC S Impact a HS HS+S HS HS+S 
A. MFF Facility 
1. TRA (%) 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 100 100 100 100 50 2 

No. of Projects 3 3 2 2 
2. ENE (%) 67 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

No. of Projects 3 3 1 1 
3. WUS (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

No. of Projects 0 0 0 0 
4. Others (%)b 20 60 100 60 60 80 33 0 50 50 50 50 100 50 

No. of Projects 5 3 2 2 
B. MFF Tranches 
1. TRA (%) 5 90 100 86 81 86 80 0 67 87 73 80 47 92 

No. of Projects 21 10 15 12 
2. ENE (%) 39 94 94 83 94 100 100 29 93 93 79 79 86 79 

No. of Projects 18 13 14 14 
3. WUS (%) 0 60 80 40 60 60 80 0 25 75 25 50 25 50 

No. of Projects 5 5 4 4 
4. Others (%)b 11 83 89 67 89 67 89 0 60 80 60 80 40 50 

No. of Projects 18 9 5 4 
C. Stand-Alone Projects: Loans and Grants 
1. TRA (%) 7 90 100 88 84 84 100 2 76 96 80 66 66 82 

No. of Projects 68 38 50 49 
2. ENE (%) 5 100 100 90 85 85 93 0 100 100 83 83 78 89 

No. of Projects 20 15 18 18 
3. WUS (%) 3 74 94 74 63 77 94 0 60 88 68 64 56 96 

No. of Projects 35 18 25 24 
4. Others (%)b 17 82 91 86 78 86 87 2 78 87 78 77 72 68 

No. of Projects 78 47 60 57 
D. Stand-Alone Projects: Loans 
1. TRA (%) 7 89 100 88 84 84 100 2 79 95 81 67 71 85 

No. of Projects 57 31 42 41 
2. ENE (%) 6 100 100 94 88 88 92 0 100 100 86 86 79 86 

No. of Projects 16 13 14 14 
3. WUS (%) 3 71 94 71 61 74 94 0 57 90 67 62 48 95 

No. of Projects 31 16 21 21 
4. Others (%)b 13 82 91 85 80 89 85 2 78 88 78 78 73 70 

No. of Projects 55 33 41 40 
ANR = agriculture and natural resources; ENE = energy; EFC = efficiency; EFT = effectiveness; FIN = finance; MFF = multitranche financing 
facility; PCR = project completion report; PPER = project performance evaluation report; PSM = public sector and management; PVR = project 
validation report; R= relevance; S = sustainability; TRA = transport;  
WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 

a Some PCRs and PPPERs/PVRs do not provide rating for development impact. The total sample of impact rating excludes those PCRs, and, 
PPERs/PVRs that were not rated.  
b Other sectors include ANR, FIN, and PSM. 
Overall Rating: HS = highly successful; S = successful; LS = less than successful; U = unsuccessful. 
Relevance Rating: HR = highly relevant; R = relevant; LR = less than relevant. 
Effectiveness Rating: HE = highly effective; E = effective; LE = less than effective; IE = ineffective. 
Efficiency Rating: HE = highly efficient; E = efficient; LE = less than efficient; IE = inefficient. 
Sustainability Rating: MLS = most likely sustainable; LS = likely sustainable; LLS = less than likely sustainable; US = unlikely sustainable. 
Development Impact Rating: HS = highly significant/satisfactory; S = significant/satisfactory; LS = less than significant/satisfactory; NR = not 
rated/negligible. 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment (Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report).
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Table A7.3: Project Performance and Development Results of Multitranche Financing Facilities and 
Comparators 

Item MFF > COM MFF = COM MFF < COM 
Average Scores a 

MFF COM 
A. Rating by Project Performance (number) b       

Relevance 4 12 0 n.a. 
Effectiveness 4 10 2 n.a. 
Efficiency 4 11 1 n.a. 
Sustainability 2 12 1 n.a. 
Success Rate 3 12 1 n.a. 

B. Development Results  
(by policy reforms, capacity and institutional development, and learning by sector) c  

Transport 0 6 0 2.14 2.00 
Energy 1 3 0 2.67 1.67 
Water and Other Urban 

Infrastructure and 
Services 

1 2 1 2.50 1.75 

Others d 1 1 0 3.00 2.00 
Overall Rating c     8 7 0         2.47        1.87 

C. Development Results by Type c       
Sector Approach 6 5 0 2.21 n.a. 
Time-Slice Approach 0 2 0 2.00 n.a. 
Financial Intermediation 

Loans 2 0 0 2.25 n.a. 

n.a. = not available or not applicable.  
ANR = agriculture and natural resources; COM = comparator; MFF = multitranche financing facility.  
1. Data refer to the paired comparison of MFFs and COMs. The total sample is 16, since two MFFs, Road Corridor Investment 

Program (Georgia) and M0041, had no suitable comparator project. 
2. Where data were not available either for the MFF or the COM, a comparison was not included in the above results.  
3. Total samples may not add up to 16 because of sub-criteria that were not compared because of data limitations, and/or 

not rated or not applicable. 
a Average score refers to simple averages of overall rating. 
b Ratings by sub-criteria are based on non-numerical values, thus, average scores do not apply. 
c  Overall ratings by sector, and by financing type are assessed based on rating of low=1, medium=2, and high=3. 
d  Other sectors include ANR, FIN, and PSM. 
Source: IED evaluation team assessment (Linked Document C: Consolidated Case Project Report). 
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Table A7.4: Success Rating by Country Classification 
Country Classification FCR/PCR FPER/PPER | PVR/FVR 
Facility HS  HS+S  Total Projects Success Rating HS HS+S Total Projects Success Rating 

concessional assistance-only 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 
OCR Blend 2 7 9 77.78  0 2 3 66.67  
Regular OCR-Only 1 2 2 100.00  1 2 2 100.00  

