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Chair’s Summary of the Development Effectiveness Committee  

 
4 December 2017 
 
I. ADB’s Results-based Lending (RBL) Pilot (Corporate Evaluation Study) 

  
1. Objective and methodology. The Development Effectiveness Committee (DEC) discussed the 
evaluation of RBL operations prepared by the Independent Evaluation Department (IED). The Director General 
(DG) of IED explained that the report aimed to provide the President and the Board with an interim assessment 
of the modality two years before the end of the pilot experience, as mandated by the policy, and to ensure that 
RBL modality adds value to ADB operations. Although some DEC members stressed that the IED review had 
been conducted early at the request of management and therefore data on effectiveness and impact remained 
very limited, the DG argued that the report provides enough material for the Board to make a decision on the 
future direction of the RBL modality. The scope of the assessment was all twelve RBL programs approved 
from June 2013 to 2016. It was conducted as a real-time evaluation, and Management and Board members 
had been consulted at the approach and finalization stages. It was highlighted that no program has reached 
completion yet, and that was considered a limitation, although most programs were reported to be on track. 
Among the key findings, the following were highlighted: (i) RBL operations had been successfully rolled out; 
(ii) high client demand indicated a wide scope for future RBLs; (iii) RBL design displayed good potential; and 
(iv) some contexts are particularly favorable for RBL programs.  

 
2. Report Recommendations. IED listed the four recommendations as follows: (i) strengthen due 
diligence on fraud and corruption-related issues, risk assessment, and design and monitoring of program action 
plans; (ii) ensure that RBL programs exclude involuntary resettlement (IR) category A activities; (iii) invest in 
client monitoring and evaluation (M&E) capacity and in credible and independent verification processes; and 
(iv) invest more in staff and client capacity development and knowledge sharing. DEC members generally 
supported the recommendations. Some DEC members highlighted the importance of having the progress of 
all disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs) independently verified. Some also expressed support for IED’s 
recommendation that IR category A activities be excluded from the modality, as most of the complaints 
received by ADB are related to IR. Other DEC members believed that management’s concern about the IR 
was related to the relatively low threshold of 200 persons affected in ADB’s practice for assigning Category A, 
but also that IED seemed open to adjusting the criteria in situations of very dispersed minor resettlement 
activity. Some other DEC members sympathized with management’s view that the formal exclusion of IR 
Category A is not justified.  
 
3. On informal resettlement, operational efficiency, development effectiveness, and other key 
issues. DEC members raised concern about IR, and other key issues identified in IED’s paper. DG, IED 
explained why the IR category A should be excluded from RBL programs. He pointed out that it was considered 
a judgment call that depended on the Board’s risk appetite. The majority of claims received by ADB were in 
fact IR related, and he believed that including such IR activity in RBLs which rely on country program systems 
would pose a high reputational risk for the Bank. On the operational efficiency of RBLs, Director, IED explained 
that the RBL modality is faster than other instruments, although IED found that some procedures could have 
been done better if ADB had taken more time. He further confirmed that RBL processing from loan approval 
to disbursement is relatively faster than other modalities. He also confirmed that the potential for development 
effectiveness is large especially because the modality uses and thereby strengthens country systems and the 
effects on sector-wide improvements and institutional development can therefore be tangible. On independent 
verification, he explained that this does not necessarily need to go through consultants. It can be done by an 
auditor or a government department in the country, separate from the executing agency but its selection needs 
to be made in advance. On the issue of the increase in ceiling for RBL programs, as raised by some DEC 
members, DG, IED clarified that mainstreaming (which IED supports) should not be interpreted as ceiling 
increase. The increase in the ceiling can be done at any point, as management already presented the request, 
while mainstreaming can be done only at the end of the pilot period. Some DEC members also argued that 
any consideration of a management proposal on a revised ceiling should not be conflated with a discussion on 
mainstreaming; the latter should be taken up at the end of the pilot informed by an IED update if required. On 
DLIs, some DEC members pointed out an issue about the level of their ambition, as some RBLs demonstrated 
high ambition, while others were less ambitious, not demonstrating value added. DG, IED agreed that DLIs 
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are the core of the RBL modality, but that independent verification of their achievement is necessary. He also 
agreed that some DLIs had low levels of ambition, but in general, DLI matrices were well structured.  

 
 
4. Management feedback. Management appreciated the opportunity to discuss the early assessment 
report and thanked IED for consultative consultation during the inter-department review. Overall, Management 
finds the report’s findings to be informative and valuable inputs to the ongoing effort to further strengthen RBL 
operations. On the four recommendations, Management is committed to strengthening the quality of due 
diligence, risk assessments, and monitoring of the program action plans. These issues will be addressed in 
the ongoing update of the RBL Staff Guidance and additional training and outreach activities. Management 
agrees with the importance of investing in the development of client M&E capacity, and strengthening DLI 
verification processes, and believes in the importance of information sharing, trainings on RBL, and in general, 
in enhancing capacity development. Management also noted that it has consistently learned from experience 
and improved processing and implementation of RBL over the years: for example, it is increasingly requiring 
independent verification of DLI achievement. Management does not find substantiating evidence in the IED 
report to support the recommendation of excluding IR category A activities. Management does not agree with 
the recommendation. Management explained that the issue about IR is about proper identification of risks and 
how to manage them, and that this can be addressed through improved monitoring and reporting, and 
integrated risk assessment process. Management further noted that the safeguards policy issue requires 
further assessment, and suggested that classification and thresholds be reviewed during the evaluation of ADB 
Safeguards Policy. Management noted the growing interest of DMCs in RBL as an instrument to support 
systems improvement. ADB will need to respond positively to the DMC’s strong demand for RBL operations. 
In parallel to the proposed increase in the RBL ceiling, Management will draw on the IED early assessment’s 
findings to strengthen RBL programming, design and implementation.  
 
5. Next steps.  DEC members agreed on the usefulness of IED’s report and some sought management 
confirmation that they would seriously consider the whole IED report, not just the 4 headline recommendations 
on which the management response had mainly focused. Many crucial findings were not reflected in 
recommendations. Management duly confirmed that they would indeed consider and act on the whole report. 
In general, the DEC urged management to learn from the findings and recommendations to improve RBL 
operations. DEC members also pledged support for early management action to bring forward a plan 
demonstrating in detail how the recommendations and findings of the Report will be addressed, while revising 
the current RBL ceiling. 

 

II. DEC Work Program 2018 

 
6. The DEC discussed its work program for 2018. Some DEC members had comments on scheduling 

and topics to be discussed. It was agreed that dates remain flexible. On the topics, it was suggested to 

reintroduce a DEC discussion of the annual Development Effectiveness Review Report, and to introduce a 

series of meetings with management, all in an informal setting. A new work program was circulated after the 

meeting.  