Total 3 9 11 81.82  1 4 5 80.00  
Tranches HS  HS+S  Total Projects Success Rating HS HS+S Total Projects Success Rating 

concessional assistance-only 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 
OCR Blend 7 44 51 86.27  2 21 29 72.41  
Regular OCR-Only 3 9 10 90.00  2 6 9 66.67  
Regional 0 1 1 100.00 0 0 0 - 

Total 10 54 62 87.10  4 27 38 71.05  
By CPA Score a FCR/PCR FPER/PPER | PVR/FVR 
Facility HS  HS+S  Total Projects Success Rating HS HS+S Total Projects Success Rating 

High 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 
Medium 1 2 2 100.00  0 0 1 - 
Low 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 
OCR (+IND) b 2 7 9 77.78  1 4 4 100.00  

Total 3 9 11 81.82  1 4 5 80.00  
Tranches HS  HS+S  Total Projects Success Rating HS HS+S Total Projects Success Rating 

High 0 1 2 50.00  0 0 1 - 
Medium 2 13 13 100.00  0 4 4 100.00  
Low 0 4 6 66.67  0 1 3 33.33  
OCR (+IND) b 8 36 41 87.80  4 22 30 73.33  

Total 10 54 62 87.10  4 27 38 71.05  
CPA = country performance assessment; FCR = facility completion report; FPER = facility performance evaluation report; FVR = facility validation report; HS = highly successful; 
OCR = ordinary capital resources; PCR = project completion report; PPER = project performance evaluation report; PVR = project validation report; S = successful. 
a High scores are those with a composite country performance rating (CPPR) score of more than 13.07; medium scores between 9.84 to 13.06, and low scores less than 9.83. 

CPA scores consisted of four clusters and were computed as (policy and institutional rating x 0.70) x (public sector management and institutions average) x (portfolio rating x 
0.30), where the policy and institutional rating is the unweighted average of the scores for economic management, structural policies, and policies for social inclusion/equity. 

b Includes OCR countries; India, which is not covered by CPA exercise; and MFFs approved in 2005.  
1.  Country classification is based on the effectivity year. 
2.  Blend countries are eligible to borrow from ADF (OCR) and have access to OCR (ADF), except for India which has no access to ADF. 
3. CPA scores are applied to the MFF approval year. 
Sources: 
ADB. 2019. Classification and Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Operations Manual. OM A1. Manila. 
ADB. 2018. Classification and Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Operations Manual. OM A1. Manila. 
ADB. 2016. The Asian Development Bank’s Engagement with Middle Income Countries. Manila.  
ADB. 2014. Midterm Review of Strategy 2020: Meeting the Challenges of a Transforming Asia and Pacific. Manila.  
ADB. 2013. Classification and Graduation of Developing Member Countries. Operations Manual. OM A1. Manila. 
Strategy, Policy, and Partnerships Department, Country Performance Assessment Data, 2006–2018: https://data.adb.org/dataset/country-performance-assessment-cpa-data 
IED PVR database, as of end-December 2018. 
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Table A7.5 Project Ratings of Multitranche Financing Facilities and Tranches by Period, 2005–2018 

Period Total Number Number of HS+S Number of LS+US HS+S (%) 

Facilities FCR FPER/FVR FCR FPER/FVR FCR FPER/FVR FCR FPER/FVR 

2005–2016 4 2 4 2 0 0 100.0 100.0 

2017 1 1 1 1 0 0 100.0 100.0 

2018 6 2 4 1 2 1 66.7 50.0 

Overall 11 5 9 4 2 1 81.8 80.0 

Tranches PCR PPER/PVR PCR PPER/PVR PCR PPER/PVR PCR PPER/PVR 

2005–2016 31 16 28 13 3 3 90.3 81.3 

2017 13 5 10 4 3 1 76.9 80.0 

2018 18 17 16 10 2 7 88.9 58.8 

Overall 62 38 54 27 8 11 87.1 71.1 
Overall ratings: HS = highly successful; S = successful; LS = less than successful; US = unsuccessful 
FCR = facility completion report; FVR = facility validation report; FPER = facility performance evaluation report; MFF = multitranche 
financing facility; PCR = project completion report; PPER = project performance evaluation report; PVR = project validation report.  
Source: IED PVR database, as of end-December 2018.  
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Table A7.6a: Facility Completion Rating and Facility Performance Evaluation Report or Facility Validation Report Ratings of 
Completed Multitranche Financing Facilities (as of 31 December 2018) 

No. 
MFF 
No. Country Project Name 

FCR Rating FPER or FVR Rating 

Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact 
1 M0001 IND Rural Roads Sector II 

Investment Program 
S R E E LS S … … … … … … 

2 M0002 PAK National Highway 
Development Sector 
Investment Program 

S R HE HE LS S S R E HE LLS S 

3 M0009 PAK Punjab Irrigated Agriculture 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

4 M0011 IND Madhya Pradesh Power 
Sector Investment Program 

S R E E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

5 M0013 VIE Mong Duong 1 Thermal 
Power Investment Program 

HS HR HE HE LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

6 M0017 IND India Infrastructure Project 
Financing Facility 

HS HR HE HE LS NR S R E E LS S 

7 M0020 PRC Guangdong Energy Efficiency 
and Environmental 
Improvement Investment 
Program 

HS HR HE HE LS S S R E E LS S 

8 M0024 KAZ CAREC Transport Corridor 1 
(Zhambyl Oblast Section) 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS HS S R E E LS S 

9 M0027 INO Integrated Citarum Water 
Resources Management 
Investment Program 

U R I I US LS ... ... ... ... ... ... 

10 M0037 IND Second India Infrastructure 
Project Financing Facility 

S HR HE E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

11 M0044 IND National Capital Region 
Urban Infrastructure 
Financing Facility 

LS R LE LE LS LS ... ... ... ... ... ... 

12 M0061 UZB Housing for Integrated Rural 
Development Investment 
Program 

... ... ... ... ... ... LS LR LE LE LS LS 

… = no evaluation report.  
PRC = People's Republic of China, FCR = facility completion rating; FPER = facility performance evaluation report; FVR = facility validation report; IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = 
Kazakhstan, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PAK = Pakistan, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam.  
Notes: 
Overall: HS = highly successful, LS = less than successful, S = successful, U = unsuccessful.  
Relevance: R = relevant, HR = highly relevant. 
Effectiveness: E = effective, HE = highly effective, I = ineffective, LE = less than effective. 
Efficiency: E = Efficient, HE = highly efficient, I = inefficient, LE = less than efficient. 
Sustainability: LS = Likely sustainable, LLS = less than likely sustainable, MLS = most likely sustainable, US = unlikely sustainable. 
Impact: HS = highly significant/satisfactory; S = significant/satisfactory; LS = less than significant/satisfactory; NR = not rated. 
Source: IED PVR database, as of end-December 2018. 
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Table A7.6b: Project Completion Report and Project Performance Evaluation Report or Project Validation Report Ratings of 
Completed Tranches (as of 31 December 2018) 

No
. 

MFF 
No. 

Tranche 
No. Country Project Name  

PCR Rating PPER/PVR Rating 

Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact 
1 M0001 Tranche 1 IND Rural Roads Sector II 

Investment Program 
S HR HE E LS NR S R E E LS S 

2   Tranche 2   HS HR HE E MLS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

3   Tranche 3   S R E E LS S S R E E LS S 

4   Tranche 4   S R E E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

5   Tranche 5   S R E E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

6 M0002 Tranche 1 PAK National Highway 
Development Sector 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS NR S R E E LLS S 

7   Tranche 2   S R HE HE LS NR S R E HE LLS S 

8 M0003 Tranche 2 IND Uttaranchal Power 
Sector Investment 
Program 

LS LR LE LE LS S LS LR I LE LLS LS 

9   Tranche 3   S R E E LS S S R E E LLS LS 

10 M0006 Tranche 1 IND North Karnataka 
Urban Sector 
Investment Program 

LS R LE LE LLS S LS R LE LE LLS S 

11 M0007 Tranche 1 PAK Power Transmission 
Enhancement 
Investment Program 

S R LE HE LS S S R LE HE LS S 

12   Tranche 2   S R E E LS S S R E E LS S 

13 M0008 Tranche 1 PRC Gansu Heihe Rural 
Hydropower 
Development 
Investment Program 

HS HR HE E MLS NR HS HR HE HE LS HS 

14   Tranche 2   HS HR HE E MLS NR HS HR HE E MLS HS 

15 M0009 Tranche 1 PAK Punjab Irrigated 
Agriculture Investment 
Program 

S R LE HE LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

16   Tranche 2   S HR E E LLS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

17   Tranche 3   S R E E LLS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

18   Tranche 4   S R LE HE LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

19 M0010 Tranche 1 IND Uttarakhand State-
Road Investment 
Program 

S R E E LS S LS R LE E LLS S 

20 M0011 Tranche 1 IND Madhya Pradesh 
Power Sector 
Investment Program 

S HR E E LS NR S R E LE LS LS 

21   Tranche 2   S R E E LS S S R E LE LS S 

22   Tranche 3   S R E E LS S S R E E LS S 

23   Tranche 4   S R LE E LS S S R LE E LS S 

24   Tranche 5   S R E E LS S S R E E LS S 

25   Tranche 6   S R E E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

26 M0013 Tranche 1 VIE Mong Duong 1 
Thermal Power Project 

HS HR HE HE LS HS ... ... ... ... ... ... 

27   Tranche 2 VIE  HS HR HE HE LS HS ... ... ... ... ... ... 
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No. MFF No. 
Tranche 

No. Country Project Name  
PCR Rating PPER/PVR Rating 

Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact 
28 M0014 Tranche 1 AZE Road Network 

Development Program 
S HR E E LS LS S HR E E LS S 

29 M0015 Tranche 1 IND Rajastan Urban Sector 
Development Investment 
Program 

S R E E LS S LS R LE E LLS LS 

30 M0016 Tranche 1 PAK National Trade Corridor 
Highway Investment 
Program 

S R E E LLS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

31 M0017 Tranche 1 IND India Infrastructure Project 
Financing Facility 

HS HR HE HE LS NR S R E E LS S 

32  Tranche 2   HS HR HE HE LS NR S R E E LS S 

33 M0020 Tranche 1 PRC Guandong Energy 
Efficiency and Environment 
Improvement Investment 
Program 

HS HR HE E MLS NR S R HE E MLS HS 

34  Tranche 2   HS HR HE HE MLS NR HS HR HE E MLS S 

35  Tranche 3   HS HR HE E MLS S HS HR HE E MLS S 

36 M0022 Tranche 1 IND Orissa Integrated Irrigated 
Agriculture and Water 
Management Investment 
Program 

S R E E LLS S S R E E LLS LS 

37 M0024 Tranche 1 KAZ CAREC Transport Corridor 
I (Zhambyl Oblast Section) 

S R E E LS NR LS R LE E LLS LS 

38  Tranche 2   S R E E LS HS S R E E LS S 

39  Tranche 3   S R E E LS S S R E E LLS NR 

40  Tranche 4   S R E E LS NR S R E E LS  

41 M0025 Tranche 1 AFG Road Network 
Development Investment 
Program 

S HR HE LE LLS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

42 M0027 Tranche 1 INO Integrated Citarum Water 
Resources Management 
Investment Program 

LS R LE LE LS LS ... ... ... ... ... ... 

43 M0028 Tranche 1 PAK Sindh Cities Improvement 
Investment Program 

U LR LE LE LLS LS U LR I I US LS 

44 M0034 Tranche 2 GEO Road Corridor Investment 
Program 

U R I I LS NR U LR I LE US NR 

45 M0036 Tranche 2 UZB Water Supply and 
Sanitation Services 
Investment Program 

S HR E E LS S S R E E LS S 

46  Tranche 3   S R LE E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

47 M0037 Tranche 1 IND Second India Infrastructure 
Project Financing Facility 

S HR HE HE LS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

48  Tranche 2   S HR HE HE LS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

49  Tranche 3   S HR HE HE LS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

50 M0039 Tranche 1 PNG Civil Aviation Development 
Investment Program 

LS HR LE LE LLS NR LS R LE LE LLS S 

51 M0042 Tranche 1 UZB Central Asia Regional 
Economic Cooperation 
Corridor 2 Road 
Investment Program 

S HR E E LS NR S R E E LS HS 

52  Tranche 2   S HR HE E LS S S R E LE LS S 

53 M0044 Tranche 1 IND National Capital Region 
Urban Infrastructure 
Financing Facility 

S R LE LE LS LS ... ... ... ... ... ... 
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No. MFF No. 
Tranche 

No. Country Project Name  
PCR Rating PPER/PVR Rating 

Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact Overall Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Sustainability Impact 
54 M0045 Tranche 2 IND Agribusiness Infrastructure 

Development Investment 
Program 

U LR I I US NR U LR I I US US 

55 M0047 Tranche 1 KAZ CAREC 2 (Mangystau 
Oblast Sections) 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS NR LS LR E E LLS S 

56 M0048 Tranche 1 KAZ Small and Medium 
Enterprise Investment 
Program 

S R LE E LS NR LS R LE E LLS LS 

57  Tranche 2   LS LR LE E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

58 M0061 Tranche 1 UZB Housing for Integrated 
Rural Development 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

59  Tranche 2 UZB  S R E E LS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

60  Tranche 3 UZB  S R E E LLS NR ... ... ... ... ... ... 

61 M0066 Tranche 2 VIE Power Transmission 
Investment Program 

S R E E LS HS ... ... ... ... ... ... 

62 M0068 Tranche 1 REG Higher Education in the 
Pacific Investment 
Program 

S R E E LLS S ... ... ... ... ... ... 

… = no evaluation report available.  
AFG = Afghanistan, AZE = Azerbaijan, PRC = People’s Republic of China, GEO = Georgia, IND = India, INO = Indonesia, KAZ = Kazakhstan, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PAK = 
Pakistan, PNG = Papua New Guinea, PCR = project completion report, PVR = project validation report, REG = regional, UZB = Uzbekistan, VIE = Viet Nam. 
Notes: 
Overall: HS = highly successful, LS = less than successful, S = successful, U = unsuccessful.  
Relevance: HR = highly relevant; I = irrelevant; LR = less than relevant; R = relevant. 
Effectiveness: E = effective, HE = highly effective, I = ineffective, LE = less than effective. 
Efficiency: E = Efficient, HE = highly efficient, I = inefficient, LE = less than efficient. 
Sustainability: LS = Likely sustainable, LLS = less than likely sustainable, MLS = most likely sustainable, US = unlikely sustainable. 
Impact: HS = highly significant/satisfactory; S = significant/satisfactory; LS = less than significant/satisfactory; NR = not rated. 
Source: IED PVR database, as of end-December 2018. 
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n = number of MFFs reviewed in the MFF Annual Report.         
Source: ADB. Various years. MFF Annual Report. 2012–2018. Manila. 

 
 

Table A7.7: Compliance with Undertakings in 17 Case Study  
Multitranche Financing Facilitiesa 

Undertakings Total 
Average per 

MFF Average (%) 
Complied With 

(%) 
1. Policy Reforms 98 5.8 20.8 95.9 

TRA 30 5.0 16.2 86.7 
ENE 19 4.8 11.5 100.0 
WUS 36 9.0 24.7 100.0 
Othersb 13 4.3 12.6 100.0 

2. Environmental  
    Safeguards 

115 6.8 21.7 99.1 

TRA 36 6.0 19.5 97.2 
ENE 39 9.8 23.6 100.0 
WUS 19 4.8 13.0 100.0 
Othersb 21 7.0 20.4 100.0 

3. Social Safeguards 126 7.4 23.6 98.4 
TRA 45 7.5 24.3 95.6 
ENE 35 8.8 21.2 100.0 
WUS 28 7.0 19.2 100.0 
Othersb 18 6.0 17.5 100.0 

4. Communication 15 0.9 3.1 100.0 
TRA 9 1.5 4.9 100.0 
ENE 0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
WUS 3 0.8 2.1 100.0 
Othersb 3 1.0 2.9 100.0 

5. Financial Management 81 4.8 17.0 95.1 
TRA 24 4.0 13.0 83.3 
ENE 22 5.5 13.3 100.0 
WUS 16 4.0 11.0 100.0 
Othersb 19 6.3 18.4 100.0 
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Undertakings Total 
Average per 

MFF Average (%) 
Complied With 

(%) 
6. Institutional  
    Capacity 

64 3.8 13.7 96.9 

TRA 19 3.2 10.3 89.5 
ENE 19 4.8 11.5 100.0 
WUS 17 4.3 11.6 100.0 
Others /b 9 3.0 8.7 100.0 

Overall 499 29.4 100.0 97.4 
ENE = energy; MFF = multitranche financing facility; TRA = transport; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services. 
a MFF 0029 financing agreement not available for review. 
b Other sector includes finance, and, agriculture and natural resources sectors. 
Sources: Project financing agreements sourced from ADB website and MFF annual reports. 

 
Table A7.8: Allocations and Disbursements for Policy and Capacity Development 

Variables MFF Comparators 

Policy Components     
Total projects reviewed 17 16 
Total project amount ($ million) 6,540.2 3,031.6 
Total disbursed amount ($ million) 3,929.0 2,127.8 
Projects with policy component  9 2 
Projects with policy disbursements 4 0 
Policy component allocations ($ million) 107.7 6.7 
Policy component disbursements ($ million) 52.9 0.0 
Percent of projects with policy component (%) 52.9 12.5 
Percent of projects with policy disbursement (%) 23.5 0.0 
Percent of budget allocated to policy (%) 1.6 0.2 
Percent of budget disbursed to policy (%) 1.3 0.0 

Capacity Building Components     
Total projects reviewed 18 16 
Total project amount ($ million) 7,040.2 3,031.6 
Total disbursed amount ($ million) 4,429.0 2,127.8 
Projects with capacity component  4 5 
Projects with capacity disbursement  5 1 
Capacity component allocations ($ million) 10.4 28.5 
Capacity disbursement amount ($ million) 4.9 0.2 
Percent of projects with capacity component (%) 22.2 31.3 
Percent of projects with capacity disbursement (%) 27.8 6.3 
Percent of budget allocated to capacity (%) 0.15 0.94 
Percent of budget disbursed to capacity (%) 0.11 0.01 

 MFF = multitranche financing facility. 
    Source: Evaluation team compilation of data of project case studies reviewed for this evaluation.   
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Table A7.9: Multitranche Financing Facility Project Development Results by Criteria 

Items 
MFF  Comparator  

High Medium Low High Medium Low 
Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % 

Sector Policy Reforms (n=18|16) 9 50.0 6 33.3 9 50.0 3 18.8 9 56.3 4 25.0 

TRA (n=7|6) 1 14.3 5 71.4 1 14.3 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 

ENE (n=4|4) 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 3 75.0 

WUS (n=4/4) 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 

Others (n=2|2)a 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 

Capacity Development (n=18|14)b  6 33.3 10 55.6 2 11.1 2 14.3 11 78.6 1 7.1 

TRA (n=7|5)b 3 42.9 3 42.9 1 14.3 1 20.0 4 80.0 0 0.0 

ENE (n=4|3)b 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 2 66.7 1 33.3 

WUS (n=4/4) 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 0.0 

Others (n=3|2) 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 

Institutional Development (n=18|15)c  9 50.0 5 27.8 4 22.2 4 26.7 6 40.0 5 33.3 

TRA (n=7|6) 3 42.9 2 28.6 2 28.6 2 33.3 2 33.3 2 33.3 

ENE (n=4|4) 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 

WUS (n=4|4) 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 

Others (n=3|1)c 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Learning Incorporated (n=17)d  4 23.5 9 52.9 4 23.5 

Not applicable 

TRA (n=7) 0 0.0 5 71.4 2 28.6 

ENE (n=3)d 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 

WUS (n=4) 0 0.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 

Others (n=3) 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
n =.|. = left-side value refers to the number of MFF, right-side value refers to the number of comparators. 
ENE = energy; TRA = transport; WUS = water and other urban infrastructure and services.  
Others = agriculture and natural resources (n=1|1), finance (n=1|1), and public sector management (n=1|0).  
Difference to totals (MFF=18, COM=16) refer to those MFFs and comparators that were not rated as projects do not support particular development results criteria or were not applicable 
due to limited project information. 
a One MFF case, India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility, was not rated for sector policy reform. 
b Two comparator cases, Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region Environment Improvement Project (comparator of Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environmental Improvement Investment 
Program, and HCMC-Long Thanh-Dau Giay Expressway Construction Project (comparator of Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project), were not rated for capacity 
development.  
c One private sector management comparator case, Private Sector Infrastructure Facility at State Level Project (comparator of India Infrastructure Project Financing Facility), was not rated for 
institutional development.  
d One MFF case, Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Plant (Mong Duong 1 Thermal Power Investment Program), was not rated for learning incorporated.  
Source: IED evaluation team assessment (Linked Document G: Consolidated Case Project Report). 
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Box A7.1: Examples of Policy Reform Support Under the Multitranche Financing Facility  
in Case Countries 

 
Georgia 
The Road Corridor Investment Program ($500 million, approved in 2009) started off with a weak policy framework 
that ADB requested be updated as one of the key undertakings. This enabled ADB to engage with the government 
and other development partners not only in the preparation of an updated sector road map and policy framework 
for the road subsector but also in promoting policy reforms, including road safety measures and the use of 
performance-based maintenance arrangements through public–private partnerships on 200 km of road network. 
Under the Urban Services Investment Program ($500 million, approved in 2011) regulations on tariff reforms and 
revenue collection were applied, and a new law on public–private partnerships has been promoted, to enable the 
Urban Water Supply Company of Georgia to contract private companies to perform operations and maintenance. 
The comparator stand-alone Municipal Services Development Project also helped the Municipal Development Fund 
to improve budgeting, finance, and operational procedures including financial statement preparation. 
 
India 
The Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program ($390 million, approved in 2007) has supported urban 
reforms and responsive service delivery in 15 urban local bodies, to benefit a population of 1.6 million. Sustained 
engagement with ADB induced the state government to undertake such reforms as corporatization of water supply 
and wastewater operations in the capital city of Jaipur; and unification of the state’s multiple agencies in the urban 
sector to create a single sustainable corporatized state-level institution, Rajasthan Urban Drinking Water Sewerage 
& Infrastructure Corporation Limited. The aim of this new institution was to adopt a cohesive and consistent 
approach toward urban issues, enhance productivity, leverage catalytic investments, and build the capacity of 
municipal staff. Several additional reforms have been proposed to further strengthen the system: (i) creation of a 
techno-legal cell to handle contract arbitration; (ii) strengthening of procurement and contract management by 
extending e-procurement beyond e-submission and creating a database for contract performance and smart asset 
management practices and systems; (iii) strengthening of the public financial management at the State and the ULB 
level for improved sustainability; and (iv) innovative capacity building methods involving the private sector to 
introduce best practices. 
 
Papua New Guinea 
Government officials interviewed for the evaluation suggested that the most significant national policy shift under 
the Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program ($400 approved in 2008) and the subsequent 
Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program ($680 million, approved in 2017) was that such a large 
coordinated investment in roads and connectivity in the highlands region consolidates the more piecemeal 
rehabilitation efforts under the previous stand-alone Road Maintenance and Upgrading (Sector) Project. This gives a 
tangible signal that the government is focusing more attention and funding in rural areas, whereas in the past public 
investment was concentrated in the capital and urban centers. In addition, the same MFFs also supported sector 
policy reform. More specifically: (i) the National Transport Development Plan, Major Bridges Study, and definition of 
criteria for subproject selection for funding, all contributed to consolidating a programmatic approach to investment 
planning and budgeting; (ii) the National Road Safety Council (NRSC) conducted road safety awareness campaigns 
with funding from Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program. This support was undermined at a 
broader level by the redirection of the 5% levy on automobile insurance (supposed to provide stable funding to 
NRSC) to the Road Traffic Authority, of which NRSC became a unit; and (iii) performance-based maintenance 
contracts were introduced, contributing to develop a maintenance culture and providing some funding for this 
activity that has been missing in the past.   

People’s Republic of China 
The Guangdong Energy Efficiency and Environment Improvement Investment Program ($100 million, approved in 
2008) developed new policies and guidelines for energy efficiency financing, creating a demonstration effect. These 
policies proved highly effective and have been adopted by other provinces in PRC. Stand-alone projects have been 
equally successful: under the Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region Environment Improvement Project, the 
government of Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region initiated district heating subsector reforms, including:  
(i) implementing a two-part tariff for energy and capacity charges to fully cover variable and fixed costs, and thus 
enhance heating supply financial sustainability; (ii) increasing the tariff collection rate; (iii) changing the heat billing 
mechanism, to gradually shift from floor-based billing to consumption-based billing; (iv) enhancing supply- and 
demand-side  management  by  improving  generation  efficiency,  reducing  transmission and distribution losses, 
and installing temperature control devices in buildings; and (v) protecting poor households through tariff discounts 
or exemptions. Following these reforms, revenue collection rates increased from 70% in 2004 to 96% in 2015. 



132 Appendix 7 

 

 

 
Viet Nam 
Two time-slice transport MFFs in Viet Nam: Ho Chi Minh City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program ($540 
million, approved in 2010) and Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project ($636 million, 
approved in 2010) had different approaches to advancing sector policy reforms. Mass transit projects represented 
very significant new types of investments in Viet Nam and were new for both ADB and the government. Ho Chi Minh 
City Urban Mass Rapid Transit Investment Program had weak undertakings that focused on promoting adequate 
funding for the project’s operation and maintenance (O&M) but missed the opportunity to actively advance urban 
transport policy reforms that would change institutional arrangements and policies on fares and pricing to ensure 
effective integration of urban rail with other modes, creating an integrated urban transport system. In the highway 
sector Greater Mekong Subregion Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project, ADB had earlier been active in developing 
the national expressway master plan and establishing the Viet Nam Expressway Corporation (VEC) in 2004 and 
promoting cost-recovery tariffs as well as outsourced maintenance arrangements. Both the Greater Mekong Sub-
region Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project and its comparator the Ho Chi Minh City—Long Thanh-Dau Giay 
Expressway Construction Project were identified in the master plan and both promoted dedicated maintenance 
arrangements, with the Greater Mekong Sub-region Ben Luc-Long Thanh Expressway Project supporting 
development of an Operation and Maintenance department in VEC through a $1 million policy and advisory technical 
assistance. Both projects faced some policy inconsistency: they did not adequately consider cost recovery through 
tolls because of the government’s desire to subsidize expressways, a constraint identified in ADB’s sector assessment. 
 
Sources: IED evaluation team assessment based on project documents, project case studies, country case studies, and information 
provided by resident missions.  
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Box A7.2: Building Capacity through Learning by Doing in Papua New Guinea 
 

Figure A shows contract awards for the Highlands Region Road Improvement Program and the Civil Aviation 
Development Investment Program. In both cases, tranche 2 awarded contracts more quickly than tranche 1, 
indicating improved procurement capacity among the project management staff. Figure B shows the cumulative 
impact of the improved capacity in the road sector: not only did Tranche 2 of the Highlands Region program 
disburse more quickly than tranche 1 and the supplementary Road Maintenance loan, but the first tranche of the 
program was performing better than the original Road Maintenance loan, implemented by the same executing 
agency (Department of Works). 
 
This finding shows one of the potential strengths of the MFF: the executing agency capacity developed during the 
initial stages allowed better performance during the remainder of the facility’s utilization. Staff working on the 
Highlands Region Road Improvement Program mentioned that they now know all 31 steps needed to award a 
contract, and they now inform the agencies tasked with approvals in advance to minimize the time required. This 
shortened the contract award time from 6-9 months under the Highlands Region Road Improvement Program  to 
5 weeks under the first tranche of the follow-up MFF, the Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment Program. 
While this is not a peculiarity of the MFF (as a comparison of the supplementary and original Road Maintenance 
loans also shows), it is a benefit of the long-term engagement that MFF promotes, and of the longer project 
implementation staff tenure it encourages. In the case of the Civil Aviation Development Investment Program, for 
example, nine recently graduated engineers were 
recruited at the beginning of the project. They worked 
alongside international consultants, particularly 
intensively during tranche 2 when the supervising 
engineering firm was replaced with individual 
consultants, and now three of them have become 
senior engineers. All remained with the project. 
 

 
CADIP = Civil Aviation Development Investment Program, 
HRRIPT Highlands Region Road Improvement Program 
Sources: ADB. Various years (2020 to 2017). Country Portfolio 
Review. Background Paper. Manila and Port Moresby. 
Annexes. ADB. 2018. 2017 Annual MFF Progress Report. 
Manila. ADB. 2013. PNG: Road maintenance and Upgrading 
(Sector) Project. Completion Report. Manila. Supplementary 
Appendix 6: Papua New Guinea Country Case Report.  
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Box A7.3: Examples of Institutional Capacity Development Through the Multitranche Financing Facility  
 
India 
The Rajasthan Urban Sector Development Investment Program built the institutional capacities of urban local 
bodies (ULBs), state-level bodies and contractors through a structured institutional and capacity development plan. 
ADB also provided continuous engagement and support to state agencies during project implementation. More than 
650 training sessions were conducted in 15 ULBs, public health engineering departments and state agencies, and 
over 30 awareness campaigns were held for the community mobilization and social sustainability of project 
initiatives, particularly with regard to the social behavioral change required for a rationalization of water tariffs and 
sewerage access. The systematic improvement in ULBs’ and line agencies’ administrative capacities included 
redefining internal processes (such as financial management systems and grievance redress mechanisms) and 
improved transparency and accountability. It enabled public health engineering departments to manage a more 
sustainable system focused on benchmarking service delivery and water conservancy. The implementing agency 
developed significant institutional capacity to plan and formulate projects, procure and manage contracts, 
safeguards, and project implementation. It has become the state’s preeminent organization in managing large-scale 
externally aided and government-funded projects. Subsequent ADB loans have confirmed its capacity to identify 
infrastructure gaps and capacity building needs, develop and design subprojects, and undertake sustainable state 
level urban sector reforms.  
 
Pakistan 
The Sindh Cities Improvement Investment Program placed heavy upfront emphasis on institutional development. 
This included technical and management backing to the program support unit (PSU) and the urban policy and 
strategic planning unit in the Sindh Planning and Development Board. One component of the MFF was support for 
the PSU for: (i) executing the reform agenda, including rolling out the concept of regional urban service companies 
(USCs) to other city clusters; (ii) subproject appraisal and support for safeguard implementation; and (iii) monitoring 
and evaluating the program. An urban policy and strategic planning unit was to be established and supported for 
urban policy, strategic regional and town planning, and information systems. The program was also to support 
municipal administrations to monitor USCs and develop town planning capacity. Tranche 1 included establishing 
and supporting the North Sindh Urban Services Corporation (NSUSC)—Pakistan's first regional public sector USC for:  
(i) technical, financial and organizational management; (ii) subproject identification and design; (iii) subproject 
procurement and implementation; (iv) enhanced private sector participation; (v) financial management systems; and 
(vi) surveys, studies, and training.   
 
There was a 2-year delay in establishing the NSUSC. Due to lack of political support and limited capacity, it did not 
have adequate expertise to absorb the inputs of multiple consultancy firms. Many outputs of consultants remained 
undelivered or were not internalized in NSUSC operations. ADB’s day-to-day support of the PSU and NSUSC increased 
their dependency. No performance-based contracts were executed. Tariffs to fully recover operations and 
maintenance costs and volumetric metering could not be implemented. In Larkana and Shikarpur, no tariff was 
charged for any service. With these gaps in operations, and all tranche 1 consultancies demobilized, the utility 
operations performance remained weak. Many critical reforms actions remained undelivered after the first 2 years 
of program implementation. As the government of Sindh started losing interest in local governments, elected local 
government assemblies were dissolved in 2010, and elected mayors were replaced by appointed municipal 
administrators. With continually weak NSUSC Board performance, high turnover of senior management and 
resignation or removal of mid-level management in 2014, the NSCUC performance further deteriorated during 
tranche 2. In March 2017, the Supreme Court of Pakistan ordered closure of the NSUSC after completed ongoing 
contracts and handing over the assets to the public health and engineering department (PHED) for operations, 
following complaints about poor water supply, wastewater and solid waste management services across Sindh, and 
by NSUSC. The institutional constraints also affected negatively the delivery of physical outputs and the facility was 
rated unsuccessful upon completion.  
 
Papua New Guinea 
In the road sector, the Highlands Region Road Improvement Program helped pursue the reorganization of sector 
institutions started under the previous stand-alone Road Maintenance and Upgrading Sector project and the 
strengthening of planning systems, largely funded through accompanying or parallel technical assistance projects.a 
In the road transport sector, responsibilities were reorganized so that—under the general oversight of the 
Department of Transport, which was responsible for formulating national transport policy, planning, safety, and 
regulation of transport operations—the Department of Works would be in charge of network rehabilitation and the 
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National Road Authority would be responsible for its maintenance, while the National Road Safety Council (NRSC) 
was tasked with improving road safety and safety awareness. Unfortunately, insufficient financing was allocated to 
support reorganization in the road sector. Both maintenance and safety were underfunded, and the sector is now 
undergoing another reorganization, also supported through ADB technical assistance. This established a Road Traffic 
Authority—responsible for passenger transport, vehicle, and driver licensing. This authority will incorporate NRSC, 
which will become one of its units. The precise allocation of responsibilities for road maintenance are also being 
reconsidered. 
 
People’s Republic of China 
Under the Gansu Heihe Rural Hydropower Development Investment Program, experience gained during tranche 1 
allowed the executing agency to implement the tranche 2 smoothly and effectively. Financial governance was 
improved by adopting computerized accounting systems and monitoring by independent auditors. The consultants 
provided the project implementation agency with training on construction, financial management, project 
management, and ADB procurement procedures. Overseas studies for advanced construction and operations of 
hydropower plants were organized. On-the-job training was provided to mainstream environmental and social issues 
in project development, design, and implementation. Capacity on seeking carbon revenues from clean energy project 
development was reinforced.  
 
Under the comparator Tianjin Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power Plant, capacity strengthening in project 
management, safeguard compliance, and plant operations and maintenance has been achieved. About 280 plant 
management and staff received appropriate training in Spain and developed adequate capacity in critical areas of 
operations. The project developed an engineering quality administration system that complied with both the power 
industry and chemical industry standards. This system established a quality assurance model for integrated 
gasification combined cycle power plants in the PRC and can serve as a model for future power plants.     
 
Viet Nam 
The Water Sector Investment Program strengthened the ability of water enterprises to operate, maintain and finance 
their works on a more sustainable basis. Work was broken into sub-projects managed through provincial people's 
committees and local implementing agencies. Given the high level of decentralization, it is uncertain how much 
information is shared across the organizations and the water sector as witnessed by the delays in both cases. This 
highlights the importance of capacity building for the sector. For tranche 2, the capacity of all the targeted water 
enterprises was supported by the transition to higher tariffs and project implementation support.  
 
a In the energy sector, these included the following technical assistance projects: Power Sector Development Plan in 2007 and 
Implementation of the Electricity Industry Policy in 2012. In the road sector, the following technical assistance was provided: 
National Transport Development Plan (2011–2020), processed together with tranche 1 of Highlands Region Road Improvement 
Program  in 2008; Improving Road User Charges and Private Sector Participation in Road Development in 2009; Major Bridges Study 
in 2011, and Regulating and Sustaining Road Transport in 2012. 
Sources: IED evaluation team assessment based on project documents, project case and country case assessments. 
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Box A7.4: Multitranche Financing Facility in Papua New Guinea 

 
The Highland Region Road Improvement Investment Program and the Sustainable Highlands Highway Investment 
Program, focusing on the Highlands road network and its connection to Lae Port, combined with improvements 
to airport facilities delivered under a third MFF are dramatically increasing accessibility to a region rich in mineral 
and agricultural resources, but until now still predominantly relying on subsistence agriculture. The larger scale of 
investment financed under MFF should trigger network effects not achievable under the previously less 
coordinated projects: the two ongoing road sector MFFs—once completed—will have rehabilitated and upgraded 
up to 777 km of the 2,500 km comprising the Highlands core road network, compared with 291 km under the 
previous two sector loans. More costly bids than previously estimated have forced a scope reduction from the 
originally envisaged rehabilitation of 1,400 km and the establishment of maintenance arrangements for all 2,500 
km of the Highlands core road network to this more modest level.  
 

Evidence from project completion reports, social monitoring reports, mission field visits and other sources on the 
results achieved shows that transportation improvements have improved mobility and access to markets, and, as 
a consequence, the household incomes of the surveyed families. From 24% below the poverty line, 3% of the 
families were above the line after 5 years. Road construction had generated the usual direct benefits in terms of 
employment, revenues from royalties for quarry owners, land leases and food purchases for camps. Improved 
accessibility, even while construction was ongoing, encouraged farmers to increase vegetable production for the 
Mount Hagen market. A small sample survey showed that household incomes in project areas grew from K5,441 
annually in 2013 to 10,744 in 2018 (+97%, while inflation was about 32%), mostly because revenues from 
agriculture increased by five times and from small enterprise and retail businesses by four times. Household 
expenditures also increased, from K2,908 to K9,303. Average income per person grew from K3.78 (below the 
poverty line of K4.96) in 2013 to K6.37, just above the 2018 poverty line of K6.18. Shorter travel times increased 
minibus productivity, prompting them to reduce fares by 30%, thus further improving accessibility to markets and 
services. The expected increase in utility connections, which normally follow road alignments, has not happened 
so far. More significant synergies can be expected once interconnected transport investments strengthen the link 
between the Highlands region, Lae port, and domestic and external markets and economic opportunities. 
 
Sources: ADB. 2019. Completion Report. Papua New Guinea: Highlands Region Road Improvement Investment Program-
Project 1. Manila. 

 



 

 

APPENDIX 8: SUMMARY OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

No. MFF Expectations Summary Findings Assessment 
I. Inputs 
1. Provide long-term large-scale 

financing 
MFFs were five times larger than stand-alone projects 
with a duration 33%–66% longer 

Met 

2. Loan released gradually in 
tranches 

Less flexible than anticipated Partially met 

3. Streamlined business 
procedures 

ADB procedures gradually tightened. Only four out of 
16 countries have simplified their procedures but with 
small gains at the national level 

Partially met 

II. Outputs 
4. Programmatic long-term 

sector engagement 
Appreciated by users (especially small ones). Some 
initial advantages eroded 

Met 

5. Strategic programmatic 
financing 

Well aligned with country and sector strategies Met 

6. Reduce cost and improve 
balance sheet 

Only modest savings in commitment fees. No 
macroeconomic impact 

Partially met 

7. Flexible timing and design of 
later tranches 

Flexibility applied to timing and implementation 
arrangements more than to design 

Partially met 

8. More efficient processing  MFFs more efficient unless replaced by two or fewer 
loans. MFFs absorb about 20% of PPTA resources per 
$1 million. 

Met 

III. Intermediate Outcomes 
9. More borrowing capacity and 

cofinancing 
Double the cofinancing of stand-alone projects. 
However, this was not a result of MFF-specific 
features. Rather, development partners’ main 
motivations for cofinancing were similar development 
objectives and a large financing opportunity. 

Met 

10. Learning from previous 
tranches 

Some incorporation of lessons learned Partially met 

11. More resources for 
implementation 

26% more staff resources allocated. PCR workload 
underestimated 

Met 

IV. Outcomes 
12. Better policies adopted  Somewhat better performance than stand-alone. 

Complementary to other ADB operations 
Partially met 

13. Capacity improved Project management capacity improved. Occasionally 
institutional and sector-level capacity improved 

Partially met 

14. Larger, transformational 
investment 

True for smaller and weaker countries. Not so 
different for large countries 

Partially met 

15. Better operational 
performance and project 
success 

Comparable project success ratings. Faster initial 
implementation but implementation delays were 33% 
longer and there were 18% more scope change 

Partially met 

V. Development Results 
16. Development conditions 

improved and potential 
augmented 

Examples of both solid and problematic performance 
as in stand-alone projects. 
The 10-year limit has sometimes prevented the full 
benefits from being attained.  

Partially met 

17. Large number of beneficiaries Generally true in the power sector, but the opposite 
in water and urban services due to design 
complexities. 

Partially met 

18. Better services Quality of services comparable with stand-alone 
projects. Broader impact when large investment 
requirements are tackled in smaller countries 

Partially met 

ADB = Asian Development Bank, MFF = multitranche financing facility, PCR = project completion report, PPTA = project 
preparatory technical assistance.  
Source: IED evaluation team assessment. 
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